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INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES—HUSTON PLAN

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 23, 1975

U.S. SENATE,
Serect CoMMITTEE To STupY GOVERNMENTAL OPERATIONS
WiteE RespECT T0 INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met pursuaxt to notice at 10:05 a.m., in room 318,

Russell Senate Office Building, Senator Frank Church (chairman)
residing.

P Presexﬁ;: 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 CrATRMAN. 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 transfixed 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 CIA, 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 CTA, 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 campus, every telephone. 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 Watergate. 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 plan, 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 CTA 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
protect 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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hearings could be very useful and productive. Thank you, Mr. Chair-

man.

The Crammax. 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-
nectlon 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. Hoston. I do.

The CramrMaN. Mr. Schwarz will commence the questioning.

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

Mr. Scawarz. Mr. Huston, were you employed in the White House
as of 1970%

Mr. HustoN. 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. Hosroxn. Yes.

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

Mr. Huston. Yes.

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

Mr.2 Scuwarz. And by operating under restraints, what do you
mean ?

Mr. Hustow. That they did not have available for use the tools that
they felt were necessary to do the job.
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Mr. Scawarz. Did President Nixon call a meeting in his office on
June 5, 1970, to discuss with the heads of the intelligence agencies the
subject of restraints upon intelligence collection ? )

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

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

_Mr. Huston. There were two meetings among the heads of the agen-
cies in addition to the meeting with the President. But the bulk of the
actlvllty 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. HusToN. Yes.

Mr. Scuwarz. 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. Hustron. 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. Hustox. Well, as I said to Mr. Hoover, it was my understand-
;ngfl tt}}lle tI;lres1dent was ]ezs 1lr)1teres}t1ed in the past than in the future,

n at ne was concerned about the pr

what could be done to deal with them. problems that may come up, and
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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. Huston. That was my impression, yes.

Mr. Scuwarz. Who chaired the working group ?

Mr. Husron. Mr. Sullivan.

Mr. Scawarz. Mr. Sullivan of the FBI ¢

Mr. Hesrown. Yes.

Mr. Scuwarz. 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. Scuwarz. And the DIA?

Mr. Huston. Yes.

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

Mr. Hustown. 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. Huston. Yes.

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

our.

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

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

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

Mr. Huston. Yes.

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

Mr. Husrox. 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. Hustox. 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. Husron. Yes.

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

Mr. Huston. 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. ScEwaRrz. 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. Scawarz. 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. Huston. Well, T think their attitude was that he would be
opposed to any change whatsoever in the way in which the Bureau was
operating.

Mr. Scuwarz. 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 impression ¢

Mr. Huston. Yes; it was.

Mr. Scawarz. The document which is exhibit 11 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 Cramrman. 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. Scawarz. 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. Huston. 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. Scuwarz [continuing]. For security reasons which are
disclosed ?

Mr. Hustox. 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. Huston. 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. Scuawarz, 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. ScEwaRrz. And have you got in front of you the document which
1s exhibit 2 *¢

Mr. Huston. Yes.

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

Mr. Huston. 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. Hustown. 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. HusTon. 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 8ee p. 189.
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intelligence community with the exception of the footnotes of Mr.
Hoover himself; is that right ?

Mr. Hoston. Yes.

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

Mr. Huston. No. I'm not going to speak for what their position is,
but T 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. Hostow. Yes.

Mr. Scuwarz. What happened after that?

Mr. Husron. The question then arose as to how the decisions were
to be implemented. I had recommended to Mr, Haldeman that I 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. Hustox. Yes.

Mr. Scuwarz. 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, I am certain, obtain the answers the President wants.

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

Mr. Huston. 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. Scuwarz. 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. Husron. Weli, 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
1t 18 misleading.

But, the President—I had told the President the problem that
existed as a result of Mr. Hoover terminating the liaison. When the
President asked Mr. Hoover and Mr. Helms, “Are you people 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. Scewarz. 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. Husron. No.

Mr. Scuwarz. I have nothing further,

The CrarrMaN. 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 See 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,eon plan, for whom did you work? Who was your immediate
superior

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

Mr. SuornEers. Did you also work for Mr. Haldeman ¢

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

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

Mr. Husron. 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. SmorraERs. Until you got into the period April and June 19702

Mr. Huston. Yes.

Mr. Saorrers. 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. SmoraEers. 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, 1deological organiza-
tions, that were in violation of the tax laws. And we were talking in
that context about 501 (c) (8) organizations.

Subsequent to that, T 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
I sent 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
r}fisporndsed to that memorandum and T had no subsequent contact with
the IRS.

Mr. SmotrErs. Is it not true that since this investigation, which
TRS 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. Husron. Well, as I say, I never talked with any of my superiors
about the type of surveillance activities they wanted undertaken.

Mr. SmoraErs. 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
are in conflict or believed to be in conflict with the administration’s
ideas?

Mr. Huston. I am sorry, in what memorandum? .

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

Mr. Husron. I did not have any investigative effort with IRS. That
is the point I am trving to make. . )

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

Mr. HusTon. 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) (8) 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. Husron. Well, the President frankly did express that concern.
However, Dr. Burns did not express his concern to the Commissioner
in the same way. ’

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

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

What 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 T 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, Mr.
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 T know in my own case, I did not even know about
the committee until after it was established.

Mr. SmorrEegs. 1 have nothing further at this time, Mr. Chairman.

The Crarman. 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. Huston. Yes, sir.

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

1 See p. 141.
3 See p. 189.



13

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 gat%ering information on what you
call the revolutionary climate. I would suppose that had reference to
the antiwar demonstrations and antiwar protest groups.

Mr. Husron. 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 CaHaRMAN. Yes, and everything connected with that.

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

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

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

The CHATRMAN. And in some cases, keeping restraints.

Mr. HusTon. Yes.

The Cuamman. 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 CuarManN. 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 1s a legal way for doing that.

Mr. Huston. Yes, sir.

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

Mr. Huston. Yes.

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

Mr. Huston. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. 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 amendment
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 is 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 I think that was the kind of dilemma that we had ourselves in.

The Cuamman. 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 CraRMAN. 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. Husrton. 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. 1
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 Cramman. Now, you yourself have suggested this was a very
serious question.

Mr. Husron. Yes.

The Cramman. 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. HusTon. No.

The Crarrman. No?

Mcr. Husron. No.

The CHARMAN. 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. Houston. 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 Cramryman. My question relates to those particular meetings
that you have described.

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

ing:

The Cuarrman. He did not know of the appointment of the com-
mittee, the purpose of the committee

Mr. Husron. No.

The Cramrman. 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 FBI 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 CramMAaN. 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 CHaIRMAN. 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 Cuammman. 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 CIA
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 CrarMaN. And to your knowledge, he did not know.

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

The CraRMAN. 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 CrarrMAN. Yes. And he never raised that with you ?

Mr. Hustox. No.

The Cramman. 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'Z CramMAN. So the President revoked the authority he had
given?

Mr. Husron. Yes.

The Caamman. For such things as mail openings?

Mr. Huston. Yes.

The CHARMAN. 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 CmamMaN. 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 CHARMAN. 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. Husron. 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, 1
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was responsible for the coordination of intelligence relating to the
antiwar demonstrations in Washington. ,

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 a2 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 ntelligence 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—1I 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 23 or after July 23, when Mr. Haldeman called me to recall the
decision memoranda, did T 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. Hosron. Of the recommendations ?

Senator Tower. Yes; of the recommendations.

Mr. Hosron. 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 I 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 vours?

Mr. Huston. Yes: they are my recommendations. because in the
formal report—and T 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 interagency committee. 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 T 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. Huston. 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. Huston. Yes, sir.

Senator Tower. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. 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-
tlons 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. T 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. Husron. 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 hustling down at this point.

Senator Monpare. All right. Tf 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. Husron. 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. Husron. Senator, I am not invoking any defense now because

you asked me what my opinion was at the time and not what my opinion
1S 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 MonpaLe. All right. Why did you not say in your memo
that, this would appear to be illegal, but that in fact it 1s 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 Moxpare. 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 representing the various
agencies? You had a representative from the NSA, 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. Huston. 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. Husroxn. No.

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

Mr. HusTon. No. .

Senator Mo~paLE. 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. Huston. 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 MonparLe. 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. Husron. The reports indicated that there were no mail open-
ings, there were no surreptitious entries.

Senator MoxpaLE. And in fact there were ?

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

Senator MonpaLE. 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 met and discussed this,
the CIA did not tell the others that they were already engaging in
illegal mail openings.

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

Senator MonpaLE. 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. Hustox. T do not know, Senator, any more than what is in the
Rockefeller Commission report.

Senator Moxpare. 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. Husrton. 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 MoxpALE. Yes.

Mr. Hustox. Well, T 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 MoxparLe. 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. Huston. 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 MoxpaLe. Yes, but what I 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. Huston. Senator, I agree with that.

Senator MoxpaLe. But that is not what you did.

Mr. Husron. Well, Senator, I understand that is not what I did.

Senator Monpairk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Baker ¢

Senator Baker. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Huston, there have 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. Huston. No, sir, he never talked to me about it.

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

Mr. Hustow. I did not think his objections were principled, Senator,
because in many instances he says, not that this is illegal, 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 Baxer. Did he say that ?

Mr. Husron. 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. Huston. It was in the report in the footnote, Senator.

Senator Bager. 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 FBI 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 problem
because it would make Mr. Hoover mad.

Senator Baker. 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
}?’id ;wt call Mr. Hoover in or because the President did not convince

im?

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 BagEr. 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 Bagrr. Did you receive word through Mr. Haldeman that
;}Ile President was not about to ask J. Edgar Hoover to the White

ouse ?

Mr. Husron. That is right.

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

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

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

Mr. Huston. No.

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

Mr. Huston, Yes.

Senator Bager. 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 BAKER. 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
your 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. Husron. No. I do not know. I assume his arguments were that
it is not the kind of thing we ought to be doing.

Senator BAkEer. There is a fine difference here that may or may not
be important depending on how things develop later. But 1is
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. I 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 dou%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 Baker. 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. HusTtoN. Yes, sir.

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

Mr. Huston. Yes, sir.

Senator Baker. Without that fine distinction.

Mr. Huston. 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. Huston. That is right.

Senator Bager. And the other two.

Mr. Huston. Yes.

Senator Baxkr. 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. Huston. 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 BaxEer. 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 Cramrman. No; there is no reason. The Justice Department has
now made disclosures on COINTELPRO and I think the Rockefeller
report set out Operation CHAOS.

Senator Bager. Briefly, for this record, Mr. Huston, what was
COINTELPRO and what was CHAQOS?

Mr. HusroN. 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 Bakkr. 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 Bager. You did not know about the COINTEL Program at
the time of the filing of the Huston report ?

Mr. Husron. No.

Senator BARER. And you later learned of it ?

Mr. HusToN. Yes.

Senator Baker. How did you later learn of it ?

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

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

Mr. Huston. 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 Bakker. Including the Attorney General and the President?

Mr. Husrox. 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 people, 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. Husrox. I do not think so. T 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 Bager. 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. Hustox. I do not know except that they were originated in a
prior administration and my understanding is that President John-
son 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 CaHaRMAN. 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. HusTon. Senator, I do not know.

The Cuamman. Well, T 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 HuppLesTon. 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. Husron. 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 HupprLeston. 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. Husron. 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 paper that said the President has made these decisions.
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Senator HuppLestoN. Even though that policy pursued such a lofty
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. Husrox. 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
Iy name.

Senator HuppLesrox. That is what T 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. HusTon. Yes, sir.

Senator HupprestoN. 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. Husron. No. Well, I never expressed any interest in this field,
Senator. The interest that T 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. HustoN. 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. Tt 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. Huston. 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. Huston. 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. Huston. 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 HropLeston. You did not wonder whether or not he even
wanted the other intelligence-gathering agencies to know about this
activity ?

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

Senator HupoLesToN. 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. Huston. Yes.

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

Mr. Husrox. 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
ﬂ%e IE{{S have any recollection, of any subsequent contact until August
of 1970.

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

Mr. Husrton. Well, 1 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
62 1], 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 T 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. Huston. 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

1S8ee p. 395.
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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 TRS?

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 T 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
T 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. Hoston. Well, ves; T think so. but T think vou are leaping one
step over from what T indicated to Haldeman in terms of my view
that the strike force concept against organized erime 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 HupbLeston. 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. Housron, 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. Hosron. No.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Goldwater?

Senator GoLowATeR. 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 be 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.

My, Huston, have you ever been a member of the CIA?

Mr. Husron. No, sir.

Senator GoLpwaTter. FBI?

Mr. Husron. No, sir.

Senator Gorpwarter. DIA?

Mr. Hoston. Yes. I was assigned to the DTA when I was an Army
intelligence officer.

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

Mr. Husron. Yes, sir.

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

Mr. Husron. Yes, sir.

Senator GoLpwaTer. Was the Huston plan ever used?

Mr. Hosron. No.

Senator GoLpwaTer. Never put into effect?

Mr. Husron. No.

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

Mr. Huston. Well, Senator, I think that the—I 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

1 See p. 395.
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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 happening 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
intelligence 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 thece 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 T 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
effectivelv 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 is 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 GoLpwaTeR, 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 Crammman. 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. Hustow. 1 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. Husron. 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
tqrfl. 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. Huston. 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 T 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 Harr of Colorado. T 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. Hustox. 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. Husrox. The President never expressed any opinion to me on
that subject, but it is my recollection that Mr. Haldeman had indicated
to me that 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. Husrtox. Yes; he told me that.

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

Mr. Huston. 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, T 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. Huston. 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 Hart 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. Huston. 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 CHAOS 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. Husrton. Again, all I 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 Hart 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. Huston. 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’t.

The CHARMAN. 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. o

Our understanding is that they are to come to us. Maybe it is just
a stopover at the White House. T 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.

T 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 desctibed 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. Husrow~. Senator, because of my position on the White House
staff, T would not have heen in a position to do that. .

Senator MarHa1as. Did you ever recommend it to anybody else?
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Mr. HustoN. At one point, I had recommended that consultation be
undertaken with the ranking members of the Judiciary 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 MaTH1As. 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.

Senator Matuias. 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 I 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
niﬁht, to learn about the Huston plan in this setting and in this way
today.

I must say that I 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%proved 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-
in%is a;,nd consultations—was the word Constitution ever used by any-
body ?

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

Senator MarH1as. Although, of course, Mr. Hoover, for example,
in referring to implementing mail coverage, did raise the question of
illegality.

Mr. Hustow. Yes, he did.

Senator MaTa1As. He did use the word illegal.

Mr. Huston. Yes; yes, he did. )

Senator Maruias. 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.
Tt is the use of example, and T call to mind Justice Brandeis’ opinion,
Olmstead v. The United States, in which he said that,

Decency, security, and liberty alike demand that Government 0ﬂicisﬂ_s 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)l'e resolutely adhered to today than ever before, because of that
very fact ?

Mr. Hustow. 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 Matu1as. Which places, as Justice Brandeis suggested, an
even greater burden on Government to lead.

Mr. Huston. 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 I 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.

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 1 was exposed to by those people who were my
seniors.

Senator Matrtas. 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.

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. Husrox. Well, I think that the biggest problem this committee
has to grapple with, if T may presume to suggest to the committee, 1s
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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 so 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 to 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 In my judgment, so that the dilemma it seems to me that the
Nation faces today is how do you establish these things that are
necessary 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 MaTrias. This really brings us back to Senator Mondale’s
question: how can a President, fee] 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. Hosron. Yes; I think it comes back to an assumption by all of-
ficers of what an agreement among all people in Government, 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 is healthy, and I think we are
on the right track.

Senator MatH1as. But you agree if it had not come to a screeching
halt, there would have been a national

Mr. Hustox. 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 T 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 Matuias. Thank you very much, Mr. Huston. You have
been very helpful.
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The CuarMaN. 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 just
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 it 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—1 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 contemplate the 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 Caamrman. That 1s correct ?
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Mr. Huston, Yes, sir.

The CHARMAN. Senator Schweiker.

Senator ScaweIgEr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Huston, one of the areas T 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 in 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 TEC 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 Scuwriker. Well, as I 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 CIA. 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.

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 that, 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 ScHweiker. 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 T think this is a pretty good picture of the technique
that a Government branch or agency wses 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 T 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, Huston. 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. T 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. Huston. 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. Huston. I did, at the time. Yes, I did.

Senator Scewerker. Because 1 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 pood 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 ScaweIgEr. Thank you. Mr. Chairman.

The CuATRMAN. Mr. Huston. when you were testifving in executive
session before this public hearing, you were asked about your present
view. And T think there are two portions of the deposition that ought
to be read into the record, on which T would like any further comment
yon 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
kid 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. HustoxN. 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
glasbgoing to be invited as a special guest to the White House Press

ub.

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 1s 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 Cuamrman. 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 I 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 CHAIRMAN. Of course, accountability is at the heart of this
issue. And the thing that has not been known until today about the
Fluston plan is that it was just a 5-dav episode where the President
was asked to confer his authority to do these various things. He asked



46

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
E'ocedures that we hope will make these agencies accountable in the

ture.

Senator Mondale.

Senator Monpare. 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. Huston. Yes, I agree.

Senator Moxpacre. 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. Hustox. No. T 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. Huston. Well, I think that the intelligence collection or analysis
and collection process is different from the law enforcement process.
And I think that the intelligence community can 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 MonpaLe. 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 MonpaLE. 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. Hustox. Well, T 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 MoxpaLe. 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., Hustox. I do not have any idea what they were convinced of,
but T am convinced that the intelligence community would never have
undertaken the Plumbers’ operation.

Senator Monpare. Well, I have some trouble accepting that.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

The CHAIRMAN. 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 Huppreston. 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. Huston. I do not think I ever saw, or I have no recollection of
ever having seen any information that came to the White House from
the TRS, Senator.

Senator Huopreston. 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. Huston. Well, Senator, as I think T 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 T know. T 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 HuppLesTon. Well, this memorandum would certainly in-
dicate that the TRS 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 IRS, 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 CrAIRMAN. 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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WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 24, 1975

U.S. SENATE,
Serect ComMITTEE To STUDY GOVERNMENTAL OPERATIONS
Wires RespEcT T0 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 (chajirman)
presiding.

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

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

The CrarMAaN. 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)



52

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, 1s
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. Browx. Yes, Mr. Chairman, my name is John T. Brown, counsel
for Mr. Angleton in these proceedings.

The Crairmax. 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. AxcreTox. I do.

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

TESTIMONY OF JAMES ANGLETON, FORMER CENTRAL INTELLI-

GENCE AGENCY OFFICIAL, ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN T. BROWN,
COUNSEL

17\'11; Scawarz. Mr. Angleton, were you employed by the CIA in
19707

Mr. ANcLETON. Yes; I was.

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

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

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

Mr. AxcgreroN. 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. Axcreron. 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 1
would like, at this time, to ask for the opportunity to have him make
that statement, if T may.

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

Mr. Axgreron. 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 81 years, beginning with the OSS
during World War IL In 1954, T became Chief of the Counterintelli-
gencedStaff of the CIA, a position which T 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 CratrmaxN. 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. AncLeron. That is correct.

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

Mr. Axcreron. That is correct.

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

Mr. AxceLEToN. 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. AxcrLerow. I do not.

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

Mr. AxgLETON. That 1s correct.

Mr. Scuwarz. 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. AncreTON. That is correct.

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

Mr. AxgrETON. They did.

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

Mr. A~greron. 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 11].

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

Mr. ANcreToN. That is correct.

Mr. Scuwarz. And it distinguishes between routine coverage and
covert coverage, saying routine coverage is legal and covert coverage
1s illegal, is that correct ?

Mr. A~xcrerox. That is correct. .

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

Mr. A~xeLETON. Exactly.

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

Mr. AxcrLETON. “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 See p. 141.
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ceedings and publicity afforded this matter in congressional hearings
involving accusations of governmental invasion of privacy.”

Mr. Scawarz. 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. AxcLeTon. 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 FBI.

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. AxgLEToN. 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, Mr. Helms’ knowledge, and Mr. Sullivan’s knowledge; isn’t that
correct

Mr. Axereron. 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. Angreron. 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. AncLeToN. 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 thev had had in discontinuing their mail coverage.

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

Mr. AxeLETON. 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 of 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. A~xeLETON. 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 would
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. AnxcrETOoN. That 1s correct.

Mr. Scawarz. All right. Now, would you read into the record the
memorandum for the record, June 3, 1971, subject, “Meeting at the
DCI’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. AnGLETON. 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. AxcgLETON. 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 was illegal?

Mr. AxcrETON. Precisely.

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

The CrarMaN. 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. Saormers. 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. AxcLETON. Pardon ?

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

Mr. AxereroN. 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. gMo'rHERs 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. ANgLETON. No; we would not raise such an operation.

Mr. SyorHERs. 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. AxgLETON. I am not aware of any other channel.

Mr. Smoraers. Would such channels as the Special Group or the
In.telclliﬁgence Board have been a proper place for such matters to be
raised ?

Mr. AxcreTon. I do not believe that an oneration 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. SmorHERs. But in any event, it would not have been raised with
this working group involved with the Huston plan?

Mr. Axgreron. 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. AxcreTon. I think it does. I could expand on it, but I think that
1s quite accurate.

Mr. SmorHaERs. But that response then is still true? You still believe
1t to be true?

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

Mr. SmoTraERs. 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 transcript. 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 intelligence 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. A~creroN. 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. SmoraEeRrs. During the course of the meetings of this interagency
intelligence group, was there any doubt in your mind that your pur-
posec 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. AncreToN. 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. SmornErs. Thank you, Mr. Angleton.

Mpr. Chairman, I have nothing further.

The Cuairman. Mr. Angleton, you heard Mr. Huston’s testimony
yesterday ?

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

The Cuarmryax. 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 CTA, the NSA,
to come together with a plan and give the President zome options, and
that the purpose of the recommendations that were made io 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 a
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. AncgreroN. I would sav 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 if the President had approved, or even 1f
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 Cuamrman. But the CTA was the agency principally involved in
the mail openings.

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

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

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

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

Mr. A~creron. I would say, sir, not by way of any excuse, but
those were very turbulent periods for the intelligence community and
particularlv for the FBI, and T 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 CuairMaN. 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
is really not an excuse.

Mr. A~xcrLeroN. I do not think there was ever the forum in which
these matters could be raised at that level. T 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 CHATRMAN. But you have said that there was an affirmative duty
on the CIA to inform the President ?

Mr. Axcrerow. I don’t dispute that.

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

Mr. AxgrLeron. 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 CuairMaN. 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. AxcLETON. I was referring, sir, to a much more restricted
forum.

The Cuarrman. I am referring to the mail, and what T 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. ANcrETON. T have nosatisfactory answer for that.

The CHAIRMAN. You have no satisfactory answer?

Mr. AxgrLETON. No; I donot.

The Crarman. I do not think there is a satisfactory answer, because
having revoked the authority, the CTA 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
céi}(ll. s?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. Ancreron. I did not mean my statement to indicate that there
is any neglect of duty. It was simply that the working group was
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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. AxcLeroN. 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—I
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. AxgLeroN. 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. A~xcreron. No; I do not think so. :

Senator Tower. Could you elaborate on that ?

Mr. AxcLeroN. 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. AxeLeroN. 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. A~cueron, 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. Ancreron. Very much so, sir.

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

Senator Monpare. Thank you, Senator Tower.

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

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

Senator MonparLe. All right.

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

Senator Monpare. What is your understanding as to who authorized
the program ?

Mr. AxcrETON. T 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. AxcLeToN. Within the Agency?
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Senator MoNDALE. Yes.

Mr. AxcreroN. Under the Chief of the Clandestine Operations.

Senator Mo~npaLe. The Deputy Director for Plans, would that be?

Mr. A~gLeTON. Correct.

Senator MoxpaLr. 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. AnxcreToN. That is correct.

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

Mr. AxoLeToN. That it was illegal.

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

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

Senator MonpaLe. Well, that might be an asset.

Mr. AxcerEToN. That is my cover, Senator.

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

Mr. AncreTon. 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. A~gLETON. 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. AxeLeTON. 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. Ancreron. I believe that all matters dealing with counter-
esplonage require very sophisticated handling and require consider-
able latitude.

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

Mr. Axcreron. 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~xcreron. I 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 youn 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. Ancreron. 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. Anxcreron. That is correct.

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

Mr. AncrLEToN. 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 MonpavrEe. T 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 Mo~pare. 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. Axcreron. Sir, I would prefer, if possible, to respond to that
question in executive session. )

Senator MonpaLe. Well, I would like the answer. The chairman 1s
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 MonpaLE. 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. AnxcLETON. Sir, may I please modify that ¢

Mr. Brow~. Would the Senator please just indulge us for just a
moment so I can confer with Mr. Angleton ¢

Senator Tower. Let us have 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. AngrLETON. 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. AxcrLETON. I would not depend on my memory, sir, at this time,
léec?{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. AxcrLeron. 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 CTA?

Mr. AncrLEToN. I was the head of counterintelligence.

Senator Baker. 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. A~xeLETON. 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. AxcLETON. 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 Baker. Well, to put it in lay terms again, counterintelli-
gence was to protect our intelligence resources?

Mr. A~xcLeToN. 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. AncrLeron. 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 Bagkr. 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. AncLETON. I would say it was very much an error.

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

Mr. ANoLETON. That is precisely correct.

Senator BakEr. Are there other members of this committee that
were on that list?

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

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

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

Senator Bager. 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, vou would favor the passage of
such a bill?

Mr. Axcreron. 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 Clongress 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 I 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. AwncreTron. I think in the present atmosphere, it would be
impossible.

enator 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. AxcLETON. 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 Baker. What do you think of the policies of détente?

Mr. AxereToN. 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. ANeLETON. 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 Bager. 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. A~ncLETON. 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.

Senator Baxer. 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.

T 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 likelihood 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. A~xcreroxn. There is no question in my mind.

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

Senator Towgr. Senator Huddleston ¢

Senator HuppLeston. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Angleton, first T 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. AncreToN. 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 Huppreston. Customers being specific agencies of the Gov-
ernment, either CTA.

Mr. AxgrLeToN. 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. ANxerrron. Pardon. sir?

Senator HupopresToN. Electronic surveillance—what does this in-
volve specifically ?

Mr. A~xcrEToN. We were not involved in electronic surveillance.

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

Senator HuppLesToN. Is this tapping telephones?

Mr. A~xgLEToN. Telephones.

Senator HuppLesToN. That is, a wiretap.

Mr. ANgLETON. Bugs.

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

Mr. A¥cLETON. Precisely.

Senator HuppLesTon. Without their knowledge ?

Mr. A~xgrLETON. Hopefully.

Senator HuppLestoN. Surreptitious entry—what is this describing?

Mr. AxgreTON. That is the ability to penetrate into either a build-
ing or mail

Senator HupprLesTon. 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. AxcrLETON. As long as there is no—1I say I agree, sir.

Senator HupprLesToN. 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. AxcreTown. It is not so much taking as it is photographing.

Senator HupbLesTon. Or photographing.

Mr. AxgrLeTon. There is not really much breakage.

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

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

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

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

Senator HuppresTon. Would that be students?

Mr. A~creron. 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 Hupprestow. 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. Axgreron. Unfortunately, yes.

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

Mr. AncrLeToN. Well, to begin with, in all fairness to Mr. Hoover,
after World War 11, 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 IT, the OSS had many people who were loyal
to General Donovan, but also had loyalties to the opposition—and T
do not want to characterize it as many. I think it is in many records.
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And therefore, there was a very grave problem of the security stand-
ards of the Agency coming from World War II.

Senator HupbresTon. 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 HuopLesToN. Was this a single incident ?

Mr. AncreToN. A single incident in which an officer of the CTA 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 HuppLesToN. 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. Axcreroxn. I would never call them sources. The CIA had many
contacts with the FBI at various levels.

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

Mr. AxeLETON. That is correct.

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

Mr. AxareTox. 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. AxcLETON. That is correct.

Senator HuppLesToN. And he did that, in fact?

Mr. AxcreToN. 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 CTA and the FBI were not
getting along at the top levels as they might?

Mr. AncLeron. 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 CIA except
those that might have been casual, where they bumped into one an-
other in a national securitv conference. ,

Senator HuppLesTon. Did this adversely affect the efficiency of our
intelligence community ?

Mr. Axererow. It did.

Senator Hupprrston. Do vou think Mr. Hoover’s concern in the
FBT’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. Ancrerox. 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 Johnson
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%1 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. AncreroN. That is correct.

Senator HuppLesToN. And that is surreptitious entry or in layman’s
terms, breaking and entering.

Mr. AxcLETON. It deals basically with handling couriers, the man
who carries the bag.

Senator HuppLeston. 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. AxcreroNn. 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. ANerLETON. My approach, sir, on that

Senator HuppLesToN. Did it even bother you to wonder about it?

Mr. AxgreroN. No. I think I can reconstruct my attitude over many
years on that matter, that T 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. ;’XNGLETON.’ I was absolutely shocked. I mean it was unbelievable,
because one believed that he had everything relating to Justice
Department.

Senator HuppLesToN. 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. AxcLETON. T must repeat that I could well understand how
without even going into any inquiries, that the Huston plan was dead.

Senator HuppresTox. You expected that to happen ?

Mr. AxarLETON. Absolutely.
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The CuatrMaN [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 §inai agreements and for that reason I had to absent myself.

Let us see, we are now at Senator Schweiker, please.

Senator Scuweiker. 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 plan?

Mr. AxgreTtox. I did. .

Senator ScHWEIKER. 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. Iirst 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 1], 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. AxeLETON. I Was present.

Senator Scawerger. 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. A~areTON. 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. AxarLeTON. I do not have any evidence of that.

Senator Scawerker. 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. AncreTON. 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 ScHweiker. 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 you did discuss them, and did they not come up for consid-
eration in different forms?

Mr. AnereTON. 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 8ee 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 ScuwrIker. 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 Scuweiker. That is all I am trying to establish.

Mr. AxcLETON. But it had a life of its own prior to the Huston plan.

Senator ScHwEIKER. 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 Scawrrker. 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
prgfosed? Is that not a fact ?

r. ANGLETON. Yes,

Senator ScuwrikEr. 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 g eration CHAOS
was under your supervision, although not immediately ¢

Mr. ANeLETON. It Was technically under my supervision for “rations
and quarters.”

Senator Scuwerker. And you supported and went along with Op-
eration CHAOS as an executive of CIA, is that not correct ?

Mr. AngreToN. I was not familiar with all of the operations of
CHAOS. .

Senator Scawerker. Did you object to it? Did you oppose it? Did
you fight it in any way?

Mr. ANgLETON. 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. AngLETON. 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 ScHwEIKER. Well, were you aware of the memos [exhibit
65 '] 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

1 See 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. AxcLETON. Do we have this memorandum ?

Senator Scuwriker. I will ask the counsel whether you have it.
This was received from the Rockefeller Commission. You might not
have it immediately before you.

Mr. AneLETON. 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. AxcrLeETON. There were reports that I cannot identify unless
X see them.

Senator ScEWEIKER. 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. ANcLETON. I tried to explain, sir, that I was not in charge.

Senator ScHwWEIKER. What does being Chief of Counterintelligence
mean ? You were Chief of the Counterintelligence Staff, were you not ?

Mr. ANGLETON. Yes.

Senator Scuwerker. And that did not come under your purview?

Mr. Ancreron. 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 ScHWEIKER. 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 ccntradict 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. AxcrETON. Well, if it is accurate it should not have been said.

The Cuamrman. That is right, Mr. Angleton.

Senator ScuweIker. It looks like we are on plausible denial again
is all T 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. AngLETON. 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 ScHWEIKER. 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. Axoreron. Well, I would say I had been rather imprudent in
making those remarks.

Senator ScaweIkEer. 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 t%is 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 T 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 Cramrman. 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. ANcLETON. I have 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 CHAIRMAN. But your statement, Mr. Angleton, 1s not related to
toxins. It is a very general statement, which I do believe represents
your view.

Mr. AnerETON. I am sorry, sir, but it does not necessarily represent
my views.

The Crairman. 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. AngrLETON. To comply with all overt——

The Caamrman. Do you retract that statement now, or do you merely
regard it as imprudent.

Mr. AncrETON. I have not studied the testimony, sir.

The CuarMaN. May I call your attention to it 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
Govexglment has to comply with all of the overt orders of the Govern-
ment.

Mr. ANxeLETON. I withdraw that statement.

The CaamMan. Do you withdraw that statement

Mr. AxcreToN. I do.

The CaarmaN. Did you not mean it when you said it the first time?

Mr. Axcreron. This was stated before the hearings, before you held
your hearings on this matter?

The Cuamman. Yes, but when you said it to us, did you mean it or
did you not mean it ?

Mr. A~creron. I do not know how to respond to that question.

The CrAIRMAN. You do not know how to respond to the question ?

Mr. AxgLETON. I said that T withdrew the statement.

The CratrMaN. Very well, but you are unwilling to say whether or
not vou meant it when you said it.

Mr. AncreToN. I would say that the entire speculation should not
have been indulged in.
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The CaaRMAN. T see. Senator Morgan.

Senator Moreax. 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. AxcreTON. 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. AxgLETON. Sir, I have not reviewed this transcript.

Senator Morcan. I understand that, Mr. Angleton. And that is why
I was looking back at it myself.

If T 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. AxcrLEroN. 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-
espilonage. A

Senator Morcan. Now, as Chief of the Counterintelligence Staff,
how much of your work was involved in this country ?

Mr. AxcLETON. Relatively little.

Senator Morcan. Was the mail cover part of it?

Mr. AncreTON. That is correct.

Senator Morcax. 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. A~xcreron. That is correct. But there was a limit as to the
amount of mail which we opened and photographed.

Senator MoraaN. What limitations were placed on the amount of
mail ¢

Mr. AxcreTon. 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. A~xerETON. 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 Moraan. 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. Axcreron. The basic thrust of the program was a watch list.

Senator Morean. Mr. Angleton, did vou at that time consider the
mail coverage indispensable to your job?

Mr. A~xcreToN. T believed it was one of the few resources, routine
in nature, available to counterintelligence.

Senator Morcan. Well, Senator Mondale asked you about your
rationale behind opening the mail. How do you reconcile it with the
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rights of the individuals in this country under our Constitution ? How
did you reconcile your action?

Mr. Axcreron. Well, Senator, I reconciled it in terms of the knowl-
edge I had, and my colleagues had, regarding the nature of the threat.

Senator Moraan. 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. AxcrETON. 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, who 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 millenium. 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. AxeLETON. 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 Morcan. 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-
gestion as to how the actions of that Central Intelligence Agency can
be 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 MorcaN. 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. AncrLEToN. I have nothing to contribute to that, sir, beyond
what I have said already.
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Senator MorcaN. 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. AxgreroN. No; I do not.

Senator Morean. What limitations would you place on it?

Mr. AnxgLEToN. 1 think the mail-intercept program is probably one
of the few exceptions that I could conceive of.

Senator Morcan. 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. AxcLETON. 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. Qur problem was to try to uncover
foreign involvement in this country.

Senator MoraaN. Let me conclude by observing that I 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 CraRMAN. 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-
§txg§2§d to any particular watch list, but may have gone very far afield,
indeed.

T 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 MaTu1as. 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
“ixqued, 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. A~creTON. 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 Mara1as. There was no preventative practice?

Mr. AxgLETON. Not necessarily.

_ Senator MartH1as. 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. AxgreroN. Not to my knowledge.

Senator Marr1as. 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. AxcLETON. 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 coordi-
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.

Senator MaTHIAS. 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. AxcreroN. 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 Mara1as. 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. AxcLETON. You mean for an illegal act in the United States?

Senator MarHias. Yes. Was there any agreement that he would not
be prosecuted, as would an ordinary citizen who was apprehended
in the same act?

Mr. AxcreToN. 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 MaTrias. In other words, you are saying that he took his
lumps if he were apprehended in any legal difficulties?

Mr. AnareroN. 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 Marrias. 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. AncrErox. 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
t{lle sfxrgumentation for any special treatment would be supported by
the facts.

Senator Maraias. 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. AngrLETON. Not entirely. T have known of—well, T 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 MaTu1as. Right. But those were the cases where there was
no relief.
~ Mr. AxcreTON. Well, they were cases where a superior interest of
the Government was not harmed.

Senator MaTturas. 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. AxeLETON. It could be, and I think that if T 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. AncLeton. 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. AngrETON. 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 MaTaIAs. And there were clearly pragmatic solutions to
the problems that arose in the gray area?

Mr. A~eLerown. 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~grLeTON. This would open up an extremely complicated chan-
nel of discussion.

Senator MaTHias. I think it is important that we try to grapple with
it, no matter how complicated it is.

Mr. Axcreron. If T 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
hitting 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 Maruias. 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
is one of the elements of cost that I think we are trying to determine
here.

Mr. AngrETON. 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
Lo 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 CHaRMAN. 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. AnerETON. I understand, Mr. Chairman. I was only responding
to Senator Mathias.

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 Hart 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—I 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. A~xcLETON. It 1s not inconceivable—I mean, I cannot reconstruct
this paragraph and put it in the time-frame that vou 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 Hart 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 1t not well established in the spring of 1970, that domestic
groups, described as the new left and racial groups, had substantial
foreign contact ?

Mr. AxcLETON. 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. AngreToN. 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 Harr 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 Hart of Colorado. That is not what your deposition said.

Mr. Axgreron. Well, I thought my deposition stated that there were
senior officials in the Agency 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. AxgLETON. 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
FBL In other words, the Huston plan did not affect one way or the
other the normal flow of business.

T also refer to——

Mr. AxgLETON. 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].

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. Axcrerox. 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 Hart 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. AxgrLerox. Well T 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. AxcLETON. 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 1n 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 Harr of Colorado. One final question.

RM}rl. ékngleton, are you familiar with the name Thomas Riha,

-i-h-a?

Mr. AncLETON. T 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. Axgrerox. Tam.

Sengtor Harr of Colorado. Do you have any information for this
committee as to what happened to Prof. Thomas Riha?
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Mr. Angreron. What has happened to the subject

Senator Harr of Colorado. He has disappeared.

Mr. A~creron. I haven’t heard anything. I have not actually in-
quired, but I have no knowledge. I think I heard speculation at one
time, but it was back, more or less, in the res 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. AncrLeron. T 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 Hart of Colorado. Over this one case?

Mr. AneLETON. 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 Hart of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I have a matter of com-
mittee business that I will take up at the appropriate time.

Thank you.

The CraRMAN. 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 CHamrMAN. 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. ANGLETON. 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. AxcrLETON. 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. AxcLETON. 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 CIA’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 ¢

1 See p. 141.
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Mr. Ancreron. I'm sorry, I don’t quite get the thrust of this
questioning.

Senator Tower. 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. Axcreron. 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
fu%itive from justice.

Senator Tower. During working group sessions, did anyone, at any
time, ask you whether the CIA was conducting covert mail coverage

Mr. AxcreTON. T 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
mail coverage conducted by the CIA ?

Mr. AncreTON. It is very difficult for me to respond to that because
T 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. T do know—and T 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. AncLETON. I did not.

Senator Tower. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Mondale?

Senator Moxpark. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Angleton, would
it be fair to sav 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. AxgrETON. That is correct.

Senator MonparE. 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. ANcrETON. That is correct.

Senator Monpark. 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 ali 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 ?], 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. ANgLeETON. 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. AncrLEToN. Would you repeat the first part of that question ?

Senator MonpaLe. If T 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.
2 See p. 396.
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Mr. A~crLeToN. 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 1 know there was—the question
of political implications was raised and discussed and they were
knocked down by him.

Senator MonNpaLE. 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. AncrLETON. 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 MonpaLe. 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. AngreToN. 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-
lr.est and murders—and I can go all the way down the long, grizzly
1st

Senator Monpace. Oh, yes. But——

Mr. AxcreroN. You can induce that, but it was not, in my view,
paranoia.

Senator MoxpaLe. Do you think the possibility that there were
thousands of American children under 30 determined to destroy our
society is not paranoia?

Mr. Axcreron. 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-




88

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 CmamrMan. 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. AncLETON. Yes; I understand.

The Cxamman. 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 Maraias. 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. T 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. A~xcreroN. 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 MaTa1as. 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. AncrLEron. 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 Martn1as. 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
welghed in the Gary Powers U-2 flight ?

Mr. AxcgLETON. It is purely hearsay. It is simply that a decision was
made by the President.

Senator Matmias. We are not bound by the hearsay rules here.

Mr. AnxcLeron. 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 Marias. 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. AxoreTON. 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.

Senator Martuias. Deputies who can measure this element of cost
before——

Mr. AxcrLeEron. 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 CHAIRMAN. Senator Hart ?

Senator Hart 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 various 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 CratrMAN. I think the point is well taken, and I 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 Tower. Mr. Chairman.

The CrATRMAN. 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 Crmamrman. 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 CrHAIRMAN. At this time.

Is there any further discussion that members would like to——

Senator Mataias. 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 Cramrman. 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 MaTHias. I do think this, Mr. Chairman, if you would yield.

The Cuarrman. 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 Cruamrman, Well, T think that the Senator is not going to press
his motion at this time, and T feel we should take it upo 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 O - 76 -~ 7
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Senator MaTrias T 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 CrarMAN. 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 HupprEston. Mr. Chairman.

The CramrmaN. 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. AxcreroN. Yes, 5 days.

Senator Huppreston. During that time were there any internal
instructions or memoranda or direction given within the CIA relat-
ing to implementing that plan?

Mr. ANcLeTON. None to my knowledge.

Senator HuopresTon. None to your knowledge. After the Presi-
dent rescinded his authorization, following that time were there any
internal memoranda involving instructions or directions within the
CIA?

Mr. AxeLETON. No.

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. AneLEronN. 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. AxcrETON. The plan itself, but 1t had its own—

Senator HuppLestoN. The paper went up the hill and back.

Mr. Ancreron. It had certain impact.

Senator Huppreston, The paper went up the hill and back, but the
plan, the activities related in that plan, in fact, did continue.

Mr. Axcreron. 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. AxcreroN. The mail openings were within the Agency.

Senator HuppLesToN, Wiretaps, surreptitious entries.
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Mr. AxcireToN. 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 CuairMAN. 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 FBI.

Thank you, Mr. Angleton, for your testimony.

Mr. Ancreron. Thank you, Senator.

[Whereupon, at 1:05 p.m., the select committee was adjourned, to
reconvene at 10 a.m., Thursday, September 25, 1975.]
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THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 25, 1975

U.S. SENATE,
Serect ComMITIEE To STUDY GOVERNMENTAL OPERATIONS
Wrre ResPEcT TO INTELLIGENCE A CTIVITIES,
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, 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 CHARMAN. 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 committee 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 CHARMAN. 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 CTA 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 CTA 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-

(95)
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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. Brennan. I do. .

The Crmamrman. Mr. Schwarz, would you commence questioning
please.

Mr. Scuwarz. 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. BrEn~NAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. Scawarz. From when to when?

Mr. BRex~an. From April 1948 until July 1974 when I retired.

Mr. Scuwarz. And in June 1970 were you the Chief of the Internal
Security Section of the Domestic Intelligence Division of the FBI?

Mr. Brenxnan. Yes, sir, I was.

Mr. Scawarz. And Mr. Sullivan was your immediate superior ?

Mr. BRenNaN. Yes, sir.

Mr. Scuwarz. And did you then in July of 1970 succeed him as the
Chief of the Domestic Intelligence Division ¢

Mr. Brennan. 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
Elisberg’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. BRen~an. Well, no, sir. That was not the specific circumstance.
By the time T 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 I correct
about that ?

Mr. Brexnan. 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. BrenN~aN. Yes, sir.

Mr. Scawarz. And all of those matters were opposed in the summer
of 1970 by Mr. Hoover, is that right?

Mr. Brexnan. Yes, sir, that’s right.
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Mr. Scawarz. And had Mr. Hoover been épposing those matters
for a few years prior to 1970¢ '

Mr. Brex~aN. Yes, sir, he had.

Mr. Scawarz. Was there an earlier time when Mr. Hoover had ap-
proved the use of those techniques?

Mr. BrRenNaN. 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. Bren~an. 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 FBIL

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 19737

Mr. BrenNaN. In 1972, T 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
speculating 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 CHarMAN. Senator, I think your point is well taken. Let us
move ahead with the questions.

Mr. Scuwarz. 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 Cramman, 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. BRENNAN. 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. Brenxwnan. Yes, sir, it does.

Mr. Scawarz. All right. Would you read into the record, please, the
second paragraph of the document.

Mr. Brenwan. 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 CoamMaN. I think, Mr. Brennan, it might be helpful if you
would just explain to the committee what a “black bag” job is.

Mr. BrenNNaN. I think in general parlance, in the intelligence com-
munity, Senator. the “black bag” job refers to an operation which in-
volves a penetration which basically is designed to obtain intelligence
information, which basically constitutes breaking and entering.

The Cramrman. You mean what would normally be called a
burglary ¢

L'%r. BrennaN. Yes; normally, Senator, yes.

The CrARMAN. 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” techniques.

Senator Morean. 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 Cuarrman. I understand the objection and T have sustained it.

1 See p. 273.
2 See p. 276.
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Mr. Scawarz. Would you read into the record, Mr. Brennan, exhibit
33, please?

Mr. Brennan. 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 Cuamrman. 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 Caairman. 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 CuaARMAN. My view is the same as yours.

Senator Towgr. So, no formal motion is necessary ?

The CHamyman. 1 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 CraRMAN. Very well. Now, would you proceed, Mr. Schwarz.

Mr. Scawarz. 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 in the footnotes to the document
submitted to the President on June 25, 1970

Mr. BreNNaN. 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. Brenvan. T don’t recall that, sir.

Mr. Scawarz. T 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. Brenwan, Yes, sir.

Mr. Scuwarz. I have nothing further, Mr. Chairman.

The Cratrmax. 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. BrEn~aw, Yes sir, I was.

Mr. Smoruers. 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. Brenwan. No, sir, T 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 into
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,
in 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-
niques which applied to the security and intelligence field. Subse-
%uently, 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 inquiry 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., SmorrERs. 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. Brennan. To a great extent, yes, sir.

Mr. SyornEers. To your knowledge, has the FBI made substantial
legislative recommendations based on these intelligence activities ?

Mr. BrRenNaN. Tt is my recollection that it has, yes, sir.

Mr. SmorrERS. T have nothing further, Mr. Chairman,

The CHATRMAN. First of all, T would like to call your attention, Mr.
Brennan, to exhibit 2,' page 3. Now do you have that reference?

Mr. Bren~anw. I believe so, Senator.

The CuamrmaN. 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. Brennan, Yes, sir.

The CramrMaN. 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 Cuarrman. So that information could be secured from mem-
bers of the student body about activities, protests and demonstration
activities on the campuses?

Mr. Bren~aAN. Yes, sir.

The CrarmanN. 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 develep student security
and racial informants who are 18 years of age or over. This presents
you with a tremendous opportunity 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 SA(C letter of instruction to the field. That is what you are
referring to?

The CuarMAN. Yes. And in that letter of instruction to the field,
Mr. Hoover says in the last paragraph, “as you are aware, you have
been previously instructed not to use campus student informants under
the age of 21. In view of the current. circumstances. vou 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 CuaamrMAN, All right. So within a month after the time the
President had revoked the Huston plan, the FBI had reduced the age

1 8ee p. 328.



103

limit from 21 to 18 and then commenced a tremendous expansion of
surveillance of student groups. Is that not correct ?

Mr. Brex~an. It was an expansion, Senator; yes, sir.

The CraRMAN. 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:
* * * it 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 Cramrman. 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 CratrMAN. 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 Towgr. 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. Brennan. 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 See 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 in 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. Bren~an. 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. Brexnan. 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 T 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. T 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. Brennan. As T recall, they were, yes, sir.

Senator Tower. So their external participation was indeed under
Communist auspices?

Mr. Bren~aN. Yes, sir. As a matter of fact, we had furnished to
the White House in one neriod of time a renort which T 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. Bren~an. It is my recollection, Senator, that there was no
significant increase.

. Sei,I;ator Tower. In other words, it continued at about the same
evel ?

Mr. Brennan. 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. BRENNAN. 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. Brennan. No, sir, I was not.

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. Brexwan. No, sir, I did not.

Senator Tower. Did you ever inquire of any CIA personnel on the
Huston plan working group if the CIA 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. Bren~an. 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 infermation 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. BrRenNNaN. 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. Brennan. 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 suffll)cient 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. BrenNaN. I would say Mr. Sullivan was, yes, sir.

Senator Tower. Thank you, Mr. Brennan. I have no further ques-
tions, Mr. Chairman. -

The CaaRMAN. 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. BrennNaN. 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
Wwe 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 1illegal 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 MoNpaLE. So the reason was not, in your mind, that it was
legal, but that even though it was illegal, the purpose 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 serious cause of domestic unrest ?

Mr. BrennNaN. No, sir, it did not.

Senator MoNDALE. 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. BrennaAN. Yes, sir, that is true.

Senator MonpaLe. 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. Brennanw. Yes, sir,

Senator MonNpaLE. 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 Mo~npare. 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. BrennaN. Yes, sir.

Senator MonpaLE. And you thought you were doing what the Presi-
dent of the United States wanted youtodo?

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. Bren~an, 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. BrennanN. Yes, sir, we did.

Senator MonpaLe. And except for these meetings about which you
testified before, you found little or none?

Mr. Bren~an. That is true.

Senator MoxpaLe. 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 them as being
foreign-dominated-influenced, and in effect, the critics would be cor-
rupted by an alien power.

Now, mavbe 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. At least an order went from Hoover to that
effect, I 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 to 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.

Mr. Bren~an. If I may inject an observation, Senator, and hopefully
I will not be out of line in doing so, T would suggest that perhaps the

roblem is even more complex. In other words, the requests of the
thite House were just not simply to answer that one specific question.
I think you have to look at the social, political, and economic com-

lexities that were related, which built tremendous pressures on the
White House, and these, X think, stem from the thousands of bombings,
the arsons, the disruptions, the disorder. Qur 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 MonDALE. But they continued to pursue that theory long
after no one could prove it, and the whole idea behind the Huston plan
was to criticize 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 241]. Tt
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 the 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
President himself from rising above the law and proceeding in lawless
fashion.

Mr. Brenw~an. Yes; L agree with that, Senator.

The Cuatrman. 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 Iawful 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 CrarrMaN. And that is all the more important in times of
stress.

Serglator Tower. 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 CHaRMAN. 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. BRexnaN. 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 execu-
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 CrarMAN, Senator Baker?

Senator Baker. It is my turn?

The CHAmRMAN, I believe so.

Senator Baker. 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
1'1{fhteous 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
dilﬁicult for me to see how that relates to an inquiry into the Huston

an.

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 300 horsepower.

But those people are still there. There is no doubt that most of the
protest 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 cau'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
mercy of those folks who are still out there.

The CHamman. Well, nobody is suggesting that, Senator.

Senator Baxker. I know that. But I 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.

But 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 T 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. Our 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. T made my speech,
Barry. I took my speech and my rebuttal all at the same time.

The CramMAaN. You ended up in agreement with the chairman.

Senator Bager. 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.

Mr. Brennan, when did the “black bag” jobs start with the FBI ¢

Mr. Brexnan. That I wouldn’t know, Senator.

Senator Bager. Did it start before you came to the FBI?

Mr. Bren~an. That would be very difficult for me to say.

Senator Bakgr. Certainly you're in a better position to say than I
am. Were they going on at the time that you came to the FBI?

Mr. Brexnan. If they were, I had no knowledge of them. I gained
no knowledge of them until the early fifties.

Senator Barrr. When did you first have knowledge of the “black
bag” jobs?

Mr. BrenNaN. In the early fifties.

hSeI}la,tor Baker. What was your understanding of who authorized
them?

Mr. BrennaN. 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 I
gained through my investigative experience in the FBL

Senator BaAkEr. When was a “black bag” job authorized ? When was
it nused ? 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 I 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 Baker. Is that all?

Mr. BrReNNaN. To my knowledge, yes sir.
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Senator Baker. Domestic espionage or international espionage?

Mr. Brexyaxn. I'm speaking of counterespionage.

Senator Bager. You're speaking of counterespionage in the sense
of a spy of a foreign country operating in this country, and you were
trfy@ing to counter him? Is that the counterespionage you’'re speaking
of ?

Mr. BRENNAN. Yes sir.

Senator Bager. And that’s the only case you knew “black bag” jobs
to be done?

Mr. Brenvan. 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 Baxker. How many “black bag” jobs were done in the course
of your tenure at the FBI? :

Mr. Brennan. I would have no idea, sir.

Senatgor Baxker. Well, you've got to have some idea. Was it 1, or was
it 1,000

Mr. Brexnan. 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. Brennan. 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. Brexnan. Yes; in a general range.

Senator BaAker. Then I would like to have that general range.

The Cramman. Senator Baker, we have figures. Would you like to
have them ? We have documentary figures.

Senator Baker. I would like that, and I would like the witness’
impression too, Mr. Chairman.

The Cramman. Very well. What was your impression ¢

Mr. BrEnnan. Can we get a given time frame?

Senator Baxer. No. That you have knowledge of.

Mr. BRENNAN. The overall impression on my 26 years in the FBI ¢

Senator BAKER. Yes.

Mr. BrexnaN. I would have to say—I would put it in a frame,
possibly, of maybe 30, 40.

Senator Baker. Did the FBI ever get caught ?

Mr. Brexnnan. I don’t think we did, Senator.

Senator BAKER. 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 BaAkgr. Mr. Chairman, do you have some figures?

The Cramman. 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 Bager. I think I’m being politely told to shut up.

[General laughter.]
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The Cuarman. 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
238 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 the 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. Brennan. 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 Baxer. Yes. I'm talking about the allegations and the
charges that the FBI kept surveillance on 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.

. Mr. BrennaN. I am not familiar with such surveillances. But
asic

Senator Baker. You’re familiar with those allegations and charges?

Mr. BrRenNaN. No. As a matter of fact, I’m not.

Senator BAger. You’ve never heard them before?

Mr. Brexnan. 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 1
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 T was referring to. Does that
alter your answer at all ?

Mr. Brexnan. 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. BrennNan. 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. BrenNan. I do not recall that they did that ; no, sir.

Senator Baxer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Cratrman. 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 Howpreston, Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I regret that T 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, and%xopefully 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. BrRenwan. Yes, sir. I was.

Senator HuppLeston. How do you think this conflict affected the ef-
ficiency of the total intelligence-gathering community ?

Mr. Bren~aN, Are you speaking now, Senator—you will have to
put me within the correct time frame. Are you speaking of

Senator HuppLEsToN. Leading up to the formation of the Huston
plan, 1969, 1970.

Mr. Brenwan. It is my recollection that the Director of the FBI dis-
conti'?ued direct liason with the CIA, T believe, in February of 1969
or 1970.

Senator Hupprestox. 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. Brenwvan. The conflict between CIA and FBI ¢

Senator Huppreston. 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 acent who had divuleed the information.

Senator HuopLestoN. Right. Mr. Angleton described that incident
vesterday. He described it as the straw that broke the camel’s back, I
believe.

Mr. BrennaN. Yes.

Senator HupoprLesron. 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. Brexnan. I’'m not too much aware of those, Senator, because 1
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 HuppresToN. Were you aware that Mr. Hoover resisted the
proposals that were included in the Huston plan?

Mr. BrREnNAN. 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 HoppLeston. 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. Brennan. That is my understanding of what happened, sir;
yes.

Senator HupprestoNn. 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.

Senagor HuobrLeston. The kind of backlash that would reflect on the
agency ?

Mr. BrexnNaN. 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. Bren~aw. That is my personal feeling. He hadn’t demonstrated
a previous concern of this nature in the past.

Senator HuopLestoN. 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 HuopLeston. Upon what basis do you believe this agree-
ment came about, or this change in position, on the part of Mr. Hoover?

Mr. Brexnan. It is difficult for me to recall the time frame, Senator,
but T believe that possibly it might have been motivated by possible
budgetary considerations.
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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. BrennNaN. That was involved in a procedure whereby cases
would be opened at periodic intervals to recheck whether or not the
individual might possibly still be employed at the same place, and so
forth.

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 HuppLEsToN. Some kind of checking would be required.

Mr. BReNNAN. A check, yes. A check.

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 HupprLeston. 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. BrennaN. 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 HuppLesToN. 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. Brex~ax. 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 T was reminded of the circumstances of the thirties, when many
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 HupbLEsTON. 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 HuppLEsTON. 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 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. Brexnnan. Noj; I don’t think that is true, Senator. I think that
there was a different type of balance.

Senator Huobreston. 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
T personally felt that the domestic situation had a higher priority at
that particular given time.

Senator HuoprestoN. 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—was 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. Bren~ax. Noj; I don’t think so, Senator. My particular feelin§
on that score—and I feel this is possibly representative of the genera.
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 I 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 hopegllly 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 Hupbreston. 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 GoLowATer. I have no questions.

Senator Towkr. Senator Morgan ?

Senator MoreaN. 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. BrennaAN. Yes, sir.

Senator MorgaN. In other words, as far back as 1950, you and others
in the Bureau followed the doctrine of guilt by association.

Mr. Brex~an. No; I wouldn’t say that’s true, Senator.

Senator Morgan. 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 MoreaN. 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. Brennan. 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 Morean. 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;xator Morean. Well, under your direction did the Bureau not do
that

Mr. Brennan. I don’t recall any specific instances under my
direction, Senator.

Senator Moregan. Well do you not know of such incidents in the
Bureau?

Mr. BrennaN. I know of such instances; 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 1960¢

Senator MorgaN. Somewhere in the sixties. I don’t remember the
exact date.

Mr. BrennNaN. 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. Yessir.

Senator Morcan. 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 MoreaN. 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. Scuwarz. 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 Morgan. 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 Morcan. 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 MoraaN. Yes; speaking with regard to the FBL.

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 1t was needed in the course of your investigation?

Mr. BrRenNaN. 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 use you
were investigating ¢

Mr. BrexNaN, I’'m not too familiar with the use of that technique,
Senator.

Senator Morgan. 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. BrennNan. I was never aware that the FBI requested the IRS
to harrass any individual on the basis of his tax return, Senator.

Senator Morcan. Well, did you harrass them in any way through
your investigations in order to keep them occupied, to keep them busy ¢

Mr. BRENNAN. 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 Moreawn. But it did continue some after that, did it not?

Mr. Brexwan, Not to my knowledge.

Senator Morgan. 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. Brennan. 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.

Senator Morcan. Did you not say also that you thought that there
were times when such unlawful entry was justified and warranted ?

Mr. BrennNan. 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 MoraaN. What do you refer to as domestic counterespion-
age? What is that ¢

Mr. BrexnaN. 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 block, 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 %easically related te 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 T 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 people in Government violating 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 MartHias. 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
is 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. Brennax. 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 guide%ilnes, 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 Matuias. 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. Brenwan. I agree, sir.

Senator MaTHias [continuing]. And this is the long overdue dis-
charge of responsibility for the Congress.

1 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
Pprior Lo Ltyvu, WOUU 10 NOL ¢

MT. SRENNAN. X es, SII.

Senator MATHIAS, Aud it also then confirms Mr. Huston’s testimony
01 Luesuay, LA 4T 1e4ST as 1al' as SULTePUliols ellurles ale concerned,
they did Lot Degll With the Huston pian, would it not ¢

Mr. BDRENNAN. INO, SIX, 1 mean 10 wowd conurm mr. Huston’s testi-
mony.

denator Marnias. It would confirm it so that Mr, Huston really does
not deserve crealit as belng an innovator, if you can call it credit; he
Wwas SoIt oI a codliler oI a practice that had already existed.

Mr. BRENNAN. Yes; as 4 matter of ract, 1 do not know that Mr.
Huston ever berore, arter, or at any time between, ever had any con-
nection with any so-calied “black bag” job.

denator MATHIAS. 1'his g1ves e, 1 tnink, greater concern than if he
had tnougnt 1t all up. 1t is very sunple to ueali with one man. We can
get rid oI nim. Yve, 1n euect, have goiten Iid of him. bsut ueallng with
stitutional practices that have been in eftect for a long time is a much
tougner job.

‘L'ne memorandum does say on page 2 that “Also through the use of
this tecninique we have on numerous occaslons been able to obtain mate-
rial held hignly secret and closely guarded by subversive groups and
orgamzations which consisted ot membership tists and mainng lists of
these organizations.” 1 wondered what criterion you imposed on your-
self and your organization to decide whether the pursuit of domestic
intelligence had crossed over the threshold. 1t was no longer the pursuit
of subversive information, but actuaily interterence in legitimate
domestic political activity. Did you have any sort of test tuat 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 Matuias. Was there ever any polnt in which a red light
flashed before you and you said “Well, I do not think we ought to get
into this, I think this is getting into a constitutionally protected area” ¢

Mr. BrenNan. There may have been some instances. I am sure there
probably were some instances, Senator. Right ofthand, I cannot recol-
lect or recall.

Senator MaTH1as. 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—I 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 palances, 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 MaTr1as. 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.

Mr. 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,
sit 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 1
feel, by working together in this groundwork, perhaps it can all be
brought together so that there can be a concise framework established
for the future operations of the FBL.

Senator MatHias. 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 MaTHias. 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 Matuias. Did this affect the operations of the FBI?

Mr. BrennaN. I 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 MaTH1A8. 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. Brexwan. It certainly did not improve things, Senator. I feel it
certainly did hurt.

Senator MaTr1as. 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 orgthe Director of the CIA, would not be able to cause such a total

reach ¢

Mr. BrennaN. Very definitely. There should have been some degree
of objection right then and there which would have brought the mat-

t 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 able 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-
ernment agency should be able arbitrarily just to say who he is going
to have contact WiQh and who he is not, especially if it comes down to a
pomptwhere it 1s injurious to the functions of the intelligence com-
munity.

Senator MaTr1as. 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 Marnias. And in fact, it may not even have been known to
higher authority in Government, is that not true?

Mr. BrenNaN. I believe it must have been known, Senator.

Senator MaTHIAs. So that, really, the only remedy is to provide by
Iaw for the kind of liaison which is absolutely necessary if we are to
have the most effective use of the intelligence agencies ?

Mr. BreEx~aN. Yes, sir.

Senator Matuias. Thank you, Mr. Brennan,

The CratRMAN [presiding]. Senator Hart.

Senator Hart 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. Brennan. 1972. I do not believe they did, Senator.

. Sen;ltor Harr 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 ? .

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,
1s 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 Harr 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 Harr 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 T understand is the Director of the FBI.
Could you tell this committee why Mr. Hoover did not like young
people? [General laughter.]

Mr. Brenwan. 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

1 See p. 328.
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speculative conclusions as to why somebody else may have felt some-
thing of this nature.

Senator Hart of Colorado. You do not know why he made that
notation ?

Mr. BRennaN. I do not know.

Senator Hart 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. BrRENNAN. 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 esplonage 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. BReENNAN. Why it caused the breach ¢

Senator Hart of Colorado. What having to do with Professor Riha
accounted for the seriousness of the breach between the CIA and the
FBI?

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 1
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 Harr of Colorado. But, to your knowledge, it had nothing
to do with whether Professor Riha was an agent. double-agent, or was
workine 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 CTA agent said, “Calm this thing down. Get out to the press
that Riha 1s 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_(;lu 2do not have any information on what happened to Professor

iha?

Mr. Brexnan. 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 I recollect, he was Eossibly of Czechoslovakian background. He
was in this country, teaching 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
i1s 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. Brennan. 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
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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. BrexnNaN. 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 50-page 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 Hart of Colorado. I am past my time, Mr. Chairman.

The CHATRMAN. Senator Schweiker.

Senator Scuwriker. 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 paragraphs. 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
completely 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 Bureaun 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 ScHwWEIKER. Let me ask you another question this way. If
it had been filed in the norma! procedure, and then somebody subse-
quently removed it from the normal file and destroyed it, why was it
not done that way ¢

Mr. BrRennaN. There would have been a record of it.

1 See p. 273.
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Senator Scuwriger. 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. Brexnan. 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 Scuwrrker. 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. Bren~aN. T think so, Senator. .

Senator Scuweiker. 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 T 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. T 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 Congress
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. Brennan. 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, DTA, 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.
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Senator ScHwEIEER. Did not the basic question also relats 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. I 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 MorgaN. 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, T believe.

Mr. BrexnaAN. 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
I assume you approved ¢

Mr. BrENNAN. Apparently so, yes.

Senator Morean. 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. BrennaN. Yes, sir.

Senator Morean. 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 Morean. 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. BrRennaN. There was use of some tax returns; ves, 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 prevared

Mr. Brennan. T don’t think that’s what that says, Senator. Doesn’t
it say that consideration shall be given?

Senator Morean. The beginning paragraph says: “The desirable
coverage must include, but not be limited to, the following investiga-

1 See p. 338.
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tion.” T 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 Morean. 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 Cuamrman. 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 FBI.

Senator Tower has asked to be recognized.

Senator Tower. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Brennan, the GAQO 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 from achieving 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-
gressh Ft&clearly establish by statute a domestic surveillance role for
the .

Mr. BReENNAN. 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 considered 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.

HTheé 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 it 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. Brexnan. 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 Harr of Colorado. Did that report include a statement
such as T 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 T 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 Harr 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. Brenvan. No. T 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. BrexnaN. 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
for yourself as to whether or not there was any extensive foreign
funding.

Senator Hart 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. Brenwan. I think you are asking, then, for interpretations,
and the Bureau did not engage in interpretations.

Senator Hart of Colorado. That is all, Mr. Chairman.

The CeamMAN. Senator Baker?

Senator Barer. 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. T do not know whether I 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 Bager. Thank you.

The Cramrman. Senator Schweiker has a question.

Senator ScEWEIRER. 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. Ts that correct?

Mr. Bren~aw. That is my recollection, Senator.
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Senator ScHwEeIkER. 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. BrRexnNaN. Yes, sir.

Senator ScHWEIKER. And your immediate superior would have been
the head of the Domestic Intelligence Division. Is that the correct
chain of command ?

Mr. Brexnan. Yes, sir.

Senator Scuwrerger. And then, the next step would have been Mr.
Hoover himself ¢

Mr. Brex~an. 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 Scaweikkr. 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. BrRENNAN. Yes, sir.

Senator ScHWEIKER. 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 realize, 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 CrammaN, 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 :l)f 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 CratrMAN. Or on the individual?

Mr. BRenNan. Well, let me try to give it to you in sequence, Senator.

The CHATRMAN. All right.

Mr. BrRenNaN. 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 be the need to make a deter-
mination 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 occupy a strong leadership position
in the organization, and has he or she been responsible for public
exhortations of violence ?

The CrairMaN. Once a file is opened, and the individual is placed
under surveillance, sup}[l)ose 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. BrRennan. It is closed.

The Cuamrman. 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 ?

Mr. BReNNaN. I am 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 CrAmRMAN. 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 CrarMAN. 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 }ileople 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. Brex~an. 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 CHARMAN, 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 (ﬁfl 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.

The CuARMAN, Then you have no explanation to give ¢

Mr. BrexnaN. No, sir.

The CrARMAN. 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. Scuawarz. 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 Baker. 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 CHAIRMAN. Are you putting a question, Senator Baker?

Senator Baxer. Sure. Mr. Brennan. do you know? Did vou 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. Brenxan, 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 I 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 Baker. Thank you.

The CraIRMAN, 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.]
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Exhibit 1

SPECIAL REPORT
INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE ON
INTELLIGENCE (AD HOC)

CHATRMAN 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 previousgly
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

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

E
‘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 contemporary sociely with a potenfialfnr.sarigus
domestic.strile //The revolutionary aims of the New Left are apparent
when their identification with Marxism-Leninism is examine Thev
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 gsfahlishad authority and proyveke discrder.
They intend to smash the U. S. educaticnal svstem, the econnmic structure,
and, finally, The Governmenl itself. New Leott crouns do not have a large _
epQueh number of rank-and-file followers, nor do they have a unity of
purpose to carry out masqlve or;oamlvzmrr crv_éf_ms_q,__‘rg.tipn I_hcl_cjo.

situations pnd an 1-1chmt10n to utilize more extreme mezans o attl in their
ob;ectwes .

1. Student Protest Groups. The Students for a Demeoratic
-Society (SDS) has, in the past year, 5‘2..} into several factions, ircluding
- the Revolutionaxy Youth Movement (RYA), which has control over 30
.chm_ters and the Worker St ent Alliance (WSA), which consists oi €3
chapt ters. The WSA factlon dominrateq by the
roeressive Labor Party PLP)/'"Erns to build a \xorker studg_gimovement
in keeping with the PLP's aim © developing a broad worker- Dased
- revolutionary movement in the United States.

There are some 85 unaffiliated SDS chapters gengraily
symupathetic to revolutionary tactics and goais. The irend 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 Center, was formed f‘”lowmg the en entry
of the United Siates forces into Cambodia and the deaths of four students
at Kent State University, NSS, which helbed to coordinate the nationwide
student strike in May, 1970, hae three rogional centers and includes
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among its Jeadership SDS members and other New Left activists, f{‘:{}g
NSS has established a nationwide communications svstem of sham! radio
statlons on campuses ic to encourage student demonstrations and disruptions.
This communicatlions cqpalnliff”may iave a swmfxcant 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 individuailly
photographed and questioned in detail about their backgrounds. Because
of their contacts with Cuban officials, these individuals must be considered
as potential recruits for Cuban intellizence activities and sabotage in_the
United States. —

The 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 exclusiv campus_issues; virtually all involve political and
'social issues. Increagingly, the battlefleld is the com mumtv with the
campus serving primarily as a_staging area.

!‘ ‘ . '

The effiorts of the New Left aimed at fomentmg unrest and
subversion 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 network 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 considered to have > potential for

—
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recrujiment and participation.in_foreign-directed intelligence activity.

2., Antiwar Act1v1stq The 1mpetus and contmulty for the
antiwar movement is provided by the New Mobilization Committee to
End the War in Vietnam (NMC) and the Student Mobilization (‘ommntee
to End the War inVietnam (SMC), #.The NMC is a coalition ol n nUMerous

- antiwar groups and individuals including communist "old left" eleraents.
The SMC is under the control of the Trotskyist Socialist Workers Party
(SWP)Jj

The NMC and SMC have announced a policy of "nonexclusijon”
which places no limitation on the type of individuals allowed to participate ..
in demonstrations. This policy opens the door for violence-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 irresponsible 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 antiwar 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 "nonexclusion' underscore the ygg of the
antiwar movement @mﬂnﬁnamm- This is further
emphasized by the NMC leadership's advocacy of civil disobedicnce to
achieve desired objectives. -

There is no indication that the antiwar movement has made
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 mititary and educationaliustitntions are the prime
targets of the a antmmr movement In addition to vandal sm, arsons, and
bombings of ROTCT famlmes, there has been stepped-up act1v1tv to
spread antiwar sympathy among American servicemen {rom within
through sympathetic members in the military and from without through
such programs as "Gl 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 constantly speaking hefore student
groups.and endeavourine to use student radicalts to further.the antivar
movenient. They have called for an end to the ROTC and have demon-
strated, often violently, to force universities to halt war-related research
projects.

[The NMC maintains close contact with the _ _
World Council for Peace and Stockholm Conference on thnum’ A new
organization dominated by NMC leaders, the Committee of Liaison w1th
Families of Servicemen Detained in North Vietnam, emerged in January,
1970, after contacts with North Vietnamese representatives. It atterapts
to present a favorable picture of North Vietnamese treatment of American
prisoners of war. :

| —_— -

_ NMC leaders have frequently traveled abroad. 1t is therefore
‘necessary to consider these individuals as havine rotential for engaging
m foreign-directed intellicence collection.

|
i
|

Erhe Central Intelligence Agency {CIA), in its analysis of bloc
intelligence, is of the view that (& Soviet and bloc iniclligence services
areé ¢committed at_the polmca] 1evel to exploit all domestic dissidents
\17H'e’rever possmle, This attack is being conducted through recruited x
agents, agentq of influence, and the use of front groups. It is estabiished
bloc policy to deploy its forces against the United States as '"the main Nl
enemy "' and to direct ali bloc intelligence forces toward ultimately l
political objectives which disrupt U. S. domestic and foreign policies. i

3. New Left Terrorist Groups. The Weatherman terrorist -
group, which emerged irom 2 1actional split of SDS during the Summer of
1969, is a revolutionary youth inovement which actively supports the

-4-



150

revolutionary lendership role of the Negro in the United States. It has
evolved into a number of small commando-type units which plan to
utilize bombings, 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 Detroit police facilities on the same date; and the
blast at New York City police installations on June 9, 1970.

While Weatherman membership is not clearly defined, it is
estimated that at least |, 000 individuals.adhere to Weatherman idzology.
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 Lef{t 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, organi-
zatipns as being aligned with imperialist powers. In addifion,’ 's6me of the
"Weatherman leaders and adhercnts 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 to be involved in foreign-directed intelligence
collection activity. The fugitive and underground status of many of these
pcople, 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.

» -5
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Coverage of student groups is handled primarily through
h ve 1nformantq and it is generally effective at the naticnal level or
at ‘major meetings of these groups where overall policy, aims, and
objectives of the groups are determined,

s 4

The antiwar movement's_activities are covered through the FBI
bv live informants in all organizations of interest. This is suppor tec’i by
information furnisned by all members of the intelligence community
and otner Federal, state, and local agencies. Kev leaders and
activists are afforded concentrated and intensified investigative
coverage on a continuing basis and, in situations where there are
positive indications of violence, electronic surveillances have been
implemented on a selective basxs Informant and electronic coverace

does not meet present requirements.,
R~

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 2lleged 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 frecdom
and the right fo dissent, all serve to increase the risk that the student
informant will be exposed as such, .

Generally, day-to-day coverags of the planned activities
of student protest ¢groups, which are somewhat antonamers and
disjointed, could be?ﬁ*en"moned [Advance notice of foreiga travel f—/'ft .
by student militants is particularly needed1 Campus violence is i
generally attributable to small, close-knit exiremist groups among
radical stugents. Coverage of these latter eroups is minimal,
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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
grouyp 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 disirust
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 operating
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 organizations. This would entail extensive use of student informeonts
fo obtain maximum utilization of their services for the periods of their
college attendance. °

eg
ma————

Because of the great number of individuals and groups in the
antiwar movement, ap increase in the manpower assigned to these inves-
tigations would facilitate more infensive coverage. In addition, there -
are several kev leaders involved in virtually all afifiwar activities,
including international coniacts, against whom electronic surveillances
and mail covers would be particularly effective.

- Improvement of intelligence gathering against New Left
terrorists depends on a combination 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 result
through the defection of a key ieader.

- 7-
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Extensive efforts-have been undertaken which should
produce a live informant capable of furnishing information as to the
location of Weatherman fugitives and planned terrorist 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 collection would be beneficial.



154

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 iorefront
of black extremist activity today. The EPP has publicly advertised its 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
leadership is composed in large part of criminally inclined, violence-
prone individuals. '

Weapons are regularly stockpiled by the Party. During 1968
and 1569, quantities of machine guns, shotguns, rifles, hand grenades,
homemade bombs, and ammunition were uncovered 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 1963 "united 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 escalaling terrorist
activities. It would be safe to project that racial strife and student
turmoil fomented by black extremists will definitely increase.

3. BPD Propaganda Appearances. Despite its small memboer-
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 1l 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 vointed appeals
to black servicemen with racist propaganda. High priority has been
placed on the recruitment of veterans with weapons and explosives training.
The BPP has also called for infiltration of the Government., These
activities, should they achieve 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 from -
Mao Tse-tung were the initial ideologieal bible of the BPP, Currently,
the writings of North Korean Premier Kim @ -sung are followed and
extensive use of Nerth 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.} 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 trairing during 1970, Clecaver,
n a recent conversation, indicated that North Koreans are conducting
similar training for BPP membex's‘.] 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 Istam (NOI)

is the largest single black extremist organization in the United States with
an estimated membersnip of 6,000 in approximately 10C Mosques. The NOT
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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 completely
alter current nonviolent tactics of the organization. For example, *
Muhammed's son-in-law, Raymond Sharrieff, now among the top
hierarchy of MOI, could rise to 2 leadership position. Sharrieff is
vicious, domineering, and unprediciable. '

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 ferces, ™~
These groups, although small, are dedicated to the destruction of our
form of government and consequently 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 alarmingly,
Although currently there is no dominant leadership, coordination or
specific direction between these individuals, they are in frequent contact
with each other. Consequen:ly, should any type of organization or
cohesiveness develop, it would present a grave potential for future
violent activities at United States schools. Increased informant coverage
would be particularly productive in this area. Black student extremists
have frequently engaged in violence and disruptive activily on campuses.
Major universities which made concessions to nonnegotiable biack
student demands have not succeeded in calming extremist activities,
During the school year 1569-70, 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 exploitation by hostile foreign intellizence
services, :

-1 -
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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 extremists subject to criminal prosecution in the
United States. Some foreign countries, such as Cuba, provide a temporary
safe haven for these individualg. CInformation has been received that
passports and funds for travel have also been furnished by countries
such as Cuba, North Korea, and ' " Communist intelligence
services do not, at present, play a major role in the black extremist
movement; however, all such services have established contact with
individual black militants. Thus, the penetration and manipulation ¢f
black extremist groups by these intelligence services remain distinct
possibiiities. ) Communist intelligence services are capanle of using taeir
personnel, facilities, and agent assets to work in the biack extremist
field. The Soviet and Cuban services have major capabilities available./

B. Assessment of Current Intelligence Collection Procedures

There are some deiinite gaps in the current overall
intelligence penetration of the black extremist movement. For exambple,
although there appears to be sufficient live informant coverage of the BPP

B additional penetration
is needed.

High echelon informant coverage could conceivably pre- =nt violence,
sabotage, or insurrcction if such activity was planned by BPP }eadership.
Insufficient coverage of ) BPP is offset
to some extent by technical coverage ’ :

Denetra 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
hac 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 increased amount of foreign travel and contacts
by BPP leaders abroad, there is a clear-cut need for more complete P
coverage of forzign 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 becauge 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 resmf to tie activities and plans of
unaffiliated black militants, nzeds to be incrcasced. More sources both
in the United States and abroad in a position to determine the amount of
foreign invoivement in black extremist activities need to be developed.
Maximum use of communicaticn intercenticns would materially
increase the current capabilities of the intelligence community to develop
highly important data regarding black extrernist activities.

-13 -
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111 INTELLIGE-NCE SERVICES OF COMMUWIST 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 influencing domestic unrest; (2) extensive espionage activities.

Taken'in complele context, these services constitute a grave
threat {o the internal security of the United States because of their size,
capabilities, widespread spheres of influence, and targeting of the
Unitel Siates as "enemy number one. " .The largest and most skilled
of these services is the Soviet Committee for State Security (KGB)
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, hovcver,
be minimized and the likelihood of their initiating direct interventicn
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 reeruitment and cooperation with Soviet intelligence wreaked
havoc on British intelligence and also compromised U. S, security in
those sectors where they had authorized access.
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' For instance, about 900
mémbers of the Venceremns Brigade, a group of American youths,
recently completed a round trip to Cuba. This travel was financed
by the Cuban Goverament. While in Cuba, they were exhorted to
actively participate in United States revolutionary activities upon
their return to the United States. )

A sabotage manual, prepared in "~ turned up in the
hands of individuals responsible 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. ' The services appear to have assumed the
passive roles of observers and reporters.

The communist intelligence services maintain contacts
and exert 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,{_cther pro-Soviet orgauizations nationality groups,
and foreign-language 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
intelligerce operaticns which have their inspiration and direction supplied
by communist intellizence services represent a major threat to the

_internal seeurity,” ~ T o
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B. Assessment of Current intelligence Collection

1.7 S¥o6pé and Effectiveness ™ The scope of overall intelligence
efforts is encompassecd in the threefold goals cf penetration, intelligence,
and prosecution. . Domestic implementation of these goals is delimiied

by agreement among United States intelligence agencies. Intelligence
components of the United Stites military services arc immediately ¢
concerned with protecting the integrity of their personnel and inst#l~
iations.

!

Methods used in thése endeavors, erployed in varyink
degrees by U.S. intelligerce agencies depondent upon their specific
tasks are: penetrations; defectors; double agent operations; physical,
technical, and photcgraphic surveillances; examination and analysis
of overt publications; information supplied by friendly intelligence *
services; and COMINT. =
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Gaps in Current Coverage
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IV. OTHER REVOLUTIONARY GROUPS

A. Assessment of Current Internal Security Threat

1. Communist Party. The Communist Party continues
as a distinet threat to the internal security because of its extremely
close ties and total commitment to the Soviet Union. There are many
thot¥Mnds of people in the United States who adhere to a Marxist
philosophy and agree ‘with the basic objectives of the Communist
Party although LheJ do not \dentlfy themselves specifically with the
organization. The Party receives most of its finances from the Soviet
Union, adheres to Sovict policies explicitly, and pfevides 2 major olt-
let for Soviet propaganda. The Party will without cuestion continue to
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 strengthen its rele in this movement and to attract new  »
members through a recently formed youth organization, but it does
not appear this group will achieve any substantial results for the ~
Party in the future,

"#2. Socialist Workers'Party and Other Trotedaist Groups. ”
These or gamzdﬁﬁ??ﬁ??ﬁfrﬁi@cﬁﬁﬁﬁershlp of The
major Trotskyist organization, the Socialist Workers Party, has
attained an influential role in the antiwar movement through ils
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 year. s

* Trotskyist groups have participated in major confrontations with

authorities both on and off campuses and have consistently supported
civil disorders. At this tirne they do not pose a major thrcat to
instigate insurrection or to commit terrorist acts. The propaganda

of these groups, while emphasizing student unrest, is also 2imed at |
creating dissatisfaction in labor organizations and in the Armed Forces.
The Trotskyist organizations maintain close relations with the Iourth
Internationzl, a foreign-based worldwide Troiskyist movement,
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- 4, Puerto Rican Nationalist Extremist Groups. The
radical Puerto Rican independence moverent has spawnea approximately
ten violently anti-American groups committed to Puerto Rican self-
determination. Recvolutionary violence is a major aim of the estimated

members of these groups and if sufficiently strong, they would
not hesitate 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 or violence
against U.S. defense facilities in Puerto Rico,

1.  Scope and Effectiveness. Coverage of the Communist

l
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Coverave of the Trotskyist and ~ wroups

Current live informant coverage can furnish
information on the general activities of these croups and it should
serve to warn of policy chanzes in favor of insurrection or sabotage,

Informant penetration of the Puerto Rican independence
croups provides information on the objectives of most of these
organizations as well as the identitics 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. v’

Closer coverage at the policyv-making levels of the Puerto
Rican independence groups is necded 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. Pos
The selective use of electronic surveillances would materially enhance
the intelligence coverage of the policy-making levels of these organizations.
A particular benezfit of electronic surveillance in the Puerto Rican ficld
could be the development of information identifying persons involved in
terrovist activities.! Communications intelligence coverage and travel \
control measures could be improved o provide greater awareness of
the travel and other activities of individuals of security interest. Through !
the establishment of additional informant coveraze on college campuses,
the involvemoent of these organizations in the radicalization of students
could be assessed with increased accuracy.

ible Measures to Improve Intclligence Collection.

v
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PART TWO

- RESTRAINTS ON INTELLIGENCE COLLECTION

.The.Committee noted that the President had made it clear
. that he desired full consideration be given to any regulations, pplicies,
~or procedures whiah tend to limit the effectiveness of domestic intelli-
gence collection, The Committee further noted thal 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, er 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 National 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 reviewed
for the consideration and decision of the President. )

1. SPECIFIC OPERATIONAL RESTRAINTS v

A. Interpretive Restraint on Communications Intelligence

Preliminary Discussion

_23_
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Nature of Restriction

Advantages of Maintaining Restriction

Advantages of Relaxing Restriction

(DELETED)
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(DELETED)
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. -~ - ~
B. Electronic Surveiilances gnd:’Penetrations X

T
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 concegy 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.

-

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.

- 926 -

62-685 O - 76 - 12



172

Advantages 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 thec 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
benelit 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 inteliigence services. CJA and the military
investigative agencies have found this information particularly helpful
in the past. FEssentially, there are two types of mail coverage: routine
coverage is legal, while the second~-covert coverage-~is not. Routine
coverage involves recording information fromthe 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 Department
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 mail, This technique is
based on high-level cooperation of Top echelon postal officials. i

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.

Advantages of Maintaining Restrictions

Routine Coverage:

1. Although this coverage is legal, charges of invasion
of privacy, no matter how ill-founded, are possible.

2. 'This coverage depends on the cooperation of rank-and-file
postal employees and is, therefore, more susceptible to compromise.
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Covert Coverage:

1. Coverage directed against diplomatic establishments,
if disclosed, could have adverse diplomatic repercussions,

2. This coverage, 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 ust 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.

i
Covert Coverage:

1. 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
from any other source. An example is a case involving the interception
of a letter to a establishment in . The writer offered to
sell information to the . .nd enclosed a sample of information
available to him. Analysis determined that the writer could have

given 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
removed.

\ Present restrictions on covert coverage should
be relaxed on selected targets of priority foreign
intelligence and internal security interest.

More information is needed.

NOTE;

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. s

A0 ~ E 24
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D. Surreptitious Entry

Preliminary Discussion

Nature of Restrictions

Use of surreptitious entry, also referred lo as "anonymous
sources: and "black bag jobs, ' has been virtually eliminated.

Advantages of Maintaining Restrictions

1. The activity involves illegal entry and trespass.

2. Information which is obtained through this technique
could not be used {or prosecutive purposes.

3. The public disclosure of this technique would result in

widespread publicity and embarrassment. The ncws media would portray
the incident as a flagrant violation of civil rights

Advantages of Relaxing Restrictions

1. Operations of this type are performed by a small number
of carefully trained and selected personnel under strict supervision. The
technigue 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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2. Benefits accruing from this technique in the past have
been innumerabi~

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 restrictions 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
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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. counterintelligence 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 to minimize the p0551b111ty of embarrassment
and adverse publicity, including charges of infringement 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
portraying 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 Restrictions

1. To a substantial degree, militant New Left and antiwar
groups in the United States are comprised of students, facully members,
and others connected 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 FBI

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. o

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
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 conductis 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 intellizence 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 Delimitations 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. Uacking 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 mect service-connected intelligence responsibilities.
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4. If expansion of the mission of the military services with
regard to college campuses is o provide coverage of any significance,
it will require corollary increases in resources,

5. Prosecutions for violations of law discovered in the
course of military penetratien of civilian organizations must be tried
in civil courts. The providing of military witnesses will require compli-
cated interdepartmental coordination to a much greater extent than the
present and will serve, in the long run, to recuce security.

6. Disclosure that military counterintelligence agencies have
been furnishing information obtained through this techmque 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-
intelligence 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 represent a valuable pool of potential sources
for reporting on subversive activities of campus and student-related
groups.
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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-
rclated 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, FBHI,
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 passad upon by officials
who, in some instances, 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 basis, the time required
to conduct background investigations and to provide essential 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 essenti=! funding. For exampie,
- A at S e

PR -3
i

i

N

DECISION: Budget and Manpower Restrictions

Each agency should submit a detailed estimate as

to projected manpower needs and cther costs in the
event the various investigative restraints herein are
lifted.

Each agency must operate within its current
budgetary or manpower limitations, irrespcctive
‘ of action required a2s result of this report.

Moré information is needed.
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PART TornE

EVALUATION OF INTERAGENCY COORDINATION

There is currently ro operational body or merchanism
specifically charged with the overall analysis, coordination, and
continuing evaluation of practices and policies governing the acquisi-
tion and dissemination of intellizence, the pooling of rescurces, and
the correlation of cperatjonal activities in the domestic field.

Although a substantial exchange of intelligence and research
materizal between certain of the interested agencies already exists, much
remains to be done in the following areas: (1) the preparation of coordinated
intelligence estimates in a format useful for policy formulation; (2) the
coordination of intelligence collection resources oi the member agencies
and the establishment of clear-cut priorities {for the various agencics;
znd (3) the coordination of the operalional activities of memuer agercies
in develeping the required intelligence.

II, SUGGESTED MEASURES TO IMPROVE TIiE COORDINATION OT
DOMESTIC INTELLIGENCE COLLECTION

It is believed that an interagency group on domestic
intelligence should be established to effect coordinaticn between the
various member agencies. This group would define the specific require-
ments of the various agencies, provide regular evalvations of comestic
intelligence, develop recommendations relative to policies governing
cperations in the field of domestic intelligence, and prepare pericdic
domestic intelligence estimates which would incorporate the results
of the combined efforts of the entire intelligencec community.

Membership in this group should conzist of appropriate
representatives named by the Directors of the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation, the Central Intelligence Agency, the National Securiiy Agency, tite
Dafense 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 wovld report periodically to the White House, and a

White Housc staff representative would coordinate inteliligence originating
with this committee in the sanme manner as Dr. Henry Kissinger, Assistant
to the President, coordinates foreipgn inteliigence on behalf of the
President. The chairman would be appointed by the President.

This interagency group would have authority to determine
appropriate staif requirements and to implement these requirements,
subject o the approval of the President, in order to meet the
responsibilities and objectives described above.

DECISIGN: Permanent Interagency Group

An ad hoc group consisting of the FBI, CIA, NSA,

T DIA, and the military counterintelligence agencies
shouid 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 ihe other
objectives indicated abcove. The ad hoc group should
be tasked to develop a permanent organization to
carry cut the objectives of this report.

A permanent committee consisting of the FBI, CIA,
NSA, DIA, and the military counterintelligence
agencies should be appointed to provide evaluations of
domestic intelligence, prepare periodic domestic
intelligence estimates, and carry out the other
objectives indicated above.

No further action required.
More information is needed.
NOTE: The ¥BI is opposed to the creation of a permanent committee:
for the purpose cf providing evaluations of domestic intelligence,
however, the ¥BI would approve of preparing periodic domestic

inteiligence estimates.
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EXHIBIT 2

752 Documents

Domestic Intellicence Gathering Plan:
Anclysic and Sirategy

July, 1970

Meme-zndem Jor: H. R Haldemas
From: Tor: Charies Husion
Subject: Domertic intelligencs review

1. Buckgreund
conisting of the tor ¢ intellige
Cia, DIA, NAS, and coh oF 2 mild
throuxfhcat Junc o dcass the problents oul
Lostucnt en ity Jrait the attached report. The dis-
£ werk frstreie. Cooperation

¢ frank wnd the g o of
and ali were cdelighred that an cpromurnity was
finotly ur hond o o biress themiseives jointhy 1o the serjous internal
security threat wiich exists.

1 portic fated in ait micetings, but resiric.d my invciverment to
kecping the onminitiee on the tari 2t the Piesident esteblished. My
frmpression that the report would e more sccurate and the recom-
rendiions mora beiptul IT the taencies were allow:d wide lati-
tude in ~xpressing their opinfons and working oul afrungements
vhizin they felt met the President's roaniremonts corsistent with

TArCS LN cmber agelidi

IO,
2. Mr. Hoover

¥ went into this exercise fearful that Cl.A. wouid refuse to
couperaic. in fact, Dick Halms [DRircetor of Central intellizence)
was mMost coopcrative and helpful, ard the only stumbling block
was Mr. Hoover. He ctiemrpted at the first meeting to divert the
committee from operational ~rotlems and redirect its mandate to
the preparatinn ¢f another analysis of existing inteltigence. I de-
clined 1c wcquiesce in this appruach, and succeeded in getting the
comamittee back on target.

When the working g:cup completed its report, Mr. Hoover re-
fused to go along with a single conclusion druwn or support a sin-
gle recommendation made. His position was twofold:-

(1) Current operations are perfectly satisfuctory and (2) No
one has any business commenting on procedures he has established
for the coilection of intelligence by the F.B.1. He attempted to
modify the budy of the report, but I successfully opposed it on the




190

Documents ' - 753

grounds that the report was the conclusion of all the agencies, not
merely the F.B.I. Mr. Hoover then entered his objections as
footnotes to the report. Cumulatively, his footnotes suggest that he
is perfecily satisfied with current procedures and is opposed to
anv changes whatsoever. As you will note from the report, his
objections are generally inconsistent and frivolous—most express
concern about 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 wiched to raise a formul protsst and sign the report
cnly with the understanding that they opposed the footnotes. 1
prevailed upon them not to do so since it would only aggravate
Mr. Huover and further complicate our efforts. They graciously
agreed to co alonz with my suzeestion in order to avoid a masty
scere and jeopardize the possibility of positive action resulting
from the 1eoort. T assured them that their opinion would be
breaght w the attention of the President.

3. Threat Assessment

The first 23 pages of the report conttitute an assessment of the
exiving lrvernal security threat, our current intelligence coverage
of this threar, and areas where our coverage is inadequate. All
agencies concurred in this assessment, and it serves to explain the
importanc: 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 intellicence com-
munity to collect the typzs of information necessary to deal effec-
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 afford the President the
irongest arguments on both sides of the question so that he could

axe an informed decision as to the future course of action to be
followed by the intelligence community.

I might point out that of all the individuals mvolved 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 intellicence operations privately dis-
agree with Mr. Hoover and believe that it is imperative that
changes in operating procedures be initiated at once.

1 am attaching 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 on 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
bas some doubts on a specific course of action.

5. Improvemenr in Interagency Coordination

All members of the committee and its working group, with ths
exception of Mr. Hoover, believe that it is imperative that a con-
tinuing mechanism be establistied to etfectuate the coordination
of domestic intelligence etforts and the evaluztion of domestic in-
telligence data. In the past there has been no systematic erfort to
mobilize the full resources of the intelligence community in the
internal security area and there has been no mechanism for prepar-
ing community-wide domestic intelligence estimates such as is dona
in the foreiga intelligerce area by the United, States Tntelligznce
Board. Dcmestc inteliigence information coming into the White
House has been fragmentary and unevaluated. We have not had for
example, a community-wide estimate of what we mizht exrect
short- or long-term in the cities or on the campuses ¢r within the
military establishment.

Unlike most of the burezucracy, the intclligence community
welcomes direction and leadership fror: the White House. There
eppears to b agreement. with the cxception of Mr. Hcoover,
that etiective coordination within the ccmmunity is possibie oaly if
there is direction from the White House. Moreover, the commurity
is pleased thut the White House is finully showing interest in
their activities ard an awearcness of the threat which they so
acutely recognize.

1 believe that we “vill be moking a major coatribution to the
scaurity of the countrv if we can work out an arrangzement
witich provides for instituticnalized coordination within the in-
tellicence commucity and etizctive leadership from the ‘White
House,

8. Imnlementation of the Presicent's Dec’sions

It the President chould decide to lift secme of the current re-
striciions and if he should decide to uithorize a formalized do-
mestic intelligence structuwre, 1 vould recommend the following
steps:

(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 cooperation in implementing
the new decisions.

(8) Following this Hoover session, the same individuals who
were present at the initial session in the Oval Office shouid te
invited back to meet with the President. At that time, the Presi-
dent should thank them for the report, announce his decisions, in-
dicate his desires for future activity, and present each with an
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au'ocraphed copy of the photo of the first meeting wh:cb Ollie
took.

(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 rzview procedure
which + il enuble us to ensure that the deuisions are fully im-
plemented.

I hate 10 suggest a further impositicn on the President’s time,
but think these steps will be necessary to pave over some of the
obvious problems which muy arise if the President Jecides, as [
hope he will, to overrule Mr. Hoover's objzctions to many of the
propusals made in this report. Heving seen the President in action
with Mr. Hoover, T am conident that ne carn handle this situation
in such a way that we can get what we want without puttng
Edgar's nose out of jeint. At the same time, we can capitalize on
the goodwill the President has tuilt ~p with the oiher principals
end minimize the risk that they mzay feel they are being forced
to take a back scat 1o Mr. Hoover,

7. Cencivsic

I am delighzed with the subsiance
a first-rate job. I have great raspect for
competcnze of the men who a : \M-‘v respronsible for
internal security matters and deil hat we are on the threshold
of an unexcelled opportunity {0 cepe with a very serious problam
in its germinal stages when we can 2void the necessity for harsh
measures by acting swift, discreeuy, and decisively to deflect the
threat before it reaches alarming proportons.

1 might add, in conclusion, that it is my rersonal cpinion that
Mr. Hoover will not hesitatz to accede 10 any decision which
the President makes, ard the Precigent siocll not, therefore, be
reluctant to overrule Mr. hoover's « jEk. ions. Mr. Hoover is set in
his wayvs and can be bull-heuded as ii2ii, but he 15 a loval trooper.
Tventv years ago he would never have raiced the tvpe of objec-
tio¥s he has here, but he's getting old und worried about his
lezend. He makes life tough aren. Mt net impossible—for
hell respond to direction by rr ‘\ ent end (hat is all we
necd 10 set the domestic inte! Fouse 1 order.

t and believe it is
v, lovalty, and

"1 this
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_ 22,1 Tom Hustom memorandum

ORI VIO

AL InCrprosiive o

Recomraond

ould Be broadened Lo peraui

;e Dy NSA of the commui.Cand...

Prescnt
and pr
of U. S. t5zens wsinz invernalionel facilices.

Reztionale: .

The TP

internation

50 On

of this
White House

N to allow ihe Il

uid Le o our disadvantage

ermine what NSA should o
in {his area without regard to our own reguire-
ments. No wopreciadle risk is involved in this
coursc of aclion. : .

B, Elecironic Sarveiliances and

aticn

Recommend

' _ Present procecused
- intensificaiion of covernge of iadividuals and
groups in the United States e 2 major

threat to the internal sccurily.

UonuiiiCalivin 0L CoVvesL e

NALICLALS LnG GIPIUMALC WSihbasii
United States of inloress vo ne inteiligence
communicy.

alionzle: . -

FEOY AT

Lre epernave.  Thls includes

COVera e O vne CaPUan and organined ¢
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Mr. Hoover's statement that the FBI would not opgose
1

other ageacies sceking approval for and operating

5
clectronic surveiliances is gratutious since no other

agencies have the capabil

kA
5]
o}
=

Evcryone «ledgable in the field, with the excegtiion

of Mr. lioover, concurs that existing coverage is grossly
L and NSA note that this is particularly

inadcquzte.

true of diplomuatic establishiments, and we nave learned at
' the White fouse that it is also true of New Left groups.

". Recommendation:
. ' i
Restrictions on lcgai coverage should be removed.
- .
ALSO, present resirictions on covert coverage
should be relaxed on selected targets of priority
foreign intelligence and internal security interest.

Rationale:
There is no valid argument againsf use of legal mail
covers except Mr,. Hoover's concern that the civil
liberties pecople may become upset. This risk is surely
an accepiable one and hardly serious enough to justily
B denying ourselves @ valuable and legal inteiligence tool.

Covert coverage is illegal and there are serious
nc cdvantages to be derive

involved. Howsgver, t
0 : Lo . o : ) . .
! its use outweigh the risks. This technique is par

v

valuable in ideniifying espionage agents and other contact
of forcizn iuntelligence scrvices. - o

Prescernt restrictions should be modificd to permit pro-
o .

curcineant of vitally stograpiic material.

ALSO, present restrictions should be modificd to permit

sclective use of this technique

hiph priarily interaal secuvily
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Rationale:

i, crnounts

[
Lz}
o
o
N
s
o
o
r:,
2
o

{o burglary. 1Itis =y end could resule

ed. IHowever, it

in grecat embarras

s
is also the most fruiticl tool and can produce the
type of intelligence which cannot be obtained in any
other fashion-
The FBI, in iz Mr. Hoover's younger days, used {o
i conduct such operations with greas success &and with
no exposure. The informeation secured was invaluable,

NSA has a particular interest since it is possible by

this tcchnigue to secure materials with which NSA can

. . break foreign crypiographic codes. We spend millions
of doliars zttempring to break these .codes by machine,
One successful surrepritious entry can do the job
.successiully at no dollar cost. '

Surreptitious entry o c

clements can turn up information abou

methods of cperation, and other inva
<}

information which is ot otherwise obs .
technique would bewarticularly helpful if used against
the Weathermen and Blacic Panthers.

The deployment of the Executive Protecior Force has
. incrcased the risk ol surreptitious entry of diplomatic
o pbelied of all excent

. establishments.
) Mr. Hoover that
used on a selective basis,

vique can still be successiuily

E. Decvelo; ‘vces (pp. 34-38) S

Recommendation:

Prescent restrictions should be relaxed to permit expande
coverage of violence-prone carmmpus and student-re

groups.

ALSD
“dravel

R, R
CIA coverane of Mnernic

roLd shoutd be
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The FBI Coes not currently reeruil any canipus sources
among individuals below 21 years of age. This dramat
reduccs the pool {rom which sources may be drawva, N
¢
i v

is afraid of a young student surizcing in the press as an 31
source, althouzh the rezciion in the past to such evenis Ras
- been minimal,  After all, everyone assumes the FBI has

such sources,

The campus is the balttlc-ground of the revolutionary
protest movement. It is impossible to gather eifective
intclligence about the movement unless we have campus
.sources. The risk of exposure is minimal, and where
exposurc occurs the adverse publicity is inoderate and

. : short-lived, Itis a pricc we must be willing to pay for
cffective coverage of the campus scene. The intelligence

over, fecels

commuaity, with the exception of Mr.
h B

strongly thaf it is imperative the we increase the number

of campus sourccs ihis {all in orderx to forestall widespreed

. -violence. L

CIA claims there are no existing restrainis on its coverage

of over-seas activities of US nationals. Howev
A

coverzge has been grossly inadequate since 1965 and an

explicit directive to increase coverage is required,

L F. Use of Militayy Undercover Adents (pp. 37-39)

Re‘commends

: : Present restrictions should be retained.

Rationale:

The intellicence communily is gprecd that the risks

= Tof litting these resivainis are g

of any porLlLle fndellise

by doing so.

Sé
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v

(pp. 4“0-<l)

lied eztimate as to

and ofhicr costis ia the event

resirazints herein are lifted.

In the event that the zhbove recommuendea

in, it will be necessary to modil
» ¥

v existing bud
the money «nad manpower necessary {or

The intelligénce community has been badly hit in ¢ e .

squcene (I suspect the {oreign intelliges

the sarme shape) and it may Lo will bc nece

N

some modili cns. The projecied figu .
. reasonable, will be subject to individual review if this
. recommendsiion is accepted. ' .
MEASURES 7O INMPROVI DONISTIC “'T.AJ.A\J_‘\'C'T )BT
{pp- 41—43) ) :

ionale

prepare
out the

The need for increased coordination, joint cstimates, and

«

resyponsiveness to the While ilouse is obvious t

intelligence @

problems wi Nir. Fsover
fearful of any

CIA }»’0\:](1

“wari

the esic
b

AL

proporiional Lo
and Live escibiiah

st
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EXHIBIT 3

July 14, 1970

MEMORANDUM FOR;: . MR. HUSTON

SUBJECT: _  Domestic Intelligence Review

. 1 - .
~The recommendations you have proposed as a result of the review:
have been approved by tha President. ’

Ho (l"ocs not, however, want to follow the procedure you outlined *
on page 4 of your memorandum regarding implementation. Hs
would prefex that the thing simply be put into motion on the
‘basis of this approval. ‘ v ’
The formal official memorandum should, of course, be prcpa;cd
and that should be the device by which to carry it out,

I realize this is contrar; to your fecling as tq the best way to get
_this done. I you feel very strongly that this procedure won't work
you had better let me know and we'll take another stab at it. '

Otherwise let's go ahead,

' H.R. HALDEMAN ~
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EXHIBIT 4

Retyped from indistinct orizinal
23.7 Tom Huston
memorandum

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGT O

July 23, 1970

MEMORANDUM

RICHARD HELMS,
CERTRAL INTELLIGH

CCE AGLRCY

SUBJECT: DOMESTIC INTELLTGENCE

The President has carefully studied the Special Report
of the Interagency Committee on Intelligence (Ad Hoc) and made
the following decisions:

1. I Pestraint on Communications Intelligence.
National Security Council Intclligence Directive Xumber b (NSClD-6)
2, ¢t tronic Surveillances and Penetrations.

. Also, coverage of foreign nationals and
diplomatic establishments in the United States of interest to the
intelligence community is to be.intensified.

3. ail Coverage. Restrictions on legal coverage arc to
be removed. Restrictions on covert coverage arce to be relaxed to
permit usc of this technique on selected targets of priority forvign
intelligence and iaternal security interest

4. Surreptitious Entrv. Restraints on the use of surreptitious

entry gre to pe vemoved,  the technique is to be used to permit
procurement of vitally neceded foreign crytographic material and

against other urgent and high priority internal security targets.

#8C 06875-70
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Retyped from indistinct originat

-2-

5. Deveclopment of Campus Sources. Coverage of violence-
prone campus and student-related groups is to be increcased., 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 Militarv Undercover Agents. Present
restrictions are to be retained.

7. Budgct and Manpover., 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 birectors, 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 intclligence estimates, .carry out the
other objectives spccified in the report, and perform such other
duties as the President shall, from time to time, assign. The
Director of the Fil 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 ecach addressee submit
a detailed report, due on September 1, 1970, or the steps taken
to implement these decisions, Jfurther 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. lovever, he is
anxious that such problems be resolved with maximum speed and
minimia misunderstanding. Any difficulties which may arise should
be brought to my imncdiate attention in order that an appropriate
solutidn may be found and the President's directives implemented in
a manncr consistent with his objectives,

TOM CHARLES HUSTON

Attachment
cc: The President
H.R. Haldeman
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Retyped from indinstinct original

ORGALIZATION AND OPEPATIONS OF THE INTERAGERCY
GROUP 0N BONESTIC INTELLIGELCE AHD
INTERUATL SECURITY (IAG)

1. Mewbership. The membership shall consist of
represcntatives of the 31, CIA, DIA, NSA, and the ceunter-
intelligence agencics of the Departmeats of the Army, YMavy, and
Afr Force. To insure the high level consideration of i es and
problems which the rresident expects to be before the group, the

Directors of the respective apencies should serve personally
However, if necessarw and appropriate, the Director of a member
agency may designate another individual to secxve in his place.

. The Director of the FBT shall serve as
chairman, e w i pnate ancther individual from his agency to
serve as Lhe FBI representative on the group.

3. Ghsery The purpose of the group is to effectuate
community-wide coovdination and secure the benefits of community-~
wide analysis and estimating. “hen problems arise which involve
areas of intercet to agencies or departments not members of the
group, they shall be invited, at the discretion of thc group, to join the
group as ohservers and participants in those discussions of interest
to them. Such agencies and departments include the Departments of
State (I & R, Passport); Treasury (IRS, Customs); Justice (BNDD,
Community Relations Scrvice), and such other agencies which may have
jaw enforcement responsibilities touchirg on

investigative or
A : . - .
domestic intelligence or intermal security matters.

4, White ! ¢ Liaiecon. The President has assigned to Tom
1

Charles Huston stalf responsibility for domestic intelligence and
participate in all activities of the

internal sceurjty affairs. e will
group as the personal representative of the President.

The group will establish such sub-cormittees
It will also determince and

Y5, Stafiir
or working groups as it decms appropriate.
implement such staffing requirements as it may dcem necessary to
enable {t to carry out its responsibilities, subject to the approval of

the President,
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. Retyped from indistinct oriyinal

-2-
6. Duties, The group will have the following duties:

(a) Define the specific requirements of member agencies
of the Intelligznce community.

(b) Effect close, direct coordination between member agencies.
(c) Provide regular evaluations of domestic intelligcnce.

(d) Review policies governing operations in the field of
domestic intelligence and develop recommendations.

(e) Prcpare periodic domestic intelligence estimates which
incorporate the recsults of the combined efforts of the intelligence
comnmunity.

(f) Perform such other duties as the Presidcent may from
time to time assign.

7. Mectings, The group shall mcet at the call of the Chairman
a member agency, or the White House representative.

8. Sccurity. Knowvledge 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 classified '"Top
Secrct-llandle Via Comint Channels Only."

9, Othcr Procedures. . The group shall establish such
other procedurecs as it believes appropriate to the implementation of the
duties set forth above,

Retyped from indistinct original
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EXHIBIT 5

war 1922 10On
P Y]

UNITED SYATE! IMENT
Memorandum
t _ e 7 .
0 ;7 Mr., C., D, DeLoach‘/\_)" baTE:  JTmeT20, 1969
FRONM W, C, Sullivan ;/

.

A
SUBJECT MR, TOM CHARLES “HUSTON
STAYF ASSISLA‘T TO Tliz PRESIDENT _

Reference is made to the enclosed memorandum from ¥, C, Sullivan
to Mr. DeLoach dated June 18, 1969.

Mr. HNuston did come in yesterday. The first thing he said was
that he had made a mistake in going to lir. J. Walter Ycagley as
Yeagley did not scenm to know anything about the lew Leit. 1ir. Huston
then went on to say that President lNixon called him in aad discussced
vith him in some detail the need tor the President to lnow in oy E
depth the details coucerning the revolutionary activit stomnl

rom the New Left, 1In particular, said ir. Nuston, Pr lent Nixon
|is interesfed dn o011 dpfoyration possible relating to 1 rign
13\N1LUCNECs ana e llulublur 0L Lie hew Ledil,  HU saiu e wos
\requested by the Presiden er menvers o5 the
fintelligence community to develop whatcver materials they may have
ithin thcir jurisdiction.

Mr. Huston said that on complcting his work, it will be
presentcd to the President tor his use.

I told Mr. Huston that I was not in any position to make
commitments in this matter, that it he bhad such a request to make
it would Lo necessiry for him to put it in writing and address his
letter to the Director who mades the decisions in such arcas.,

Mr. Histcn said tmi _he_weuld Do thas,

Enclosure -
[
WCS:1ml/ " (5) . ¢
r ‘\
1§ &0\{\
JIERE o vl For dissemi-
BT r muhurb by
e 0 i . Hithorized PErsoit
y )
B

62-685 O - 76 - 14



204

EXHIBIT 6

TIIE WHITIL HOUSE ,'~
WASIHINGTON

June 20, 1969

PERSQUIAL AND CONTILTUTIAL

MEMOIRANDUM FOR THE DIRECTOR OF THE FEDERAL BUREAU Or INVI:

FROM: Tom Charles Busten .
Staff Assistant to the President :

Yhe President has directed that a report on forelgn
Comwunist support of raveolutionary prote.. rmovermants in this
country be prcrarad for his study. He hes specifically resuestaed
that the report draw upon all the resources available to the
intelligence comuunity and that it be as detailed as pessible.

"Support" should be liberally construed to include
all activitics by foreign Communists designed to cncourage or
assist rovoluticnary protest movenents in the United states

On the basis of carlier rezorts submitted to the Prosident
\on a more limited asrzct of this 3rcbler, it eprears that our
Ipresent intellilguace colluciiun copabilivivs ia b Lita
be inadaquate. The President would like to knew
ve procently have tarcstad towaxd monitoring foraiqgn Commun
support of rcvolutionury 1outh vﬂ“ivitir ;n chiJ ccu“L*y,
effective they are, what
of cither inadezcuate réchlrcc or a low urLorlx
and what steps coulid be en, 1i he dirccted, to provicde
the mayimum possible coverage of these activities.

I have asked CIA, HSA, and DIA to submit their contributicns
to me by lMonday, June 30th. I would apnrcciate it Lf the Burzau
would provide their recponse to the Precicent's reoguast by that
idate.

" Sincue vhz Burcau hias primary vespcnsibiiity in this
larea, I would like %o discuss the matter further wich vour statff
tafter I have had an ormortunity to evaluaie the initial

itions. The rrvogident hac zssicued 2 high peocrity €
this project, and I want to insure that he receives the most
complete report that it is possible to asserbdle.

R

- . »"T . N “fom Charles Kuston
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EXHiIBIT 7

OFIUKL 1GIN M 10 se10-108
[RATRTIN

. UNITED STATES Wy ERNMENT
Memorandun
TO Mr. Ve C. Sullivan . vatt: June 36, 1SG69

FROM .C, D, E\_‘Cnn:ln(

CCOMRTGH SUVTEORT X'O.”,/-ltL‘""}LU'J;‘)'.OIMRY FROTEST
PVABIBRTS XN Wiie UNT9ED STATSS

The Directer approved ny mongcrandud of G/23/05

ed W vere proparing a report for liv, Tom Chnylesn
Huston, Siall Aussistant io the President, ot bhis vequest
regasding our covavage of ¢ ign commnist supnorit of
revolutionnry ynuth acoivit sodn the United St
hin by G/a0/00 Ve advised Ir, livston sveh o 3

vhviclho advs,

ates to vench
vport veuld

Lo forthecming,

[SHHH
in

Torth

the

viiceh in
in Vietnoy

but

[ T TR

oo et ter diszenn-
Pl el o i s by
owd 1o weaetiorincd person-

Brcarel inovesper e o

~ This docv ol s :
i: \ l petion coubei e goai (o { { , ."

Tonmi it cotenl vy eo? e

e Committee qord {0 G gt

;rcl without the coupress appivval of the Kol .
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Memorandun to Mr, V., C. Sullivan
RE: YOREICH SUPPO2T YOR RLVOLUTIONARY PROTEST
MOVELERLS IN 7THE UIITED SiATSS

Our report shows that the FBI has been aware from
the inception of the New Left and blacl: extremist novencnis
that they pose new and unique threats to ovv internnl sccurity.
It choi's vo have rendjusted our investigative intelligence
elforty Lo copc with the new preblems evented, It stres
the faet ithat these novenonts arce developing increasingly
into hard-core revolutiuvnary elewcents whiciv will derand
stildl geenter attention in the form of incyeuscd covevific
as it appcears theve will be incercensingly clozer linins botlween :
these movenonts and foreign corvannists in the future.

Vie have preparcd a trapsaittal leticr to v, Inston
Inacnuch fg this dezeaont ic not geing
no copy ism Leing Foeverded to the

tine,

suli
aiveeily
Attoraay

your avprevn), the attached yopomy ard leticw

sdod to v, livston,

will Lo Jexw
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EXHIBIT 8
UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum

Mr. Deloachi: DATE: June 5, 1970

X o/
W.C. Sullivan™)

SUBJECT: INTERAGENCY COMMITTEL OY INMNTILLIGENCT

.vE“\’F

(ESTABLISHED BY TilE 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 pu of c001d1r1 ing & more effective 1ntel]1ﬂr ce-
gathering ¥ v
Ceutral . ce aAgoncy (uAA,,
(NSA) and the Defense Intelligence Agency (D'ﬂ)
comprehensive inf ormatxnn is being obtained for
Use which will provide
and other subveérsive act

e o e e

cS.

The Director advised me that among those present ot
the meeting with the President were Richard Helms, Director
of the CI4; Admiral Nocl A. M. Gayler, hcad of the ISi;
General Donald V., Bennett, head of the DIA; and Mr. T. C.
Huston, VWhite Staff Assistant, all of whom the President had
designated to serve on the Committee under the direction or
the Director. Additionally, therewae present Assistant to
the President H. R. laldeman; John D, Ehrlichman, Assistant
to the President for Domtstic Affairs; and Robert H., Finci,
Secretary of the Department of Health, Education and Welfare.

The Director stated he wanted immediate action on
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. Monday morning, 6/8/70, This
has been arranged and has been made the subject of a seprpahe
memorandum,

N FROM,

This document is prepared in response to your request and is not for dissemi-

. n aatside your Committee. ts pse 13 Laoilted o arficid procecdi b
MG o 1975 nation o« ) Its o i il procecdings bu

your Comnltiec and the content mey not Doodlisclosod Lo wienlhorized persok-
- wel geithout the ecpress approval of the FOI .

FBI

ith a2 world-wide p¢cpure-bf New Left
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femorandun to Mr, Deloach
_ RE:  INTERAGENCY COMMNITTEE ON INTELLIGEN:: .
(ESTABLISHED BY THE PRESIDENT ON JUji. 5, 1970)

The Director also instructed that a working committee
meeting comprising the same individuals should be scheduled
for Tuesday, June 9, and he instructed me to serve in his place
at that mcoting to insure that the ianstructions he issucs to
the Commitice on Yonday are carvied thro 1 in specific detnil
by menmvers of the Committce on Tucesday, Arrangements have also
becn made for this meecting to be held Tuesday afternoon at
3:30 p.m, utilizing the facilities of the United States Intelligence
Board conference rooms.

The Direcctor further instructed that this working
committece 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 feor approval afid sign prior to its
prescntation to the President on July 1, 1970. Arrangements
for this will be implenented at the working committee meeting
on Tuesday, June 9, 1970. The Director will be promptly
furnished with a repoxrt on each meceting.

RECQOMENDATION :

For the information of the Director and for the record,

RECER L ion
EL BT}

FBl
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EXHIBIT 9
UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
Memorandum ROUTE 1N EXVELOPE
Mr. DeLoach:r’*»iQ‘-/ DATE.  June 5, 1970
P

-
W. C¥ Sullivan

SUBJECT: INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE

RECEIVT g
e

(ESTABLISIED BY THE FRESIDENT, 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. ———

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 Security Agency; and ilr. Tom Huston, Staff Assistant to
the President at the W¥hite 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 memorandum.

The details for the meetln\7 of the_working group are being
worked out, At this point it is expected it will be held at
3:30 pm on Tuesday alternoon. This also will be the subject of
‘Beparate memorandum, T

RECOMMENDATION:

Fgr the information of the Diregtor,
' o
WCS:chs ' (5) :

s r70m'mrnt s prepared in vezsponse to Hour pequent
A nation aotside sy Cappmitdee,  jis,

2 e Cons 1 g 10 contort g
. ned wlhons e g opp

i and is not for dissemi-
sl I afficicl neorcedizas by

ot he diselnsod o wntioris «d person-
coloof the ML !

i g
=
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UNITED STATLES G( SRNMENT
Memorandum

Ve
TO . Mr. C. D. Deloach DATE: 6/6/70

S
e
SUBJECT: INTERAGENCY INTILLIGTNCE COMLXTTET
(Established By The President June 5, 1970)

| <
FROM  : Wa\i,fSullizgy

e
Reference is made to my memorandum to you dated

June 5, 1970, captioned as aktove which indicated that the
Director will mect with the heads of the Central Intelligence
Agency, the National Security Agency, the Deicnse Intelligence
Agency and a representative of the White livuse staff in the
Pirector's office, at 11:00 a.m., 6-8-70. 1In accordance

with the Director's instructions I Wwill be present. Unless
there is an objection I will bhave with me Mr. C. D. Breunan,
Chief of the Internal Security Section which will have the
responsibility of preparing our portion of thec report on

the New Left and related matters. I belicve iir.-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. excepnt Admiral Gaylor of NSA who will bring
an assistant, Benson Buffram.
’ It 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. A J
Enclosure
WCS:sal
(6)
\ECEH :
\ . : Thi§ dncm‘z{nt is preprved in response to yomr requcst and i not for dissemi-
HED e nation mrrm_u’c Yooy Connpifice, s s i baited to offioel pracecdings by
!,“’) 0 MEh your Comuiittee wod the conicit yary not Lo divclosed to wnauthorized pirsmi—

0

el u‘zi{/sout the capress approval of tie O
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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 recognizes
that we are confronted today with unicue and comnlex nroblems
arising fron subversive activities ou an imcerunational scale.
There is a distinct relationship betwecen these activities and
much of the disorder and violence which increcasingly
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 fcel a special
responsibility. First, I would like to state that I agree
completely with the President's view of the situation. Con-
slder what has transpired in the 1960s. We have -witnessed

" the emergence of widespread racial unrest which threaiens
to grow much worse before it gets better. We have also seen
the emergence of a new left militancy which has consituted
/massive mob rule in action. From what we have learnsd to date
i1t 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. W¥e in the
intelligence community geared ourselves accordingly and met
that problem successfully. We coordipated our activities in
dolng 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 recognize the changed
nature of the problem confrenting 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 of
government destroyed. They have in fact pledged themselves

I’ /”lpublig: to achieving this goal, They have put their words
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into actions constituting revolutiorary terrorism, and the -
total effect of their actions to date has been disasterous.

In addition, they are reaching out seeking support’
from this nation's encmies abroad to further their objectives.
Thus the links to Cuba, China, and Iron Curtain countries
alrcady have been eﬁuubllshed and promise to grow because of
the equal determinction of various internatinnal communist
elencnts to destroy our form of govermment.

In contrast to the rigidly structured subversive
organizations of past experience, 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 1limitless., It is
through unity of action that we can tremendcusly increase our
intelligence-pathering potential and, I am certain, obtain
the apswers the President wants.

I am e¢stablishing a working committee to insure
that we achieve the desired unity. It will be the job of the
comnittee to (1) assess the overall nature of the problem as
we know it today, (2) examipe individually and together the
respective resources of cach Agency to imsure 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
8s to the time and place.

The working comnittee will hereafter meet each
Tuesday and Friday for the purpcse of preparing a comprehensive
study tv be completed in rough draft form by June 22, 1970,
for presentation to the President on July 1, 1970, in fipal
form. This 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-

Y MG B g -



213

EXHIBIT 10

S o Toremiae

B‘rz}-'rlgx;s;,\'nzs GOVERNMENT

Memorandum
TO, Mr, Degg;;§uj DATE: June 8, 1970
P
FROM W. C, Sullivan

Fo-

SUBJECT: INTERAGENCY CONMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE
(ESTABLISHED BY TIZE PRASID NT, JUNE 5, 1970)
‘MEETING IN DIRECTOR'S OFFICE, ll AM, JUNE 8, 1970

This memorandum is to record meeting of captiorned 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,
Dircctor of the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA); General Donald V,
Bennett, Director of the Defense Intelligence Ancncy (DIA); Admiral
Noel Gaylor, Director of the National Security Agency (NSA); and his
Assistant Mr. Benson K, Buffham; Mr., Tom luston, 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 imtclligence Committee,
recognized definite problems arising from subversive activities on
the international scale and expected the fommittee 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 thle importance of the work of this Committee and he statec
that along with organized crime this is equally important,

The Director further commented concerning the foreign aspe
of today's subversive domestic problem axd stated that prior to the
1960's, the main threat to our sccurity vas foreign-directed intelli
gence espionage activities but today we aave a different problem
marked by nighly organized dissideat groups seeking to destroy our
form of Government.

In_outlining the work of the Cbmmittee, the Director poin:
out: (1) The situation should be thormghly explored to determines
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

“"mentioned restrictions which were hampering our intelligence operay,
and; accordingly we should list for the President in detail such
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Memorandum to i, Deloach

RE:; INTERAGENCY COMMITTZE ON INTELLICHICE
(ESTABLISIED BY T{E PRESID: ¥T, JUNE 5, 1670)
MEETING IN DIRECTCOR'S OFFICL, 11 Alf, FUE 8, 1970

restraints and restrictions together w1th t». pros and cons involved
so that the Progident can nnke a 1 o (o which ones should be
utilized, (3) The Director stated 1t vas a5t important that the
foreign connections of domestic problems be determined pointing out

that we know Cuba, Red China and the Soviet-bloc are deeply in the
picture. The Director also commented the i.portance of ascertaining
what is happening in foreign countrics concerning this same subversive
problem and how it has been dealt with by ihse couniries; for
example, the Director mentioned that the wator cannon had been used
most effectively acainst the hippies in Paris, as wcll as elsewhere
and maybe the application of this tactic stould receive consideration,
In this regard, the Director commented the”picture of what goes on
abroad would more appropriately come within the purview of the CI4,
DIA and NSA.

The Director stated he was establishing a working sub-
committee headed by Assisfant Director Willinm C. Sullivan and
cemposed of desiznated rcpresnnxat1v05 of the other acencies present
dMEthe first meeting would be at 3:30 pn, G/9/70 at the U. S.
ToteYlitgence Doard Meeting Koom and subsequent thereto a meeting
woutd be reld every Tuesday and rriday in order to draw together the
raw material in order to present a [inal report to captioned Comnittec
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 o0als 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 methodology in
intelligence collection, The Director statced although brevity is the
Rey, a 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
1s able to make a determination as to what he is willing to let us do.
Some of the Jatters to be considered in this regard mentioned by the
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gemorandum to lMr., DeLoach

RE: INTERAGENCY CO:MMITTEL ON INTELLIGENCE
(ESTABLISHED BY THE PRESIDENT, JUNE 5, 1970)
MEETING IN DIRECTOR'S OFFICL, 11 AM, JUNE 8, 1970

Director were: . H
_ (2) 1limitations on telephone surveillances
and .

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 work together as a team, 7 o

At the close of the meeting, the Director again emphasized
that the importance of this matter dictafed that each 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 meceting

of the working committee which takes place tomorrow, G6/9/70,
at 3:30 pnm.
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum -

p -
TO DATE:  6/8/70
FROM : W, C, SULLIVAX>
7
SUBJECT:  INTERAGENCY COMMITTZE 0N INTILLIGENCE
(ESTABLISHED BY THE PRESIDENT, JUNE 5, 1970) S

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 -
“As of this time, the following members have been designated:

FBI - Mr. William C. Sullivan....Aetipg for the Director

CIA - Mr. Richard Helms, Director of CIA
Mr. Janes Angleton, Chief, Counter1nte111gence Staff, CIA

DIA - The Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) member has not
yet been designated. In addition to the DIA member,
there will be representatives Ifrom each of the three
military services - Army, Navy, and Air Force.

— NSA - Mr, Benson K. Buffham.

White House - 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 are designated,
you willl be advised.
ACTION:

For information.
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UNITED STATES COVERNMENT

Mem()mndum -
1o : MR, DE LOACH W pATE: 6/9/70 . U
fFROM : W, C. SULLIVAN -

supjecT:  INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE
(ESTABLISHED BY THE BRESIDENT, JUHE 5, 1970)
My mcmorandum 6/8/70 set forth the members of the
working group of captioned committee, which will hold its
first meceting in the United States Intelligence Board Conference
Roonm 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 names listed axe 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, Downie,
Director of Sccurity, Assistant Chlef of Staff
. for Intelligence, Department of the Army
Mr, Elihu Braunstein
Navy - Captain Edward G. Rifenburgh,
Director, Naval Investigative Service,
Naval Intelligence Command
¥r, Harry 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
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Memorandiom -
) . 7

[ —_ .
—~ 7+ Mr. C. D. DeLoog) DATE June 10, 1670
{ ‘, A _ .
nOM  : Mr, W, C, Sullivan
7

SOWECT: “INTERAGENCY COMTIITTEER ON INTELLIGENCE
(ESTALLIGHID DY TUI DPRESIDINT U 5, 1070)
MEETING OF THE WOIKING SUBCOMMIYIEE JUNE 9, 1970

93

. C
. This memorandum records the results of the MWorking
Subcomnittee meetinc on June 9. 1970.

Mr. Tom C. Huston, whiteé Housé@, spelled out™thé “desires
of the President, furnishing members with a “Top Sccret' outline
(copy attached), This outline addresses itself to the Purpose,
Membership, Procedurcs, and Objectives of “the Committce's Review.
In his oral prescntation, lluston cmphasized the President was not
interested in being told what the current problem is, butl rather
what the future problems will be and what must be done to coannter
them, He stressed tihe Committee should provide the President with
the pros and cons of any restraints so that he can decide what
action is to be taken.

It was agreed that 2ll papers and reports preparcd hy
the Committee will be classified "Top Secret - Handle Via Comint
Channels Only" because of the President's desire that the existence
and work of the Committee be tightly controlled. (The reference to
Comint Chaunels refers to communications intelligence and insures
that this matter will be handled in a secure manner.)

-

At the meeting various members discuszed the restrainh¥/
currently in effect which 1limit the community's ability to develon
the necessary intclligence., 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 subnmissions on defining and ass2ssing
the existing internal security threat, both domestic and foreign,

It was agreed that the Working Subcoumittee would next
meet at 1:30 p.m,, June 12, 1970, in the Conference Room c¢f the
U. 8. Intelligence Board, Results of this meeting will be promptly
furnished the Director.

ACTION: AR
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IC1 -1
June 10, 1870

INTERAGRKCY COWMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE

]
. .
.Room

WORKING SUBCOWMITTLE . -

Minutes of

Firet Eeotipg
7R-26, CIA Hemdqusrters Bullding
June 89, 1970, 3:30 to 4 p.wm.

William C. Bullivanp

Aesistant Director, Pedarel Bureau of Ioveatigation

Presiding

, WEMBIRS PRESENT

Ricbard Helms, DCI
Jamaes Angleton, CIA -~
James Stilwell, DIA RN
John Downie, Arumy
Rudolph FKollar, Air Force

¥r. Tom C. Huston, Whita House

Capt.

Edward Rifenburgh, Navy

_Mr. Bonson K. Buffhaa, NSA

Mr. George C. Mdoore, FBI

¥r. Donald E. Moore, FBI

Mr, Williem O, Cregar, FBI, Secretary

Observers:

Mr.

Mr.
Er,

Charles Sither, OSI

Lt. Col. Donaid 7. Philbrick, DIA
Elihu Braunstein, Army

HAarry Warren, Nsavy ’

Col., D. BR. ¥alker, Air Yorce

Mr.

Mr. Loonzard J.
Mr. Fred J. Camaidy, FBI

Py i
AT
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FBI-

James Gengler, MSa

Nunno, ¥3A

Group 1
Excluded from automstic
downgrading _and
"declussification NATIONAL SECURITY INFORMATION
Unauthorized Disclosure
Subject to Criminal Sanctions
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I1C1-K-1
June 10, 1870

1. Prefatory Remarks

.Pnéfatory reuwarks of Willtam C. Sulllvan circulated
to all membera at the moeting.

2. Background to the Crozation of Comnittee

. e Mr. Tom C. Huston of the White House briefed the
Committee on the President's concern over the emergence of
tbe threat fros sporadic violence and anarchism from the New
Left, as well as the President's concern as to whether the
itotelligence community 18 doing everything possible to cope
with the problem. Mr. Huston emphasized that ap effort must
be nade for community-wide analysis and assessment of infor-
eation B0 as to be in a posmition to adviwme the President as
to what is going to happen in the future and what posttion
the intelligence coanunity will he in to be aware of theme-
dovelopments. An outline defining the purpose and membership
of the Coumittee, ag well as procedures and objectives of
the Committee's review, was distributed at the meeting by

\. ¥r. Ruston,

3. Classification Matters

The Chairoan asked for cocments regarding the lavel
of classification for papers or reports prepared by the
Coumittee. Mr, Buffham of NSA suggested the adoption of a
code word. After nome discuasion, Mr. Helma, Director of CIa,
reconmended the classification "Top Secret - Handle ¥ia Comint
Chanbels Only.” In addition, Mr. Aelmas suggested the mainte~
pance of a "Bigot List" reflecting the names of all persons
in each meaber agency or departrent who will work oo or have
knowledge of the work of the Committee, The Comnittee

. unanimousrly concurred in adopting both suggeations.®*

*Mombers are requested to furnish their "Bigot List"” to the
Secretary a2t the meoting of June 12, 1970.
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4. Requireoments for Haxt lisoting

It was agruved thet ot the next meetlng members will
table a list of thome rentrainta which tbey consider haaper
their intelligence-collection activities. The list should
include the pros and cons of these restraints.

«Mr. Buffhxe noted that in the outline distributed
by Mr. Huston the (on=xittes was called upon to define and
assess.the exintiny internal security threat. Hr. Buffhan
felt thin wax sonethins that should hoe woriad on inmaediately
by the expeorts frox tha onbor mgenclés or depart=ments.

Mr. Huston suRgested that the FBI prepare such a paper from
the domestic standpoint and CIA from the foreign standpolint.
All menbers copcurred, and it was agreed CIA and FBI will
distribute these papers for the Committee's consideration at
the next meeting.

.
5, Security of Committee's ¥ork -

Members touk cognizance of the necesatty for tignat
socurity to insure the existence and work of the (omaittoe
not becomne known to unauthorired pormons. A8 a result, it
was agreed that the Committec would continue to meet (p the
ClA Headquarters Building.

6. - Next Moeting

The next mneting vill be at 1:30 p.wm., June 12,
1970, Room 7D-64, CIA feadquarters Building.*

sMembers please note change in room punber.
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EXHIBIT 12

TOP SECRL. .

USIB SUB-COMMITTEE ON DOMESTIC,D\_I_’II‘TLLTGEN(;E

v «

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.

(D) To review current procedures for inter-community
coordination and coopecration and to reccommend steps
. e
to improve these procedures.

i (E) To evaluale the timecliness of current intelligence data
i and to recommend procedures to increase-both its
| timeliness and usefulness.

\ (F) To assess the priorities presently attached to domestic
N intelligence collection cefforts and to recommend new
priorities where appropriate,
-

1. Membership

{A) FBI, Chairman
(B) CIA

(C) NsA

(D) DIA

(E) Military Services

(F) The White House

NATIONAL ¢nCURITY INFORMS T
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111, Proccdurcs

()

" {B)

)

@)

IV. Objectives of the Review

Although the sub-committee will be officially constituted
within the framecwork of USIB, it'will in fact be an
independent, ad hoc, inter-agency working group with

a limited mandate.

Operational details will be the responsibility of the
chairman. However, the scope and direction of the ’_‘\
revicw will be determined by the White House member. .

The sub-committee will submit its reports to the White
House and not to USIB. Repourt will be due by July 1, 1970.
To insurc 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 wiil,

if the contributing agency requests, be treated on a
confidential basis and not be considered by the sub-

committce as a whole.

«

(8)

Maximum cooTdination and cooperation within the
intelligence community. The sub-committce may wish

to consider the creation of a permanent Domestic
Intelligence Operations Board, or some other appropriate
mechanism to insure community-wide evaluation of
intelligence data. :

(B) Higher priority by all intelligence agencies on internal

cOENT ROt @
MO O 1975

FBi

security collection efforts.

Maximum use of all special investigative techniques,
including increascd agent and informant peneiration by
both the FBI and CIA.
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(D) Claufxcatxon of NSA's role in targeting against
communication traffic involving U.S. revolutionary
leaders and organizations.

(E) Maximum coverage of the overseas activities of
revolutionary leaders and of forcign support of U.S.
. revolutionary activities.

(F}) Maximum coverage of campus and student-rclated
activities of revolutionary leaders and groups.

(G) More detlailed information about the sources and
extent of financial suppori of revolutionary organizations.

(H)} Clarification of the proper domestic intelligence
role of the Armed Services.

(I} Development of procedurcs for translating analyzed

intclligence information into a format uscful for
policy formulation,

wrGs EE

P
AG T




4]

FROM

SUBJECT *

‘)‘)7

ExXHIBIT 13

UNITED \1 ATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum

_ N —

Mr, C. D, DelLoach pate: June 15, 1970
!

—
1

Mr, W, C. Sullivan-:-.

-
INTERAGENC
(ESTADLI
MEETING OF

Y COMMITT

[oXXf IWT'LTXF HCE
ORI S R TS O,
THE hORKIhG SUBCOAMITT' JUNE 12, 1870

Raraep)

This memorandum records the results of the Working
Subcommittee.

At the wmeeting of June 12, 1970, the Committee ngreed
on an outline for the report to be furnished to the President
by July 1, 1970, This report will cover three specific areas
of_interest: (a) an assessment of the€ current internal security
threat aloneg with the likelihood of future violence:; (o) &
listing of the current restraints 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 pot
desire a rccitation 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 Committce report to the President should include,
in addition to identifying the restraints and 2 listing ot the
pPros and_cons of removing or modifying the restraints, a brietf
paragraph allowing the President to indicate what action he
desires be talten, Specifically, this would provide the President
the opportunity to indicate whether he desired the restraints
to be continued, relaxed, or that he needed additional intor=-
mation upon which to make a decision, It was the sense or the
Conmittee regarding the third portion of the report that a
pPermanent operations committee was needed to coordinate onerations,
prepare estimates of potential violence during future demonstrae
tions, and to develop new policies, 7The creation of such a
committee was endorsed by the ihite House representative who

indicated such a committee would probably be desired by the
President.

(‘FIV " This documcent is prenored in respouse fo o reguest and is wot for dissenti-
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Memorandum Sullivan to DeLoach
Re: INTERAGEHCY COMUMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE

The next meeting is scheduled for Jume 17, 1970,
at which time the Committee will comnsider the first draft
of the report, - -

ACTION:

For information,
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Mr., Froed J. Cuaosidy, FBI
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H A evi G Uiyuinn of tha Tipsd
The miautey of the first weel” - o vroved

with po charnces,

“toraneg ond
-

vwastie”

The "FRI contribution was civewizve’ to all neasbers,
It was suppested by lr, Huston of the “hiie Veuce that ne
report be tsbled to pernit an in-depth ook byoall dcahers
and that the contenty of the submission LI GL . sadoat the
nest meetinzg., In this regard, lir, Huston reaxiaraiced thut the
ansessent poper sheuld not be lenpthy; nhould sess the
current threace and estaimate what the futume thre

3., CIA's Sudnission Entitled "Defining and A
Piraoter s Coternnl SNoecurily Tareat e Lormigts

The CIA representative advised his A~ency's subnission
would be circulated to all members in time for an in-~depth
discussion at the next Committee uceting.

4. Dlstribution and Diccussion of "Lirt of Peatraints
Inhibatin~ Intellinence-Collection iliorta”

The resiraints papers submitted were read by all
nembers.  Mr. lluston indicated tliat the MBI subaisuion was in
the form he deaired. He suggested the restraints nortion of
the report be patterned after the FBI subsiiscron with a con-
cYuding paragiraph atter each individual restrainy providing
the President with the option of continuianm or modifying the
restraint or uaskiong for additional in{ormation on wiich to
base” a decigion,

S. Preparation of Report

A surpgested outline distributed to all reanhers was
~realipddapppdykl. It was agréed that the FBI would prepare
RECT VD ATROTY : '

AJb D 185

FB!



“tho fir t av~ft to be circelated to o:! coeeon June 16,
1970, roliering cebalestion of innuts s . rrheYs no
later thnua 10 a,m., Juue 15, 1970.

Committen wenborn discuseed the o) o ility of
recoinendine sthe establishment of a voroo e ntoulifgeace
operati-nd eouaittee, Mr, Huston sureseates - rerort addrean
ftsell to .this and tnclude (1) how the ces o could be
constitated, (2) to wiom Lt vould revert, (L7 ) rocodural
matter=s, and (4) the comnittes's ares of ro .punsibility to
include opevrations, nreparation of estinates, and development
of pyllcy recomnendations,

6., Next Meeting

The poxt mecting will bo held on Vednesday, Junoe 17,
1970, in tne U. 8, Intelligence Board Cogicrence Noom 7E-26.¢

*Mewbers please note change in room nbumber.
! ey .
ECEIVED FROM

MG 6 wis
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EXHIBIT 14

~
.
B O & L B PP S (¢
SULCOLMIT™
T AGENDA X
. Third Meoting
. ° . G815 (enfarence Roas Yo
on Vednesday o sane 17, 1970, at 1oL owoe,

N ————
L. Aprroval of Viantes oy T1lli. 0 C. Sullivan

Secund ne :

envs by All Mewicrs

e T lnane

_ ’ Intf‘rn.u Sgcu_:_'l}_y_'_

ATL Mewloopa

$. Review
Soir\x !

to All

¥ilifam C. Sullivan

&, Date acdt pi

(434 imat Yeeting

NATIONAL SECURITY INFORMATION
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BC1.
June 190 1970
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AESISLaot Hirait |, oiGeral Yoyoas of It tigatien
. Yresidin,,
-
WP VITERS
Nr. Ten €. ltustorn, Whii- aysue
hr. Angis ton, (1A
‘r. Stil~rlr, Dia
—ol. Jonn Down e, Avms
7 Mr. Charles
Caot, “dw-r s
Mr. Beanson W
Mre. Charles 0
Hr., Goorpe C. :
dr. williawm G, (‘r ;,u‘ I, Secretary .
v
- .

Obsepveps:
Col, &, E. Trikes, Alr S ovoa .
My, Elihu } asiean, S

Mr. Harry Varreu, h:
Mr. B, L. Wiliaod,
Hr James Goungier, No&
Hr. Lesnard ., Punno, ?a
Mr. Kichard “ior. (1A

Mr, Fred J. vasaiay, FU:
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1Ca -3
June 19, 1970

1. Approval of Minutes of Second Mcetin:

The minutes of the second meetin;; were approved
with no changes. :

2, Itcms T:é and Three on the Agenda

The Chairman suggested that items two and three
appearing on the agenda for the third mecting not bie discussed
tnasmuéh as the information contaiped therein had been in-
corporated into the draft report. The Coamittee concurred in
this supggostion,

3. Review of First Dr;ft of Committec Report

Detatled discussion developed rerarding the draft,
Al) menbers contributed valuable suggestions 1n ways to improve
the report,. It was agreed that the FBl vould attempt to incorporate
sungested changes into a second draft., Thiis dratt is to be
circulated to all members as roon as pos:=ible, after which the
recipientsg w11l attempt to obtain appropriate higa-level con-
_ rrence within their respective agencies or departments,
- .

4. Date and Place of Next Meeting

Tho pext meeting will be held on Tuesday, June 23,
1970, in the U. §. Intelligence Board Confcrence hoom 7E-206.

-
.

6o-bg5 689

ALELIVED From
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EXHIBIT 15

o#nomaL 10im MO 10 3910-108 .
T et 10
. e ctn eo w0 37

‘

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
Memorandum -

N )
TO : Mr. C. D. DeLoach\ DATE: June 19, 1970

fROM W, €. Sullivaf

i/
SUBJECT: INTERAGENCY FO"“ITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE
(ESTABLISUEZD BY T SIDUNT JUNT 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
neeting was held which extended throughout the afternoon and into
the early evening. llemoranda has been prepared and submitted to
the Director on the previous two mcetings. Yesterday, the members
of the four intelligence organizations worked _out the report. I

reccived 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 v
years ago was raised immediately and figured prominently in the, | -
discussion. A

(L/'
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 ooinions, observations, cons
clusions or recommenaatlons of individual dgencies should not and .
Could” Tot be “set’ forth with one exception, He said that the, F
es1dent did want a_ definitive recommendation relative to creatlnz
group or committee which could deal with operational problems and,
obJecplves of the member agencies_and present estimates, cvaLuatloni,;
‘and interpretatiorson the™current security threats and problems._
resulting from the student-professorial revolutionary activities,
Iack extremism and related security matters,, He said, the President
is of the opinion that all government agencies involvéd in intelli-
gence activities would have something to contribute and that through
such a group or board authorltV would be exercised to betiter L
lcoordinate the collection of 1n{(§11gﬂﬁﬁg81

The men representing the Army, Air Force,-ﬁavyr’ﬂaf75ﬁaf
Security Agency and Defense Intelligence Agency went into great
detail concerning intelligence operations, techniques,|jiréceaures,
‘7E(:[ vdevices and et cetera, following a detailed discussion convcrnln"
the nature of the security threat to the United States—tdd@iy."

L

(AN While all present were very friendly and cooperative to
(each other, nevertheless, the fact remains that in such a_conmplex
iarea as_lntelllwence operations, difficult and serious isgues are

bound to come up concernln" “which. there will be disagreemgnis.

Nl e ot s e Bl s unt far disg cfyi- \//
2 outside T A e Sl npiieial ;}H/urt’///x hi
e dsdadd to unde //muCOH'Eh\L’:D - OVER

s Commitive wed 1,
cathort U eipresy comroval of lhe UL

62-685 O - 76 - 16
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Memorandum to !Mi. Deloach

RE: INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE -
(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 rirmht for hiuself
only. Fach eontrovecsiail ve, Nss been s0 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 President decides, it is
clear that there could be problems involved for the Bureau.
For example, the reactivation of the Program, et cetera.

PRSI

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 involved will be furnished to
the Director either late today or early tomorrow morning.

RECOMMENDATION:

For the information of the Director.

RECEIN 0 1ROM

A by

PG
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EXHIBIT 16

OPlIONAL $0Im O 10 saie-104
—a¥ 1942 101" S

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum

TOo ‘Mr. C. A. Tolson DATE: 6/20/70
FROM : ¥, C, Sullivan

SUBJECT: INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE
(ESTABLISHED BY THE PRESIDENT, JUNE 5, 1870)

Attached for the 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 familiar and it is not helieved he need spend too .
,much time reviewing it unless he so desires. There is nothing
{controversial in this portion of the report.

, Material relating to investigative 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 person
designated to act for him. o

I do not agree with the scope ©f this proposed committée
‘nor do 1 feel that an effort should be m=2de at this time 1o engage
in any combined preparation of intelligemce estimates. 1 can sce
N that a2 committee could be helpful if it was limited to meeting
) / {Rexlqdically to determine how to bettor coordinate operational
REQE'\ EPC&L‘,{U)@S against particular targets in the intelligence fieldT~ —

‘\ﬂﬁé o 141y The working committee is scheduled to meet again at
. :g‘i_ti p.m., Tuesday, June 23, in order to reach agreement on a

_%nal draft of this report. . e K

Tln;‘g QRSB s i ' Ly respmmee fo e 1 N I
;z':‘?"cg;::ys?c) e Con e i e ds 10 g o il ., CONTINYED - OVER
R COMMitiee 0 vt ot be dlsddosed Lo orioed ners
: el witigut i . vomrorl o t’h(g 1*‘1;1;—‘\'.;“ lo wiauthorized persons

' (AR
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Memorandum to Mr. C A Tolson
RE:. INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE

OBSERVATIONS: -
If committee agreement 1s not_reached at Tuesday s
meeting on the controversial points involved, it would appesT
we have four possible courses of action:

AU

(1) We can 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 i ’ )
T {(3) The Bureau can take a position in writing in the
report opposing any relaxation of the investigative restraints
discussed on the grounds that the arguments supporting these
restraints outweigh the arguments opposed

(4) The Bureau can take a pdosition in 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
regard to particular targets in the 1Rtelligence field

RECOMMENDATIONS:

(1) ° That approval be given 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 committee limited to better
coordination specific intelligence operations or problems,

CGEIVED TROM

AD o Wi

FB)
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Memorandum to MMr. C. A, Tolson i
RE: INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE i . -

RECOMMENDATIONS CONTINUED: ' . -

(3) That, in addition, the Dircctor give
consideration to expressing his objections verbally to the
President.

(4) That, if the Director's schedule permits, 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 committcée members have any further comments
and, i1f not, he can present them withh a copy of the final
repexrt., (I£ the Director does not wish to present this
'report personally to the President, we will prepaxe
appropriate transmittal letter for liaison to handlgé)

SECEVED TROM

A B )M

CFRA
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EXHIBIT 17

1C1--A-3
Juno 19, 1970

INTERAGERCY COVCAITTBE ON INTELLIGERCE
. « WORKING SUBCOWMITTEER

AGENDA
Fourth UHeoting °
.. USIB Conference Room 7E-26
* on ‘Tuesday, June 23, 1870, at 2 p.».

1. Approval of ¥iputes of William C. Sullivan
Third Moetling . .

2. BRaview of Second Draft of ¥illiam C. Sullivan

o } Committee Heport to oe
Circulated to All lembers
3. Dato and Pleace of Xext leeting e (’M> %wﬂ 2 -

-

¢ h‘lw\dﬁ«u\

P R ' Group 1
'('UVED ”\OM Bxoluded from automatic
AU 55 . dowograding and
declassification NATION .
FB li IOL\{\L SECURITY INFORMATIOYN
) ! . ’ -- Unauthorized Diselosure
. Subject to Criminal Sanctions
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TO

FROM

: Mr. Tolson DATE: June 24, 1970

241

OFF sl 104M M. 10 s010-104
ar 1re7 Ouc N
€1a GIH a1G. nO 7 L

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum ' =

Mr. ¥. C. Sullivan

SUMECT!&&TERAGENCY CCIIITTEE ON INTZILLIGENCE (AD JOC)

G

/

AUG

A

restrictions on rBI and CIA Headquarters liaison contacts has

o

(ESTADLISIED BY TiE 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 been cpmglggglx_plimgnated.

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
d1t1on, come of the key wording in the marrative has been !
mocdified in accordance with the observatioms the Director

made to me Monday. Tor instance, the term 'restrictions"”
in the decisions section relating to electwronic surveillances

(page 28) has been changed to "procedures.™ In the same
write-up (page 26), reference to electronic surveillances
having been "substantially reduced in recemt years' has been -

taken out. v

3. In the section dealing with evaluation of
interagency coordination (pages 42-43), thi2_reference .to

been removed and the specific reterence to the Director as
the proposed chairman of Tan 1nteragency comnittce has been,
dethed‘? Instead, the report merely indicates that the
chalrman!would be naned by the President.

e ™ .
closure Lo E;
—

[ el A

This docitment is prcpared in resp
nation. oriside yoir (‘nm,v/'.r Tis wse ds Uaviled o oft] cecdiigs ¢
! f S

. ; wniittee ¢nd Lie en o
WCS:mea: 14z 3) wowr Counsit coréoiit ana ot he disclosed 1o unguti:c
Jz (3 nel without the express upprovel of t/[g 14[,1‘ thorized pereo

{o o reqises and

3 uot for divsewm
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Sullive

CQ:

'olson

Merora Kt
ON INILLLIGLNCE (AD 10C) .-

Ru: I

4, The pricy Jraft contained a number of -
I
to o sernancnt intera

onev comnittee
croup staiie v the various

L1 dralt. these
LG

pronosed

CHAAT

seloiied onty iR passSihg s

A& In fact, aiter gonsidoergble
150 whole section was [1 d
with & view of eliminating any suggestion that the

proposcd interagency cormittee would interiere with the
internal operations of any individual agency. 1n addition,
a footnote added exnressing the Burcau's specific

views concerning any such cormittee orgroup.

restrictions (ruges 40-41) was revised to make it clear
that the ¥FBI does not have any problem_with regmrd
to review and avproval of its budgetary requests.

5. Tie section on budeet and manpower

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 oi its
contents in advance of the final meeting of the
Director's Cormiittee in his office at 3 p.m., Thursday,
Junc 25, 1970. Those present will be ir. Richard Helr
CIA; Lt. General D. V. Bennett, DIA; and Vice Admiral Noel Gaylor,
NSA. Each man will no doubt be accompanied by an aide.

ACTION: . i

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 meeting. Due to the gxiremely sensitive nature
of the report, ecach copy is being numbered and a record
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 be signed by each agency's head indicating approval
of the report.

*Since tle concept of a full-time working staff was all
but eliminated, a footnote was not taken regarding this item,

RECEL"™ .

JRUC I
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EXHIBIT 18

1010-104

Ul’\llH) ST ‘\l'l‘%(()\[R!\\lF'\II

Memorandum

:Mr, Tolson  _ DATE: June 26, 1970

R
‘Mr. W. C. Suuivafﬂ(’ﬁ

o
INTERAGEHCY 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 committce
members; namely, ir., Richard llelms, 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, Vhite House Iresidential
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
ountry and evaluate the capacity of the intelligence community
to deal with that threat.

”;ﬁ The Director opened the meeting by, commending the
committee members for the outstanding effort and cooperative
spirit they had displayed in 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 mnde. After securing the concurrence of all
committee members, the Director instructed that this be done

immediately, : i
e WCS:pabs
([C” L (3)i ;&()111 ' CONTINUED - ORER
iy This, dpcument 13 prcjerc! i ST e A nat for dieses
MG nation' ontside rony (u oo I «N i L T ll ‘

( el peoncedings IHI
wour Corngittec wid ¢ crptoit e el sdused Lo widutliorizad porson-
Iﬂ i without the express approval of the Fil .
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Memorandun to Yr, Tolson
RE: INTERAGEMNCY CO!MITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE (AD 1IOC)
(ESTABLISHED BY THE PRESIDENT, JUNE 5, 1970)

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 Director's as Chaivman of the committee, The Dircctor
stated thut Lo would arrange wor tio transmittal of the report
to the White House promptly on 6/26/70.

The Director instructed each committee member to
insure that all woriking 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 cammittee and so dismissed the
committee, .

RECOMMENDATION @

For ircformation./
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AV A wdaneadke

June 29, 1970

The President
The White ITouse i
Washington, L. C.

Dear Mr. President:
'

The Interagency Committee on Intellicence {Ad Iioc),
which you established on June 3, 970, has completed its assessment
of the current interaal security threat and related matters. A
special report seiting forth the finaings of the Committee is attached.

This report is cdivided into three parts. Pari Cne
sets forth a summary of the current internal security threat.
Part Two summarizes varioug ouerational restraints on intellizence
collection and lists poth the advantages of maintaining these
restrictions and the advantages of relaxing thiem. Zart Three
provides an evaluation of interagency coordination, including
suggested measurcs to improve the coorcination of womestic
intelligence collection. .
This report has been approved by all ¢of the members
of the Committee representing tho Central Intellizence Agency, the
Defense Intelligence Agency, tiie National Eecurity Agency, and the
Federal Eureau of Investlgatxon. -

Sincerely yours,

Enclosure : .
Wi —_

@/ . e
]
R0
) NATIONAL SEFURITY I\'
Unauthorized Dis :»:mo
1: B ] . Subject to Criminag ¢ Sanctions
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EXHIBIT 19

THI WHITZ QU3 ZE

WASHINGTON

July 9, 1970

MEMORANDUM FOR: Mr. Richazd Helms
Director, Central Intelligence Agency

SUBJECT: Domestic Intelligence and Internal Security Affairs

In the future, I would appreciate it if your agency
would address all material relating to matiers of domestic
intelligence or internal securvity interest to my exclusive
attention.

The President is anxious to cenirelize the
coordination 2t tte \‘/". te House of 21l information of this
type, and your cooperation in ihis regard would be appreciated.

Dr. Kissinger is aware of this new procedure.
g P

T {
(;_'1:‘- (/.. JC - :‘;\‘inﬁl\—-
- TOM CHARLES HUSTON

PRl

’\TOLA ﬁ T W.Q__
6*‘)\'1""‘-’ b NN \Goﬂb—

] e Zﬁ
40t Lo 5ol b llhesce
U S UV L NVPe e
Cl«>\-€\ Y3 xmiﬂw~§'6u e e @(w-';

‘J-\»'/g\/) X _,,/~8>’\ .
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24.3 Richard Helms memorandum
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EXHIBIT 20
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EXHIBIT 21

1ms memorandum

25.3 Richard e
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EXHIBIT 22

25.7 Tom Huston memorandum

. : THE WHITE HOUSE

VASHINGTON

:

& . o ’ .
‘ . Auzust 5, 1970
EYES ONLY - -
MEMORANDUM FOR H. R. HALDEMAN R
FROM: TOM CHARLES HUSTCON R
© . SUBJECT: DOMESTIC INTELLIGENCE Sl

In anticipation of your meeting with Mr. Hoover and
Attorney General, I would like to pass on these thoughts:

1. More than the FBI is involved in this of
DiA, CIA, and the military services zll have a gra

---great interest., All of thesc agencies supporied ¢!
sclected by the President. For your private infor
. all the members of Mr, Hoover's staff who worked

.

te
. (hetd fire them if ha knew this, )
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wz do these things the

vie can't avoid leaks,!

I

trusted agents an
a sirict need to kn

operations every day, .

the Att torney Gen

»
will have to approve them in writing. " This is up to the AG,
t211 iloover that he hos been instructed to do thern by

Iwould

the Przsident and he is

" Joek for

“end he doesn't need a

‘do the j

"We don't need an Inter-~ Avency Com

2 scape goat.

vre should 2vo

tions DC vse
etc,

s

w3

to do them on that authority. He needn't

e

He has his auvthority from the President

ritten memo from the AG.
id written communication

(1) we're doing fine 1'ig
-~ and (2) there arec o*he
n

don't have the pconlc on :h;,'m we wazt or have some pzople we
don't have the author ity to do whzt we want

n bhandle this assigrment, The answer is t:‘.at we are
susy rizhi now and there area't other groups which can
cb vre have in mird becase: (1) they don't meet; (2) the

. -done; (= u’-.-‘_lmltely tnis new operation \u‘l replace them; and |
(5)'they 2ren’i linked to the White House stafi. .




There is taiy
-vratchzd pooonle in th
take actions to embarrass him, promote

~ oxpeanse
i me fi»
- . hixm

advice snould be solicited, he should have dene so bcf

report was sent to th President. After all, Hoowver was cha
re could have asked the AG for his cox
But no, he ¢idn't do so for it never occu"rcd to him that .‘.':m

make his job more di

et Hoover is doing her

sident.,  If he thought the

of the commi

. Preosident would not agree with hiz footnoted objsctions. He
ght 2ll he had to do was pu
settled. e had absolutely no
Cla, DIA, and the military services, and o
in our vie ‘Vo, or apparenily ev
o

in a footnots and the matter was

if not a realist, I am preparcd to accer

ay have to do so.

. TOM CHARLES HUSTON
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EXHIBIT 23
MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

' L - ' August T, 1970 .

" MRMORANDUM FOR H. R. HALDEMAN

- SUBJBCT: DOMESTIC INTELLIGENCE REVIEW

If you vait until his return to clear up the problems

4
3

- for three weeks.
surrounding our Domestic Intelligence operations, we will ‘be into the new- -

L school yea.r without any preparation. : .
'I'he situation in Portland is beginning to look very tense -~ the American

Legion Convention could become the first battleground for a new vave Qf youthm -
o l

violenee. Coming Just as the school year begins, it could serve as & cata.lyst,

for videspread camnpus disorders.
I recommend that you meet with the Attomey General and secure hia support’ ke

~ for the Preéident's decisions, that the Director be informed that the decisions

will stand and that all intelligence agencies are to proceed to implement them‘ :

at once.

-1
oun

TOM CHARLES HUSTON



N

MEMORANDUM FOR

255

EXHIBIT 24

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Lo h ' September 18, 1970 «.

TOP SECRET - :
“OVFICE OF gy o o
v RECaVE,Df\

*

’\‘“ SEP241970

THE ATTORNEY GENERAL % \"
NS0y cenert

Pursuant to our conversation yesterday, September 17, 1970, I
suggest the following procedures to commence our domestic , - -
intelligence operation as quickly as possible. - :

1. Interagency Domestic Intelligence Unit. A key to the
entire operation will be the creation of a interagency intelligence
unit for both gperational and evaluation purposes. Obviously,
the selection of persons to this unit will be of vital importance
to the success of the mission. As we discussed, the selection
of the personnel for this unit is an appropriate first step
for several reasons. First, effective coordination of the
different egencies must be developed at an early stage through the
establishment of the unit. Second, Hoover has indicated & strong
opposition to the creation of such a unit and, to bring the FBI
fully on board, this seems an appropriate first step to guarantee
their proper and full participation in the program. Third, the
unit can serve to make pppropriate recommendations for the type
of intelligence that should be immediately pursued by the various

“ egencles. In regard to this third point, I believe we agreed

that 1t would be inappropriate to have any blanket removal of
restrictions; rather, the most eppropriate procedure would be -
to decide on the type of intelligence we need, based on an
assessment of the recommendations of this unit, and then to B
proceed to remove the restraints as necessary to obtain such
intelligence. -

To proceed to create the interagency intelligence unit, ~ =~ 777~
prarticularly the evaluation group or committee, I recommend ..he.t
we request the names of four nominees from each of the intelligence
agencies involved. While the precise composition of the unlt =< — -
may vary as we gain experience, I think that.\two members should
be appointed initially from each agency in addition to your
personal representative who should also be involved_in the
proceedings. Because of the interagency aspects of tiis request,
it would probably be best if the request came from the Whit
House. If you agree, I will make such a request of the agency
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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
& professional intelligence person should be assigned the tesk
of locating such space. Accordingly, I would suggest that
& 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-
nment cover for the domestic 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 1s generally felt that IDIU is already a far more ex-
tensive intelligence operation than has been mentioned publiecly,
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 had 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
help 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 .1inks with the prior Administration. I
would defer to your judgement, of course, on any recommendation
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
administrative 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 ;< bility of using a prosecutor
who hed 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
rature individuals that might be appropriately given a sensitive
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assignment in the Department of Justice. T 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 summary, I recomnend the following immediate action:

(1) You meet with Hoover, explain what must be done, and
request his nomineces for the interagency unit.

{2) You request that Roover assign an agent to the task
of locating appropriate housing for the operations. -

(3) I request that other involved intelligence agencles
submit nominees for’ the interagency unit.

(%) I request from the agencies names of appropriate
pergonnel for assignment to the operation.

Finany,bl would suggest that you call weekly meetings to
monitor- the problems as they emerge and to make certain that we
are moving this program into implementation as quickly as possible.

N.B. Bob Haldeman has suggested to me that if you would }ike
him to Join you in a meeting with Hoover he will be happy
to do so.
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EXHIBIT 25
“JNITED STATES GCViaNMENT DEPARYMENT OF JUSTICE
Memoranduin T
TO : The Attornew;seneral DATE: Dec.:4, 1970

FROM : Robert C. Mardian

Assistant Attorney General é&xu
Internal Security Division

.SUMECR Inteiligencé Evaluation Committee 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 thHe 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 Angleton, Chief of
.the Counter-Espionage Section of the CIA as his representative
and DPirector Hoover designated Inspector George C. Moore, Branch
Chiaf Af hie Tntarnal Seenritv Division as his representative.

Our first meeti‘g 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 wem (1) to reach an agreement
as to the goal sought to be attained by the Committee, (2) to
identify the membership of the Committee, and (3) to define ths
role Justice Sharpe was to play and to reach .agreement with
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 (a) 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 infelli-
gence units within the government, it was concluded that partici-
paticn by all of them would be cumbersome and counter-productive.

Recognizing that we would need to bring in other intelligerce
units at a subsequent date, we agreed that the Committee would be
limited for the present to the following:

. Central Intelligence Agency

Federal Burcau of Investigation
National Security Agency

Department of Defense

. Treasury Department {Secret Service)

[Sr - VS I S
.

Both the CIA and FBI representatives were in agrecment that
Colonel Downey of the Army would be the most effective person to
WorK wiili frcm theo Dopariment of Naefence nrovided he would be
permitted to report directly to the Office cf the Secretary of
Defense rather than through the chain of command in the Army. No
reccmmendations with respect to the rcpre entatives of the National
Security Agency or the Secret Service were made.

The group.agreed that the Attorney General should speak personally
to Sccretary Lairxd, 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 Sccretary'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 respon
l 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 consultant by the Attorney General to-
assist in this endeavor. =
The Committee determined that Justice Sharpé 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 concluded with the further agreement to meet again
as soon as possible after deslgnatlon of the representatives by
Defense, NSA, and Treasury.

__cc: _Mr. Ehrlichman
My, Haldeman
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EXHIBIT 26

U EHRIN)

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT \ Fd H
Memorandum o St

:Assistant Attorney General :
Internal Security Division L.

=

~

:Director, FBI h » o S

:INTELLIGENCE EVALUATION COMMITIEE =
INTERNAL SECURITY - MISCEITANEOUS a2

Reference is made to your letter dated February 2,
1971, which consisted of a draft of a “proposed charter" of
the capticned organization which has been prOVlded 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
the nronosed permanent intelligence estimation staff. The
. wording weuld then be consisternt with- oar’pOCLflcn as stated
in my letter dated January 27, 1971, prompted by manpower
and budgetary problems. .

Althougzh we 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 Committee in fulfilling its responsibilities.

62-113887

) 7

RECT m ' _ e
ECEIvzp o u%wmm'm;ﬂ’-.«.—f"
FEB5 - 133 ) S ‘ : -+
- 71 11} f8 5
INTERNAL L 1971

SECURITY oryigygy ‘
Isio R.A0. ’
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"Ed, 4-26-¢3) ) . L . ‘ . .
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT ! T LEPA MENT g
A\/_L TES, pmArT DEPARTMENT OF _]L:STFCE
Memorandum 7 -
oW 1 o D :
. TO : See Addressees Below . 2 paTE:February 10, 1971

. N ; o - . : -

L4

FROM  : Robert C. Mardiand®> ' S
Assistant Attorney General

Internal Security Division ) o »
SUBJECT: o L : .
Intelligehce Evaluation Committee -
I. AUTHORITY: ~ N

_Interdepartmental Action Plan for Civil Disturbances. !

II., MISSION: -

To provide intelligence estimates to the responsible
Government departments and agencies on a need-to-know
‘tasis in order o effectively evaluate and anticipate
problems to appropriately respond to civil disorders.
In carrying out this mission, the Committee shall have
access to all pertinent intelligence in the possesslon
of the United States Government.

III. MEMBERSHIP: 4 . 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 Service:;
National Security Agency, and, when necessary, representa-
tives of other departments or agencies designated by the
Committee.

iv.. STAFF:

B The Committee will be supported by a permanent intelligen
estimation staff* consisting of representatives from membc

* The Federal Bureau of Investlgatlnn advised it would not orov
personnel for this staff -
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départments and agencies and headed by an executivg

director appointed by the Committee. H

§ - >

PROCEDURES AND FUNCTIONS :
The permanent staff will perform the following functions:

.= 1. when requested by the Committee, the Departments
or Agencies represented shall furnish to the Committee
staff all pertinent information 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 estimates from time to time as directed by
the Committee.

3. Report information gaps to the Committee as such
gaps are identified. .
.- 4. Recommend to the Committee 1o less often than
nmonthly subjects for intelligence estimation.

.

5. Prepare other relevant studies and reports as

directed by the Committee.

6. Provide for the seccurity of information received
and the protection of all sources of informationT—

OFFICE SPACE AND FACILITIES:

The Department of Justice shall provide necessary office
space, supplies, and incidental administrative support.



264
~3-
ADDRESSEES : - A

.Inspector George C. Moore
Mr. Benson Buffham

Mr. Thomas J. Kelley
Colonel John W. Downey
Mr, Richard Ober
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EXHIBIT 27
Totn Cl-i%
(Ed 4.7¢ 0%y
. UNITED STATES GOVLRNMENT . DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
-~ 7 . o e -
Memorandum c o ~
Rt TO 't THE ATTORNEY GENERAL i DATE: February 12, 1971
L.
FROM : Robert C. Mardian : - 7
T Assistant Attorney General R '
Internal Security Division. ’ :

SUBJECT: . . .
Intelligence Evaluation Committee

Attached is the fingl draft of the charter of the Intelligence
Evaluation Cocmmittee 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
charter. Also attached are two memoranda from the Director to
me, dated January 27, 1971 and February 3, 1971, in wnich he
states hig rescnane for heing wnwilling to participate.

Algﬁough 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
. e
- '\:.?\CE— OF TH‘E:'\‘-.\
/,' RECEIVED
/
\* Feg 12197t 7’5,

ot

\
N4 . s
\'\’ORNEY S
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EXHIBIT 28

U.S. GOVERNMENT MEMORANDUM
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
June 11, 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; therefore, 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 24

MIORANDUM FOR MITCHELL, EHRLICHMAN, JALDRMAN
Unsipgned on Justice Department Stationary
Dated Januvary 19, 1971

"All those who 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 '
Interagency Committee on Intelligence (Ad Hoc Committee Report of June 3,
1970) .

"Since the Inception of this current project the gencral
climate of public recaction, the
has been significantly altered by the incidents which have confronted the
Army in its intelligence operation. According, the current activities of
the working group vwould be subject to extreme adverse public med1a and
congressional reaction if discovered.

..."As noted above, there is considerable doubt as to how
significant a contributlon the proposed committee vould make to
existing domestic intelligence operations without implementation of the
Ad Hoc Committee Report. . .

"Based on these observations, we 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 intelligence, it Iis
then recommend that the questions raised by the Ad Hoc Committee Report
be re-examined to determine how either partial or full implementation of
the recommendations in that report might be accomplished."

It was further recommended that the group adopt the problem-solving
approack vhereby approptiate.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 EOB.

62-685 O - 76 - 18
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EXHIBIT 30

IINTIIATY TN TprTAsTR R
A‘a{) U EREAY ,“_L‘«( Shi ’/.“i‘;LO, -
5 ( Jor3m168 (
UNIFED STATES GOVERNMENT
A, . ] ) R A 1 - Mr. Sullivan
LALE2TN07ANAUA b il 1 - Mr. Mohr
t
6 : ¢ D. Brennan var: March 25, 1971
* JUNE
. N = 5 .
FROM VW, R, Wannall, s, L - Mr. Dalbey
NS 1 - Mr, Rosen
1 - Mr. Brennan
SURJECT DIRECTOR'™S MEETING 3/31/71 WITH 1 - Mr. Wannall

ATTORNEY GENERAL, MR. RICHARD 1 - Mr. McDonnell
SIMIVS 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 und
i Admiral Gayler on 3/31/71. Since Mr. Helms is Director of Central Intelligence
{ Agancy {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.

R
. One of the most pressing problems of the Administration relates o
he control of activities of criminal subversives, such as the Weatherman
croun, the East Coast conspiracy and the Blacl Panthers. Production of
iniclligence relating to the proposed activities of such groups has ramifications
both in the domestic {field and the [oreign field, the laiter because of indications
of possible foreign direction and control of these radical militants.

-
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Memorandum {or Mr. Brennan

Re: DIMECTOR'S MEETING 3/31/71 WITH
ATTORNEY GENERAL, MR, RICHARD
RELMS AND ADMIRAL GAYLER

While Blureau has primary responsibility for internal security matters
which includes production of domestic intelligence, recognizing the nossible
foreign ramifications of the present problem relating to criminal subversives, it
is felt we should take 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
),cleotronic surveillances and live informanis., We have ~ _telephone
{surveillarces and wicrophone surveillance targeted sneculmlly__gor the
|pr0duct1on of mtclhx*cn(_ inthis flcld Amongt our hve ini id st

tmants and sources,
are tarvgeted specifically apainst criminal subversive indivis

hons. In '1()d1t1011, we have approximately poteniial informanis md
SOUrces in various stages of develppment for this sanre purpose, ‘many of whom

are currently providing significant intelligence data. In various ghetto areas

where criminal subversives arc concentrated we have over 6200 ghetto infovmants,
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 matler is the one most
likely for discussion during the 3/31/71 meeling; 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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4 1 - Miss Holmes
v s Py 1 - 1Mr. S ive
- Ldemorandum 1 - e swiivan
1 - Mr. Dalbey
™0 Mr. C. D. Brennan bATE: 3/29/71
1 -~ Mr. Rosen
. . 1 - Mr. C.D. Brennan
FROM WL R. “annal%}%, JUNE 1 - Mr. W.R. Wannall
1 - Mr. W.J. McDonnell
SUBJECT: 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 targeted specifically for the production of intelligence

relating to activities of
individuals and organizations,
these electronic surveillances be identified.

domestic criminal subversive
The Director has asked that

The microphone surveillance covers the residence in
San Francisco of Jluey P. Newton, Supreme Commander, Black Panther

Party.

}The 13 telephone surveillances are:

1. Black Panther Party Headquarters,

2. Black Panther Party lleadquarters,
California.

3. Black Panther Party Headquarters,
California. -

4. Black Panther Party Headquarters,
California.

5. Black Panther Party Headquarters,
Connecticut.

6. Black Panther Party Headguarters,

7. Junta of Military Organizations,

(a black extremist organization),

8. MHucy P. Newton's residence, San ¥

Chicago, Illinois.

Los Angeles,

San Irancisco,

Oakland,

New Haven,

Bronx, New York.

Tampa, TFlorida

‘rancisco,

California. (He is Supreme Commander of the Black Panther Party).

9. Communist Party USA Headquarters,

[
WRW/Wadgo 17
(9 -

New York City.

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 lLeague Headquarters, New York City.
11. Worker Student Alliance Headquarters, Chicago,
Illinois (affiliate of Students for a Democrutic Socicty, a

New Left extremist group).

12, Nancy Sarah Kurshan's residence, Cleveland,
Ohic (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,

J L%rrﬂ-
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EXHIBIT 31

OUVFICR OF [114 DIAECTOR -

Az Tz m/,..-
i ‘1% _

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE V

FLDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 2053

April 12, 1971

MEMORANDUM FOR THE FILES

}'\
W/t
: M
€ i On March 28, 1971, T attended a meeting with the Attorney | priss
Gnnerﬁl Mr, Richar Helﬁ\s Director of the Central Intelligence Agengy===="=""
(CLy), amd Admiral Noel A. Gay‘lbr Director of the National Security . oL

Agency,

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, < v '+

I 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.

Ox STy,

tthn Edgar Hoover
\» Director

JEH:EDM (1)



278

EXHIBIT 32

FULD STATES GOVIRNAE \':;J'\J" DN NN WAl
remoranduin
-’

Mr., C. D, Peloach ' DATL: July 19, 1966

vV, C. Sullivan ,.
A

. J
"BLAGK BAG™ Jonsd

NOT  FILE

The {ollowiny is set lorth in regard to your
request concerning what.authority we have JFor "black bag
Jobs and for the bacligrouand of our‘poliuy and proccdurey
in such matlters,

ﬂc do not

uthorization for "hlack
G Sueh” a7 tectinique Luva Lves
nnd is Llui;ly Q11 ; therelore, 1l would be
impossible to obtain any legal sanction for it Dezpite
this, "black bar" jobs have been uscd hooaw they ropres
an 1nv11v\h1ﬁ 1 technique in conbating subversive activitic
of a clundestine naiure aimed directly ot vnderminingg and
destrovine onr nation.

L The present nrocecure followea in the use ol
technigue cnlls for the Special Agent in Charge of a lield
ofiice to male his reguest Ior the use oL tuwe technigue
to the approvriate Assistant Dirvecter, The Special Arent
in Charpge rarsst completoly justi tuc nced for the use of
the technisue and at the same tinsz g that it can be
safely us<d wvitnout any danger oo enl to the
Burcau, arc incorjor wrandum which,
in accor the Divector! is sent to

Mr, Tolson ox 1o the Director for . “:bqoqucntly

this memorandum is filed v the Assisy Dircclor's oifice

under a Do Noi 1'ile' procecurce.

this

[Chsra

1

In the field the Special /7
an informal memorandum showing ihat he obiniunc: ourcau
authority and this nerorandum iy L1lc in 1 sofe until
the next inspection by Lurcau Inspectovs, at wiich time it
is destroyced.

in Cha=re prepares

—————
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D. DoeLoach

vaiuzble veapon which we have

In short, it dis a very
Plo combat the highly clindestine ciforts of subversive

clemanls seeking Lo undernine our watioa,

SIDATTON

oM

i

For your information.

No more such techniques
must be used.
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EXHIBIT 33
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EXHIBIT 34

{oxit f/ZLAS‘
OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL X

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530 VIl-3-2- b 2 i)‘ H-y
f5,5 5= M 1" oo
P rh"ZB
TSy - §

SEPHH4NITSL 7o ITbAﬁi‘g

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
E11iff of your Committee staff, Mr. E11iff 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.
Sjncerely,
M ‘LJ € Qi’wr—

MICHAEL E. SHAHEEN, JR.
Special Counsel for Intelligence Coordination
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UNTTLD STAVTLS DEPARTMENT oF JUSTICE
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTICATION

WASHINGTON, D C. 20535

September 23, 1975

UNITED STATES SENATE SELECT COMMITTIECE
TO STUDY GOVERNMENTAL OPLIRATIONS
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. E1liff, Director, Domestic Intelligence
Task Force, to Mr. Michael E. Shaheen, Jr., Special Counsel
for Intelligence Coordination, Office of the Deputy Attorney
General, wherein Mr. E11iff made the following request with
respect to domestic targets of surreptitious entries con-
ducted by the FBI:

1. Statistics 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. 1In 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. In 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. .
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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 FBINQ 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 1list.
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EXHIBIT 35

. llay 9, 1975

Honorable Hugh E, Kline
Clerk - L
United States Court of Appeals for .

the District of Columbia Circuit a
United States Court liocuse
washington, D. C. 20001

Re: -United States v. Ehrlichman
(D.C. Cir. No.74-1882)

Dear Mr, Kline:

This letter states the views of the Department of
Juatice concerning an issue raised in this case: the
legality of forms of surveillance in the United States
without a warrant in cases involving foreiqn espionage oz
intelligence. Copiea are enclosed for diztribution to
the Court.

It is the position of the Departrment that such
activities must be very carefully ccniroiled. There must
be solid reason to “elieve that foreign espicnage or
intelligence is involved. 1In addition, the intrucion
into any rone of expccred privacy muat Te kept to the
mininum and there must be personal authorizacion by the
President or the Attorney General. The Dex
that activities so controlled are lawiul under the Fourth

ment helieves

ucee.w Tiva

In regard to warrantless gearches related to
forelgn cspicnaqge or intelligence, the Dopartment dees not
believe there is a constituticnal diflference tetween
pecarches conducted hy wiretapping andthose involving
physical entries into private premises. Cne fora of search
is no less serious than another. It ia and has long been
the Department's view that warranticss scarches involving
physical entries into private premises are justified

~



under the proper circumstances when related to foreign
esplonage or inteclligence (Sce Brief, p. 45, n. 39}.

The discugssion by the Snecial Prosecutor (Brief,
Part IB) raises cuestions which, in our view, are not
presented by this case. The physical entry here vas
plainly unlawful, as the Special Prosecutor argues,
because the search wag not controlled as we have gsug-
gested it must e, there was no proper authoriration,
there was no delegation to a‘proper oZficer, and there
was no sufficicnt predicate for the croice of the particu-
lar premises invaded. For these rcasons, we fully
support the Srecial Prosecutor in concluding that the
entry and scarch here were unlawiul.

‘Respectfully submitted,

RN

JOHN C, KEENEY
Iceting Assistant Attorney General

Enclosures
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EXHIBIT 36

CITTRAL INTELLIGHNCE AGENCY

WASTHLGTOH, D.C. Z0L0Y

QFFICE OF THL DIRLCTOR

N
i - . 20 ¥ebruavy 1970
Persanal and Confidential
‘The Honorable J. Fdpar Hoover
Director :
Federal Bureau of Investigation
Washington, D, C, :
Dear Mr. ijloover:
Mr. hias orally informed e (hat you wish to have the

) . . ,
identity of the B Lagent who was the source of cortain informaiion —— ==
corvmunicated Lo an employee of this Ageney, Wl

This in{ormatien s e digappearvance oione 3 Poome s b was

inturn paseed to

i oview of your personal interest in this matter, 1instructed
Mr.. Lo report to e in person,

I have reviewsed this cemplicated case in detadl sty Mr,
and have requested Ju to reveal the adentity of his source.  As a point
T s audaant that he
could nol disclose the idontity-of his sourcoe, Under Tarther pressuce
from me, hir, - :

of honor and personal inteprity, Mrl

'{n;\iﬂh\il\bd s position, sttt that in de-
fense of it he was preparced to submit his resignation innnediately,

Mr. explained that the bocanes

had heen given ¢xtensive news coverage, much of il being sensalionad

in nature, e stres

cd that there was canbiorassing public specalation
sible mvolvement of the CLA andd Lhe MR in Juha's
‘disappearance, o o

as to the po:

62-685 O - 76 - 19
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The purpose of " conference with the District
Attarney of Denver was Lo solicit his pood oflices Lo remove pres-
surcs and the possible serving of a subpocena on,

IHe also soucht to orient the District Attorney prover Iy wo lI\ e
would not continne Lo have an ervoncous inpression of the yoles of
the CLA and the P12, thereby climinating further adverse publicity,

Mr. affirme lh.’\,L before comny to District Atlorney
Mclievitt he called upon the F 131 C M. .

and sounht to (nuuL)nALc ‘with lnm our respeclive anterests,

YidTalso solicitod Mr. to accompany him to the District

Atlorncey.
Mr. ‘“lates that Mr. _refusced absobuels 1o
cooperate 1t this matter,  Instead, Mr. ingaged inoanoral

exchange during which he remarked that our vepresentative
Boulder was "lying' and then procceded fo challunae the veracity of
Mr. Subsequently, Mr, . ‘conforred wili
the Disirict Attorney alone.  lle was sucec

ful in persuacding the
District Altarney to make a favorable public staternent which noad

the offect of putbing s issde peparding, T iad othe rorunwrs
to rest as far as the public was concerned,

I have carcfully reviewed the stateimcents of Mr .: N
1 feel that poor Jndzment was employed in prssing the informabicn i
question’to o fand later to the District Attorney,  Tiis should
only have boeen done with specific FRL approval, | wish to assure you
that I do not condone vielations of the third apency rube, and bam
taking steps to vmpress once again this ¢lementary fact upon ail Agency
officials,

\‘{jt_h regard Lo Mr. Fhave no reason to doubt that,
he has acted honeslly. | believe that he has reported to me in pood
faith,  He s .ﬁlncr‘rl?]y interested in prescervine a sound working

'rclalmn:.ln]) between the CIA and the FRBIE Wevertheless, hecanse a

situatior of this sort adversely affects the relaliomsiip between the

agencivg, am taking administrative action in this matter with re

Lo My, .
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t bope sincerely that this recent incident will not hinpair our
miutnal efforts in malking certain that we have not overfooiked factors
possibly havine @ signihicant bearineg on U, S, intelligence wnd infernal
sccurily interes

I shatl pursue this matler through our respective
Liaison offices.

In closing, Mr. floover, 1T wish to state that this Agency cim only
fully perform its duties in the furtherance of the national security when

ithas the cdosest coordmation and teamworic with the Federal Bareas of

Investization, JFurtherimore, itis necessary that we continne to con-

duct our husiness o an atimosphere of mutual respect. Pirusl ol e

(ic;m voovdinate closcly oy future developments or actons it

inorder to prevent the airine i public of
the two avenaies, Flech stronply that there arce representatives of the
news media who are caver to cxploit alleged differences on o national

scales  Disturbing as this experien

s has been, | wish 1o thenk you in
the infercsts of our common cause for having conuawncated wilh nie
in such aJorthripht and candid mamcr,

SRR G L

[ S R

Sincerely,

) Ju.qq.,_‘,U S GV

, G A7 4= Richard Telims
R .o PG SO S ST cling
)\lj/v/):;’-\) /‘in:_i ¢ ¢ [ b '\ ircector
’}\ Joampd Qe ) e mer e N U

Attachvients - ‘x/:; T b v ’ \',,\

LIVE. 2
W6 b e, 3

Bl

Tanes,

{confhrets or aditerences between
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. Following are Lypewritten clarifications ol Lhe
handwritten comments of J. Edgar lloover on lhe atlached
document: ’

Pige 2, lell marpin - aclted properly. ("
Page 2, boltom of page - "1 do not agree. Cviodn

Lhird agency role & retused Lo i
the alleped FBL apent who was Lh
of the informalion. ("

Page 4, cnd of Jvd paragraph - "Helms torgels DL ds o dvo
serecl.

Page 3, bollom ol page - "This is not salistaclory. | owanl
Denver Gffice to have abheolulely
contacls wilh CLA. I wanl direct
ltere with CIA Lo bo Lerminated o
contacl with LA in Lhe Dalure b
letter only. H"

Led Lhe
denltify
e source

My

S0
no
Iiaison
any '
o br by
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EXHIBIT 37
Febxuary 26, 1970
BY LIAISON
llonorable Egil Krogh, Jr, g]&t/
Doputy Assistant to tho President b
for Donestic Af{fairs B
The Vhite House C~-- ) Lo/ T pMovennzi - 74 el

Vashington, D, C, T
Dear Mr, Krogh!

Pursuant to your request of February 23, 1970,
there are cnclosed 13 memoranda concerning sources of funds. /,
utilized by revolutionary groups.

«

smcerély yours,

v \\.qﬁ A

Enclosurt_:!s $13)\§,$Q /\<\<\ m.l_qa v .- v _/__LLL
s A

. Ao 00 =YYy
RLS:mst .1~ e / T
. (9) e . o Fe8-27 1970

—_ . SUNINUR—

}
a7
(24
M

WA/
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February 26, 1870

PROGRISSIVE LABOR PARTT '

The Prccressi va Leber Party (PLP) is an active
connunist paxty in tho Siates waich adhexcs to the
revolutionnyy dac . v winnge Corsiuddst Party and

R r the P" are cbtained

its leader lico Tso-
fron dues p"ld b Lvubers of ti2 organization,

—an R

2 incone from the sale of its
n:d 1ts monthly nevspaper
bullk mailings of these

-, Chiza, in the nzst, The

1 0,000 copies of "Challenge,”
18y icsues of "krogressive Labor.”

The PLY
nagazice "Progres
"Challenge," FPFLD °
publications dire::
PLP in Jaaunxry, 107,
and in ¥ebruary, Lo%

RJS:mst ’?
8 wv
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February 26, 1970

REPUBLIC OF NEW AFRICA

Tha Republic of New Africa (RNA), a black extremist,
separatist organization, was formed in Detroit, Michigan,
in March, 1963,

RNA nctivity has been curtailed from 1tz inception
by lack of funds. ’

GIT: ekw
(8)
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February 26, 1970

STUDENT NATICIAL CCOIDIN{TING COMITTEE

The Stucent Kationzl Coordipatirg Committes 48 2
black extrenist noamnarersihin orranization which was founded
in 1260 and vhich until July, 1£5), was known as the Student
lionviolent Coorcinating Co tee, Tae group is currently
lcd by H, Lap Droon vio ¢ ug lational Chairnan,

The orpanizntion iz currently active in Atlanta,
Georgia; Cincinnati, Caioj; cnd ilsv dork City,. The
orpanization's nationnl: ofric: is luczated in Kew York City
whére it nointeins on ciiice .roviccd by the Saint Poter's
Episcopal Ciaurch at Z.o Lest b3th Lireet, The group operates
n2ticadlly with less iLan $) neobers and is consistently reported
to be in dire Financial cordition,

Additional revenur is obtzined through the payment of
dues by Student lationnl Cocruinrnting Cozmittce affiliates and
reccatly eiforts have been nui> by ine lcw York organization to
publish a news bulletin entitled 'intiosnzl SICC"™ which it is
‘intended would scll for 3£¢ o coyy, Pudlication of this news
letter bas not net with success end to Gate only one igsue is
known to have appesared,

PEN:fb v
g | {

‘ ' 4 7
o P
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STUDENT NATIONAL COORDINATING CCUUITTER
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Pebruary 26, 1970
COMMUNIST PARTY, USA
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Pebruary 26, 1970

SOCIALIST YORKERS PARTY

“otskylst Socialist Vorkers Party (SWP) is

hendquas: wew York City and is the largest.and most
active ¢ :unist splinter groups. Through its youth
ol : ingg Cocialist Alliance (YCLl), the SUP

- the Student Mobilization Committee to

[ F AR NG SR

End the i otnan {8HC), a broad-based student antiwar
group. so naintains fraternal ties with the
Fouxrth nal, a European Trotskyist organization.

riary source of funds is the monthly

2n dollars extracted {rom each member,

5 are also realized fron the sale of
lLections in support of SVP political

¢ collections at large public rallies, and
0l of iront orranizations

FGL:ser
®




294

February 26, 1970
YOUNG SOCIALIST ALLIANCRE

The Young Socialist Alliance (YSA) 1s the youth
organization of the Socialist Yorkers Party (SYP) and has
becn described by the SUP as the main recruiting ground
for the 5uP.

A YSA publication in an article outlining the
organizational concepts of the YSA states that the
menbership and each local chapter are responsible for
financial support to thne orponization through such activities
as payment of mininal dues based on ability to pay, literature
sales and fund raising projects. :

The YSA 1is subsidizcd by the SWP which furnishes
varying emounts of noney to the YS4 on a continuing basis,

DP¥:se.
8) (=i
BT

e
1N
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February 26, 1970

STUDENT MOBILIZATION CO:MITTEE TO
END THE WAR IN VIETNAM

The Student Yobilization Committee to End the War
in Vietnam (SLC) is coantrolled and dominated by the Young
Socialist Alliance (YEA) vhich is the youth or~anizstion
of the Socialist Vorkers Party (SiP). The &:C has local
chapters in all sections of the United States and affords
the YSA a broad base organization for popular support.

The SMC local activity is financed by the
indivicdual chapter concerned and in turn these local groups
contributc toward the expenses of any national action
sponsored or supportod by the SiC, Tho local chapters
organizo their own fund raisinrg projects angd are assisted
by contributions from their cembers and supporters.

ser
DPV /jan
(8)

)/ /
W %/lﬂ/
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February 26, 1970
VENCEREXOS BRIGADE

The Vencere=:cs Origade (VB) vas organized in
June, 1969, for the nurnsse of sunnorting the Cuban revolution
by assisting in the ¢ ent sugar cone harvest, It is head-
quartercd in iicw Yorir City a2ad is composed of the Nationmal

xecutive Comusitice, icunl recoruiters and the brigade nembers

who travel to Cube, Ixocutive Cormittee is cooposed of
individucls representing a variety of licw Left groups, which
groups have also provicded orgonizational support, To date a
total of 702 individuzls tave been identified as having
traveled to Cuba under VB auspices,

With regard to finances, the VB Executive Committee
instructed the regional recruiters that each region would be
responsible for raiciug travel funds for transportation of
participancs to . at which points
the Cuban Government vould assuce financial résponsibility,
All excess funds were to be sent to the national office,

Loney to sunnort travel expenses was obtained through
various fund raisipg ziiiosirs sponsored by the organizations
lending cunport to L, 7Quese projects incluced bazaars,
filon showings, and cofifees, 1Im accition, information has been
developed disclocing that cack traveler provided his own funds
for trancportation an.d incidental expenses, and in sone instances
they were arbitrarily cosessed a proportionate armount to cover
the travel expenses for those witaout fuuds,

o/
FBG:bjp/Li
(8)

e
«%
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STUDENTS FOR A DEMOCRATIC SOCIETY

Weatherman Faction

Weathernan national leaders, such as William Ayers,
Harl Tudd, and Jeilrey Joues, since their clection as
Stucdzats 10* a Dc;:cr tic Society (SI.) n-oiional seceretaries
in June, 18G9, have appeared as speaters on a number o ccileye
cacpuses throughout the country, - Tbhey bave received honcicriuus
freoa these colleges ranging fromn $200 to $750 for their spexking
engagexents,

This faction is and has been in severe firancinl
crisis since late Iall of 1S58, Decause of its violent an
nilitant activities, former soarces .of funds are no longer

available, . .

¥eathernon members live in residences called "collectives,"
and the rent they pay usually is very noninal, ueatherm“n
nerbors, because they are in severe financial straits,
receive poncy {rom their parents to help cefray expensec,
ol the tiuz, however, neibers of the colieciives nove I:
iren one piace 1o another to avoid paying rent, 7The ir
in the various collectives take almost daily trips to "l’\cra‘e"
(stc2l) wihntever they need, such as food, clothing, and house-
'wares,.at local supermarketis and other stores.
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Students for a Dewocratic Soclety

t'orker Student Alliance Faction

This factlon of SDS has obtained operating funds through
the sale of literature ard rcauests for donatlons through its
wublication, "liew Left hotes," Lonations amouniing to iron
1 to S50 have been received from many hworker Gtudent Alliance
(VGA) members located throughout the United States,
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Students for a Derocratic Soclety

The VCA faction recently has held National Council
meetinge 1o Lo linven, Connccticut, and Los Angeles, California,
T2 reniel furcs Lor the auditoriums where the meetinns were

2 K conations fron delerates, who paid sums ranging
S, It was stressed at both nmeetings by WSA
thig faction is in dire need of funds with which

Revolutisnury Youth Movement Faction

“his Iaction of SDS has no operating funds on a

natlor l¢v¢l at this time, Local Fevolutionary Youth
Eovervu. VW) ) chapters operate on their own, and any funds
they Lec.. ¢oue irom local menbers, During the Fall of 1969,

considered to be ono of the top leaders of
ie a nucbor of speeches on college campuses

Loanorardanz nveraging 7000 for each ongegenast,

Canbric c iron and Steel Company

ine Canbridge Iron and Steel Company, Cambridge,
lingsaclus vis crcated 4n early 1969 to support such
organzeaticns o5 SES in the Cambridge and Boston areas,

62-685 O - 76 - 20
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¥ebruary 26, 1970

UNDERGROUND PUBLICATIONS

The YNew Left relies heavily on nrinted propaganda,
The New Left hos an enornous propaganda nill churning out
publications donecaning the "Establishment™ and glamorizing
the "rchels,” ~Te are over 200 New Left underground
newspapers publiished on a regular basis in the United States,

Tize eontral theme which pervades these papers is a
criticis:: ol 4b: "tstablishment” in general and law cnforce-
ment, tac dra{l, and the Vietnan Viar in particular, Featured
articles arc w.lned primarily at the "beatnik types" and
morbidly curicis vwino may be intrigued by the activities of the
New Loit, Al: > fcatured are obscene photographs and
psychednlic drivinrs as well as announcencnts of intcrest to
scx doviantes 2un hinllucinatory drug users, Youth, particularly
students, cre e nain target of these publications, which are
effeciive vehicies for agitation and recruitment in that they
reach a large ~\1t1on of the student population.

For 1hh nost part, the undcrground papers are in
poor fin1401 ). condition and often miss publication dates due
,‘ :dis, Papers circulated in large urban areas

'mt, while those in university communities
o \cco in business, Generally, funds are
" wortising, subseriptions, donations, and
beneflug. VYolunteer labor is used in most instances,

Atternts by New Left leaders to unite these
underrround miocovs into some type of network have been unsuccess-
ful to wule, <hicre are no concrete political philosophies
apreeatlc to : Vhile the edilors share siailar goals, they
diverpge vidcel to the means, However, over 100 underground
papers nre o tcd with the radical Liberation News Scrvice
which providex ncys packets concerning New Left activities,

In n fow instances, authorities have prosecuted
publichtiers for prianting obscene material, However, ninor fines
or prebation have wceen the general result and have been
offset bv an iicreace in the paper's circulation,

TPD :m1 ' ' ‘ ?
) ' VZ
(2t
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UNDERGROUND PUBLICATIONS
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NATION OF ISLAM

Approxiratoly 100 Termles or lesques of this
Leu "tif"\l ell-io~ro cuit c:ilst in the United States today
8 Y 1n oneecss of “iie reambership
“norts this o_;a:_ tica, Pri’v~1nal income is derived
fron ensorship dues, special cecbershin assessmonts and
ircw oale of its otiicial publication “liuhannad Speaks,”

ERS:hls '\M
S
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February 26, 1970

BLACK PLRTIZTR PARTY

The souxces of income for the Black Panther Party
(BPP) are many and wvaried. In the initial yecars of its
existence from 1966 to 1989, one of its chief sources of
income was tha procecds frea crininal acts perpetrated by
individual menbers wio gnlif with the Porty. Uore recently,
the chief source of funds for the LFP has been numerous and
regular contributions froa individuals, radical groups and
synpathizers in the United States and overscuas, These
indivicual contributioas have increased greuaily since
December, 1969, ’

F:ekw .
Yok A/Q,v
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BLACK PANTIICR PARTY
\

Sizable donations ar? known to have becn mado to
tha ROP bv soveral proninent individuals and personalities.

Tha BP» algo veceive: iacome from the regular sale
of its weciily ne. waper and {roa the sale of revolutionary
paraphernnlia suzh as p-

nphleis, posters, buttons, and pgreetinz
carcs., .

Another source of incomo for the DPP is fees received
for public sneechios ard appearcucces nade by its representatives,
particularly at institutions oy learning, The fees received
by its reprosentatives for these apsearances vary but have
ranged as high asz 51,0 - n sinrle aprearance of BPP ChnirWWﬁ
Bebby Seale. Ik tives of the LPP made a tota
of 138 appearances at varioua ingtitutions of learning.

Another source of incueme for the BPP is proceeds
received from various public Lounerits and rallies beld
specifically for ihe purposc oI raising noncy for the
regular defensce funds of tho LF esvablished to pay legal
eXpenscs. .

Vhile no firm evidznce has been develeped to date,
it is noted that there has Lecnr an increasing. number of
articles of a pro-Arab naturc appearinz in the IPP newspaper
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BLACK PANTIEER TATTY

and every cffort ig beine made to determine whéther the
Arabs are supporiing the Blacl: Pantlhicrs fron a monetary
standpoint, It t that ildridre Cleorver, the

LoD liiniot vedon nnd a fujitive from justice,
is present 2ing in Arab territory and is supported
by then,

o
il

r ot
yor



307

February 26, 1970

THE NEV ¥ODILIZATION COTIITTER
TO END TUE FAR IN VIETHAY

The New Mobilization Committee fo Fnd tho tar
in Vietnam (17C) maintains its headouarters at 1029 Veriont
Avenue, Suite 990G, lorthwest, loghington, D. C. It alsce
maintoins an office at 17 East Seventeenth Streot,
Hew York City.

The NXC is not an irndividual membership orgnnization.
It is a coalition of many organizations waich are locot
throughout the United States. <These orranizations incl
the Comzunist Party, Socialist Vorkers Party, lonen Seriiio
for Peace, Chicago Peace Council, Los Anpeles Pcace sctloa
Council, Student !fobilization Ceomnittce to Ernd the ¥ar in
Vietnam, and the American Friends Service Couanittce.

-

NMC's primary function at the present timo is to
protest the United States intervention in Vietnan.

The NMC receives financial support in the

£
of donations from sympathetic individuals and organiz

LI
aticus,

In September, 1969, it was reported that tha
followin" individuals were desceribed as being aumong tho
principal individual fipnancial domors to the LIC:

v

ssCipab % .
(8) '
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THE KEG VORBILIZATION COMMITIEE 70 END T WAR IN VIETNAY

.
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EXHIBIT 38

UNTTED STANTES G RNMENT

Memorandum 1 - Mr. DeLoach
My, J. P, lohr
~ Mr, Feclt
My, W, C. Sullivan parl March 12, 1970
’ / - Mr, Casper A i

% - Mr, W, C, Sullivan
C, D, Brcnnawf///
Nz

=
1

Mr, C. D, Brennan
- Mr, Shackellord

o
1

NrW LLUFT NOVEMEDNT - FINARCES '
IS - NMISCELLANLOUS ’

PURPOSE:

To obtain authority for the attached airtel to the
ficld reguesting financial information concerning New Left
groups.

BACKGROUND:

By mcmorandum C, D, Brennan to VW, C. Sullivan, dated
11/7/G69, the Dircctoxr approved a letier to all offices pointing
out the recurring allerations that various tax excmpt charitable
foundations have contributed large sums of moncy, dircctly or
indirectly, to the Movement. It was also pointed out similar
allegations recur concerning financial “"angels," The field was
instructed to be particularly alert to such allegations and any
information developed along such lines should be promptly veported
to the Burcau 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 interest in the financial aspects
of revolutionary 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 Committee, 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, purchqse of equipment, /és

Enclosure - - . = 1 os0 0 REC- 89 ,‘\\&) [ S,

_Lq0-446997—70 > s0 AR 17 1870

N e . Nos
'-{Rfs imst EX-117/ Y B
N(8) 4 CONTINUED -+ OVER"




310

Memorandum to Mr, V. C, Sullivan
RE: UHEW LEFT MOVEMENT - FINANCES

and underwriting costs of large rallies or meetings. Such
aid rarecly would be piclked up in our review of bank records
of the orpanizations 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, 1t would be desirable
to obtain from the field a comprchensive survey of known
instances of financial aid by foundations or funds, promincnt
or wealthy individuals, or politically oriented groups, at
the same time it would be a propitious instance to reiterate
the 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,

45
W ) ! =

w7 g v. Y k/[ g
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EXHIBIT 39

1 - Mr, Deloach
3/16/70

- Utr, J. P, llohr

- Mr, Felt

- Br, Casper

- Mr, V¥, C, Sullivan
-~ lr, C. D, Rrennan
~ I’r, Shackeliord

Airtel

b

To: SAC, Albany

From: Dircctor, FSI (100-446297-70)
(” PERSONAL ATTENTION
NEW LEFT MOVFMENT -~ PINANCED
S = DILCZLLLREOUS
BUDED 4/1/%0

Rekulet dated 11/10/69,

The abovo referenced lettor directed your attention
to the nced to dovelop information indicative of supvort of
tho liew Left llovement by tax-oxenpt charitnble founaations
or finsncial "angela." Allegations of thin type of support,
an well o5 support by politically oriented prouns such us the
Vietnon Meratorium Coxnittee to Ind thie Var in Vietnanm

= continue to cireulate,
-3 E
oo Becouge of intercst in tho sources of funds of
g ™ gf sulversive zrd revoluticnary groups oxbibited by high officinls‘xx,_
= & Bf 6f the Goversreont it is egsontial to got the above allegations r*
= .| into proper perspective.
You are instructed to survey your files to dotermine
any instnnces vhore financial gupport, including gifts of
equipsent or feellities, has becen furnished to Wew Left groups
R or individualg by 1) tau-exempt chnaritable foundations or
N funds; 2) prominont or wealthy individuals, or other individuals
. who have contributed over $1,000 in a single contributiun;
3) politically orionted groups including unions. Such support
Vi:} v, Wwould include and not be limitod to, furnishing bail money to’
'\ifi[f arrested demonstrators, furnishing printinz equipment or ofiice
- e gpace, and undesuriting the cost of conventions or rallies.
Slson Individuals and organizations listed should be documsnted r
[hosch where possible, REC- 88 l )
he

2 - All Offices (PERSONAL ATTENTION)
i X115

N
C RLS:ms t{// >

1.‘—““‘ (126G g?Q /l
o MRA0WI0 v V"
. Ei%w (, 5 NS ““b

/r.

PR A e (L2 e 00 7) :
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Airtel to SAC, Al
NE: NEW LOPT HOVD
1004469677

Y

LHT - FINAKCES

This survey is cxpected to Le exhaustive and thorough.
The results chould be prepared in a letterhend memorandun under

the caption oi this comuunication, The deadline of 4/1/70 must
be complicd with.

Tite Dureau's continuing dnterest in the finaacial
aspects of New Left Movement investigations, both organizations
and individuals, is being reilterated. You should remain
continually zlert for information of this type and insure it
i proaptly rcported to the LBurcau under the above caption,

ROTE

Sec memorandum C. D, Bremnan to W. C, Sullivan, dated
3/12/70, captionsed as above, prepared by RLS:mst,
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EXHIBIT 40
The Attorney Generald July 27, 1970
Dircclor, 'L -
lr‘J; RAGIHCY COMTTRER O INTELUGERCOS

doted dudy vl
Lon: Charles

Thove s enclosed wcopy of o delle
1970, vAth attelanent, addressed o metrom A,
Huston, Vohite Liouse Presidential Asgistant.

'

tion, on June 5, 070,

Foyr vour infory
i 1y comieiiioe on e

establichn

by e onoe : i ivectoryg of
rency, oo efen I'x“(‘:'l‘ onee Avoncy,
SArency U o) L s Hodaen iy s cony e,

This «
asso
ol inteli;,
coiteciion '\’ sl vk 1ccu
fln\l rev wecorrent proeeaure o5 tor l'lL’.‘“l"(_“ ("' coor «uh.lU\) 3 ‘..Lll
recowmensed shaps o Iprove Sl procesures.

cas regquestod by he Fresioent o sansit o vrenort
"n'xl,' tn’C -L. pxn.:n e an eviadnntion
{ DU ogresent

SACH e,

nitlen
tu: curreat n'wm"l 5

The final recort of this commiiilee was corpletnd on

June 25, 1270, and d2tivered (o tise Presideat. whit revort setlorth

cight v weng (corresponding o the ciant s berea pag
fn the ait '('\v*«l Tetter from Jor. Laustan) whtch haaneen revienea oy
the cormuitice, e tirst six related Lo currenl vesivsints 0n et
Heence collzction nroceauraes; the vevenlin was coneorne witiv vud-et
and maneoer nocs in the cvenl e varicus rosirnd, O re e
and the eraith aver aadl witn (i ;'n!.:.v.nmn'.\ ol a poreanent
interagency cumnidoe on Comestic inteliience. In varen the
report of the corrattes was presentod i oy e nuvineey and
digadvantiees of 2oy cnances in current policies and o lso 0 ailuw
the President to inwcate his desires.

Do e

Encl rog - 2

-~ ,‘]

s EHX,‘:S_[\'.'/(!lzn M

‘. _
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The Attorney General

Mooerb ot I U pee U e fee S T e
ol e Gl e s edonl bres o feetes b b e b o

fnveatis voils diractly aliceting te veapensibilitios of
the T, “Pnose include:

sitlod nse of elactronte surveditar

v el antvedasdn i e

ammnor ihvent o the

clenr ihe 1 tion of our progent ot
of zeleciod e yonaua intirpnal Soeeity threnta b
the use of this teehnicua, Toojntad out tant (hn D [ b-linves
clectronic marveillanee coveornre i5 adrounie ab this Un
that wo vonli not obicet to othor oo
the Alorney Conepad for any covereso rovdived Ly e ana i
after tnstituling such coverage themsalves.,

T the aathoriie of

i

. 2. Removal of Instructinons on et mail con
and redosntion of covert mail coverane to vermic tue ol st
oun selected taveots of priority foretrn intelii once amd iniovn
interest. T tads connoction, in e report of aune 0o, 166, T o
cloar thp UNs ctront odjectinon to implementins way covert
TU s the PRI posilinn theag 3f covert mail covernng 15 1o
tts 10Ty that o tion would I2nout of tha vost oty 1y 07
press and thnt 2erious aaninee would be cone o the intellisng
communily boenuse ¢t the very nature of to s Vo
objectinn to Leonl mail coveraae, providad iU is used on o coar.
controlled and selecilve basis in bolli eriminal and ¢

o 3. The removal of resteainls on the use of rur
cntry 7 L ) ] !

______ T :\.nd‘\ng\lnsL other urgent and high priority tarygets,
'g!i.(,l_:f‘-,"-“” O _ ‘

i, 2 feety



The Altorney General

.
4. Andacrease fncoverane ol ViolonTCwpaono canus

pnd stodonl-reinted syouns and e removael of adl restenints viaen

Tt cach cover sort ot aune . 10U, e B speanienlly
“ony ol e present contnds aod resteict
relatie: o ocoevciomment of Clunpus Lonyd e
thatl (o robas thooe yestrictionz weould seversry jooy
tpetions apacewo resaitm onks W e
dannedngs and waae b could lend to ehare

ISIIRCHAIY

1 pabintoa o

S OUT NV

o b

e fnterleringg vwidh ccuu2mic freecom,
5

biishment o
permanent fnt dilicenee, in e
reporl of o

cuch aconn

nociticaily

, 4

Sy opnoating
o walie poinbing cab that the LD would approve ol
Doriouic comestic inteibsence eslmaieis.

preparing

itlon o the
roinls rerovred (o Qiovoe and

contg

tand specitic opee

WIoNn ot permancnt wmieran
ceyowo el wed w
the White Lovise ot veur weection, Of ¢
5OC veospecitic autborkintion,
various sengidve-anvesupat

UL on con el ne

ent e s A ueas ol

Lould cuntin

W
[ERRL

62-685 O - 76 - 21
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‘Tho Atlorney Cencral

[voould apprectate oovromnal exnression of vonr wicws
CONCOriny 1o enier

-

yeau celyovii by parnton o

“loetter that aaomderaseney conupities e constitulud by Aucust 1, 1970,
Ve are taking no action to tmplement the structions contained in
Mr. Huston's letler pending your reply.

notins
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EXHIBIT 41

woutives Conferenco

IZECUTIVES CONTERDICE - 10/20/70

Those in ationdnnce ot the

ey, Folyy, Dalli iiohon,

Couvad, Yelt, Gule, Kosen, Taveld,

10/20/70

Conforense today included
Lner,

and Dac

oy,
wer,

i

Tho Conlorenco oxonined tho quesiion of vuether the

currone siiunatlon aeanncs intonsidic
In nrrticalar,
TLOXLU
voIT and Drjori
drientlon ma es

R v

v ool Lho Tt s

Invenyioohion Gy i
s, () the iante
ol baocl, whico ond ethnie groun

iiena ave being wmdividually consi

Liléivr of

feriun on v

it :
Gavion b Priocity ID aad PFriovity VX,

Thove nroe approximate’
included in Loond

Sl |

rovity ¥
no investion
anprozinntely (6,032 of
oL othe poontovivg in Yo
cve achoay ol residence
ove nulinson, Yo JolZilt o eaw

shotld fnes whore they are,

Lren

Mohy
Sulld

CrLon

Tereneo
oan

L

IiI o

Conaus

individunds

BRI
sonsihilitien,

fcred bhoelow,

ity

Lhing and
fncen

t

coreain security-

to

neeoand

H

oy Index
ienliong

LnVrersd, e

Canes,

20,000 dndividunls curvently
i . S Secnvity Inaez,

nereoanouts

el

o

€

N
VI

TR . gt

S

N
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Lemoranivn 10 e, Tolnon
DRI MRLCUTIVES COLLENLICE ~ 10/29/70

the moraterinm 15 raseindcd, the Dield will
Lo rreapan Loty 2,000 Priocsity 0§ canoex
;\“:l Gprvanionn L7 ploricy (01 ennes Lo
< owd anloy i of ¢ ocanes
witpered wih o proporidonate nushor oponed cuch

moneh Lo tnsbra all are roopenad by June S0, 1071,

Bluclh Sondent Unjous and sinilar proups on colleve ¢ JESHEE
[ j By

Yoo 1007, Llonclt studoents bhopoan Jovating their on
Joorh vhely dowomds, oy ol whiich inrdienee
nebioennd v, Yhese prours are avioncuousg
and have w o slrony ol coumon purpese, Yhe placit Fanthoer
Daviy b made onon clloris to ciopanitce the Liack Oladent
Unions nationally aad ocher bInck exlyenist groups have uosed
these ol SLons o projecit tholy ontrew and separatism,

rroups te

connitiieny

I

Canouws disoxdiors nvelving hlselt ntedents inarensod
L0 ey cont i whe LOLOSTO hool troover the )n(‘mnu
tndrcntins thal thaso protss represent a4 pPotanel
vioJenve o diarapticu,  Juothoe past, wve hove opoued
theae ovpininations forlowing evidenae ol bliack cuire
activitics; bovover, ju view ol £ho vast increaso in violeonee
on collivpe campunes, Lt 1o folt thoat cvory leck tludent Union
and sinl it [roup, reonyal ol theldr panst or
Hnvolveiieni in dinorduiT, Gnoura ha Le Sunjoct 05 e
[px'(ﬂ‘[:.h.: Yoangulvy throush established seonrvecs and infornants
to dotan s and purposes, leddoera and ey
cd that this weuld cavee the field
4,080 canes involving oypantzations and
and leade comected therewlih,

o

tivinus,
}to Open apnronin
the ley activis

Students fov o Derocratic Socloty (SRS) and militant How Ieft
St orpenivations

At ihe epd ol ~ihae 1069-70 acuadomn w0, the vartous
factlons it the .’":)1;,o:;(:lwlin'* the Wewlhoprinn {aotion, whieh b
Beoeonsy cin o ayeeadn ioa in i con vipht, conniotoed ol o
nopbership, of apyro rcely 2,500 dndiv tils . In addition
to tho LIl gvevy:, (here e .“I:'_\ ; totally jndependent
rroni coltora orami whichv npn —eome g

trnoe v Toliouer, ol the (000 dr

[\]
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Vomsianniui Lo oo, olnoa

TG LALCURIVES COLUTILRIL = Lu/0u/70

.
that the wemborshin of thooe ovpondwalio S oon
cuone 4,000 weahers. AR tin o nve corducting
t bl have rot,

Investigation ol oLl oo Orpenres tions
in Lhe pnoo, Leitioled dnvest

i individund
oL osuch oyptng cions, wiih the

roplion ol Lhe

eationg ol

pione.,

Mnjor cianpuses wcxosy the nntlicn havo Leen cowpletely

by violcal dqemonstertions, bhombingsg, ons and

disrupiead
i by thene orpandaationn,
d on all

other Leyrovisiie acts perpetrated
“clora, propesced whiat
Lin e Lo such [S2 NS
1

that the ficld

J\soul\'i ho required To open appro
-

Jewish Refense League (T0L)

r Left ond blach nationasllsnm

ol which hag Loeen illustrated
by its diveetion of atinchs oo ie eotanhlidshieonts
vorle aves and alleged inplicaicion dn bhombings of
Liombiers haeve pavticipated in an

fhe JDL ig an anti-l!
orpanizatict, thoe violeunt nniure
aorviaert dinicos

ln the o
ofTices ot foveisn countyvics.

O CONNTI CVITL

o=
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Leworandun to Tolson
RI: RALCUTIVES CORPENMCH = 10/29/70

inoof an international flloht,  This

v vouth clacis oontionnl peonbovship
in appreddsaiedy 20 ol the nagjor

ithe countyy. Ve ontdy hnve under
5obeingg in

oi violence or
ol thoe violence-
t that invesci-
tude vhoe lewer lovel
o wsoeabors only
alrorvd,  whis vould
1ly OO0 additienal cuses.

attonnted b
nilitont
or 5,000
notropolionan au
inven tion th
Jeader ship posii

active in organiantional o fndrs.
prono nxeure 0 che orpganisation,
gatioas of whividcunds should
nenbaysngp usiveo of thoso
beennne ol Jinapsinl aggiconoec
yeosult in e opending of wppue
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Memorandum to Hr, Tolson ) !
RE: LZLCUTIVES CORFERENCE - 10/29/70

RECOMUENDATICN ¢

If the Dircctor approves, appropriate instructions
iwill be issucd to the ficid to implement the above prograi.s
(designed to cipand our security investigative coveorige of
extremisi clenents.
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EXHIBIT 42

UN['I'L[; STATES GOVERNMENT /
Memorc ndum SO
} 3 N V . 1
. :MR. C. D. BRENNAR L vaTE: November 3, 1970
rov MR. G. C. Moorid R | S
. b : : /I\)\} . Hulmes
Gandy

1

‘uayr r: BLACK STUDENT GROUPS . _
. _ON COLLEGE CAMPUSES
RACIAL MATTERS

To recommend that attached airtel to all offices be
‘ sent regarding discreet preliminary inquiries on all Black StUnant
Unions (BSU) and similar groups on college campuses.

On 10/29/70 the Executive Conference approved a program
to conduct discreet preliminary inquiries, limited to established

sources, on BSUs and similar groups, their leaders, and key
activists to determine if the activities of these groups and
individuals warrant further active investigations.

RECOMMENDATION :

If approved, the attached airtel will be sent to

all offices regarding the above cases.

A

. , QT“’
Gy e e
/

- Mr. W. C. Sullivan

1
1 - Mr. J. P. Mohr \
1 - Mr. C. D. Brennan -~ (ﬁ\\
1 - Mr. Casper ////
1l - Mr. G. C. Moore . v
1 - Mr. Glass \r\)Q/ \,}/v
—e -2
. //_1 é’ )»“
© Nov 12870
A
/ s
MR EL //(}g\(\ﬁ@
C NYA q “Q

QBAP‘?B‘
)i

1
LT MO qiinn

‘s

/i

UNERZORTED CCPY FILED IN
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j November 4, 1970
b

] 1 - Mr. W. C. Sullivan
¥ Afrtel 1 - Mr. J. P. tiohr

i 1 - Mr. C. D. Bremnan
! 1 - Mr. Casper

P %

- To: SAC, Albany o ; 1°- Mr. G. C. Moore

> 1 - Mr. Glass
- - From: Director, FBI

ol PERSONAL ATTENTION

Y

_/BLACK _STUDZNT. GROUPS_ON
, COLLIGE CAITU»aS
i . ACIAL I1LTTERS ' -
\ BUDED: 12/4/70

'T"f‘l\ Increased campus discrders involving black students
o _pree a definite threat to the Natlon's stability and securtty

.

!

FRa= B and indicate need for increase in both gquatity and quantity ol
0 Zfintelligence information on Black Student Unionr (B£U) and /
_}'1ﬂ Zpimilar greups which are targets for influence and control by

% & Pyiolenca-prone Black Panthar Party (BPP) and other extremists,
o=

J

‘he distribution of the BPP nerspaper on collece camputer and

ey speakers of the BPP and other black extremist groups con carpuse:
clearly indicate that campuses are tarcats of extremists, Advance
infcrmation on disorders and violence is of prime importance.
must tarcet informants and sources
these greups on a continsing basis t

e
to develop information rezgarding

to fulfill our r=sponsibllitier
and to develop such coverage where none exi gts.

4 13 RECH /3, A ?
B Effective i ,éJiatelv BaUs 81d similar orgahizaions
h) organized to project tha demands of black stucdents, which arz not
presently under investigation, are to be subjects of ditrcreet,
(J preliminary inquiries., limited to established sources and care-

fully conducted to avoi'd criticism, tc determine the size, aims,
purposes, activities, leadership, key activists, and extremist

son

ﬂ""———\Z - All Offices

¢
R /1 1) V V)\Q)/ :’/
o T caGekw £ — ' SEELLQLEPACE THO " -
"""—‘"(121)/\ o 3
Tl - F il

e
7;0‘/ 1080 "
:”. o

ron-
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Airtel to SAC, Albany et al
BLACK STUDZNT GROUPS OM COLLEGE 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 investigation.
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 €7D of the Manual of Instructions regarding investi-
gations of organizations cecnnected with institutions of learning.

Each office submit by airtel to reach Bureau by
12/4/70, a list of B5Us 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 coverzge.

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
impediately.

I cannot overemphasize the importance of expeditious,
thorough, and discreet handling of these casec. The violence,
destructicn, confrontations, and disruptions on campures make
it mandatory that we utilize to its capacity our intelligence-
gathering capabilities.

Above instructions supersede instructions 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 C:iG:ekw,

-2 -
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EXHIBIT 43

TTLD STATES GOVERNNMENT ’
r 7 1 - Mr. w. C. Sullivan,
Memoranaum s el gL b Momr 0

1 - Mr. 3. J. Cnspvrl

LN

iy
Mr., C. L. Brennan DATE 11/3/70
L) 1 - Mr. W. M. Felt ST
R. L. Shackelford,)”) 1 - Mr. C. D. Brennun | -
- 1 - Mr. R. L. Shackeclford  -——

1 - Mr. W. H. Prcusse
SECURITY 1 ATIONS-OF INDIVIDUALS 1 - Mr., W. . Floyd
WHO ARk M1 ST 1
DEMOCEHATI 1
LEMT CANMPUS

Il STUDENTS FOR A - Mr., D. P. Whitc
A5 MILITANT NEW - Mr. R. J. Stilling
LWIZATLIONS

‘

ORG.

,
i

PURPOST:

To obtfuin approval of attached airtel to all offices
which instructs the [icld to initiate investimation of all
members of the Htudents For a Democratic Sociely (5U3) and

procommunist New Left-iype canpus organizations.

"
BACKGROULD: ,'//
/\l V7

Meworandum dated 10/29/70 [rowm the Dxccutlives
Conference to Mr. Tolson rccommended that investigation be
initiated of individual members of the 5DS and wenbers of
procommunist New Lelt campus orpanizations who [ollow 805
i1deology. The recommendation was approved by the Director.

At the cnd of the 19069-70 acadewic vear the
factionalized $DG, with the exclusion of the VWeathcrman
faction, had a wembership of about 500 individuals.  The
procommunist New Lelt-type cawmpus orgnnizations have a
membership of about 4,000 The purposc of the investigations
of these individuals 15 to determine the pronensity fov vielence
by wembers of the above ovganizations., Attached is an airiel
to all offices advising of investigation of all members of
the SDS and militant lew Left campus organizations.

In order that the Bureau remain aware of the numnber
of such cases handled by the field. the f{icld is being
instructed to include figures as to cases opencd and ciscs
closed on the administrative pages of the quarterly New Left

reports.  No handbook or manual changes are nccessary. B 7
SN /o //T',Cw. _ );Q I
DATION: TrrsREG 1 RN
<(&\\ That attached airtel be approved and sent... -
St s '
Enclosure “en. s 4" 7

RJIS:jlm
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IS e, W,
1 - Hr. J.
1 - e, 3.
VoY

- Hr, C. D. Brenns s
- . B L.
~ Mr. W, 1.
- Hr, W, H. Floy
e, DO P Vhite
My, DL J. Stilling

CAlvted

y
el el il

To: 3AC, Albany

From: Dircctor, FiI (L00-436048)
>

i

.“,CL"'l'—V' CF IVDIVILUALS )
oA /
i - '

PINCOILL AVDRLTIO

TICen Lo
oA 0
')(\,“,.‘7.,\ it
1[‘:\'

.y

and viulcnf;v-: ‘\ [\U; 47

1y odave

Do wnlic of

| A

.l tEY

’clzz:'

ol revoruiion
. PRSI HICNR TR TeT S
\ the bruce

10)‘\1‘1 J“L 3.

1)!u0:¢.|.;:1 o
QG To nr b
vevnnent,

Yach affice should inclwlo on the ndai;
of ruiture quaviesd doverart retosts

nuaher ol G aes apeas tosnd
icn 'J.." cut TN NN PR A T
Lhe ont e

poviod ol or

2 - A1l Offices (PDRLONAL ATTENTIOM)

s ( ! . 4
o X o
& o ey IO
~ I i K o ’
T3 A S L /- 7
‘,)r. )T;'C: P : RN
v C Caidr : I re e yea e e [
(az . [ L STHOIIEL TAGE 100 -
MAIL ROOM M ) TRLEIYV I UMY i




327

Airtel to Albany

Re: Security Investipgations of Individuals
Who are Members of the Students for a
Democratic Society and Militant ifew
Left Campus Organizations

100-439048

Fach individual investrsated should be concidered
for inclusion on the Security Index. In the cvent yonw
investiygation rstablishes that the subject mecis the criterin,
his name should be recommended for inclusion on the
Sccurity Inde:.

EOTY

See wmueworandun Mr. R, L, Shuchelford o v . B
Brennan, dated 11/3/70, captioned as above, prepared by RSnijlm.
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EXHIBIT 44

G er wo 11

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

NMemorandum

MR. TOLSON DAL Scptember 2, 1970
om . W. M, FELT/»’./f
[} .
WEGH SECURITY INFORMANTS S
RACIAL IN FORMANTS
PRIy L/r} //
PURPOSE: e L
\ _.7 ,/ \) . / / / /)

To recommend consideration be given o returning to pr evmusa’m(hrds
permitting {icld o develop sccurity and racial inform mts dmonr"f tudents 18 YL rs
ol age Jnd ol(lcr with full individual justification and Burcau dppxoval

Iy

0 caautorised person-

T A - e ///_,q ‘-\
BACKGROUND: o ’ =

= e e -~ ,/l;m/‘/

H J,‘L‘/I

: Qur current rule is that "Students under age 21 years' are not to be
“, developed cither as security informants or racial informants except under highly
~unusuil circumstances. Former rule of "under 18" was modified when two student

~informants went sour. I
B 4
_CURRENT DEVELOPMENTS: ! /
A SURRENT ’
Never in our history have we been confronted with as critical a nced for
formunt coverage. Terrorist violence is all around us and more has been '

v =threatened. Even our own doors are being threatened by Weatherman fanatics,

K ?’Boml)m;‘,s. assassiniation of police officers. kidnuppine and toriure murder are all
art of the piclure. Tiiese violence -oriented black and white s:um'cs are at war
witn the Government and the Amenmn pcople /o //

- Q J

x
<

N e lCl
N

Careful surveys ha\ «been made duum inspections Lonmmtml in New Left .

Sand Rucial fields, In everv instance lnspcctor lelt strong umtxuclxon:, wilh SACS to -

indc"elop more and betler informants. These offices have informally indicated, TR

301 . ; ; \ .

showever, that their productivity would be greally enhanced by lowering gf the .

; Fage requirements cited above. NS
18 5EP 21 1970

f Particularly critical is the need for reliable information about the
{‘ ,activities of violence -oriented groups on campuses. We know the New Left and
{ ¢ the Black Panthers are currently recruiting 18 -ycar -old freshmen students,  The
"Students for a Democratic Society have actually reserved for recruiting purposes
a room in the Student Union Building at near-by University of Marviand, I we
‘lcould develop informants among these new members we could guide/hcm to key

]
WMF:wmj ( ")’/ Al /
{- I\Iesws'-

{;

| egin
Mohr, Breanan CONT[NUI "D - OVER / A/&\)
I - - k} /
PR d ‘

ULiRSCOHDIN COPY FILED N




329

Memo for Mr. Tolsoen
Re: Security Informants
Racial Informants
positions, By e time they are 21 years of age they are almost ready (o leave i
colleuze and have been subjected to the corrosive influence and brainwashing of ultra~ -
»‘lil)crul and radical prolessors. -

QBSERVATIONS:

The important consideration, of course. is to protect the Burcau from
possible embarrassment.  Many of our 18, 19 and 20 -year -old men and women are
hizbly intelligent. mature, and loyal citizens. 7This has recently heen recognized

by the Congress in lowering the voting age to 18 years. It is fell the same concept

can logically be applied to the revolutionary conflict at home and particular ly on -
‘(. npu;os 72 - - .

— A e [ R N ,—(f 1 don't hold this view, H
Development of all securily and racial informants. regardless of age, is
vovery closely supervised al the Seat of Government, It is [elt thal selective use of
L the 15 through 20-year -old age bracket on specific SAC recommendation and with
felore seruliny al the Seat of Government can be of tremendous benefit, These N
. Jectters will conlinue to be very carefully looked into during all ficld inspections.

P COMMENDATION:

That the appropriate Manual citations be chanved to read "Students
aeer ageq 18, . Woapproved, to be implemented by Domeslic Intelligence

Division.
MJ/ =
ALLCYANT (9/3/70), WCS:CSH - \/\//L 2);

7—2110“Iy urge the approval of this recomncndition. As the
Jnaum states, these are indeed critical times. No one can predict
wiih tecuracy the outcome of the 1e\olut1Qn1ry strugirle going on in
this country at this time Those under 20 years of ape are playing a
progocinant role in campus violence. Two of the subjects in the
Univercity of Wisconsin casc are under 20. Logic dictates that weo
concentrate on the actual participants and where the action actually is.
T —— %.C. Suuﬁm

Vad

~f) Q:)‘ '/\)""*"vfbs‘/
i '<,‘/ SRR Y ,,.M,LA,q,;_) i -L - y
Qfﬂ“ ‘tm.:j | \,_,vW,L,y,v\ \\W

meticy i

9 P e CRC R St :\\/*’v 30 A \‘Y‘
2- A\ w
Q(uf 0.K but I want

any between 18 & 21 yrs
‘to be approved by
“..Soyers also.
H
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FEUERAL DUREAUL OF INVESTIGCATION

WAYUINGTON, D1 20535
in Reply, Plrave fiefer ta

e September 15, 1970

(A) TRAINING - LEGAL [NSTRUCTORS --

The followinr siznificant decisions reported in Aucust, 1970,
should b read by all Lecad [(nstructors: U.s. v, BII)
(1970) (N.C.) (Civil Avronautics Board reculilton
sonncl to ops spicinues packare is constitutionals an .LII]H‘(_' oic
position ma

ea Jum o eredible and reliable informoeny); ULS.
425 F2d 836 (1969) (2d Cir.) (example of strong atiidavit jor ¢
warrant, based princisally on information {rom confideniial i
permissible to delav exccuiion of search warrant (w mn ton-any i)
until suspect is in premuses): U.S. v. Mitchell, 425 F2d 1353 (1870) (Sih
Cir.) (example of findine arobaole cau Si [rom COMDINIGUN o
Sninelli and Dracor circumstances); UlS. v,
S lAENLLAL N

GthCr ) (o s ;

¢ HQr

DownTnings reauired Ior Ssireot witerrest
concerning automonile ar and title recistration with detect indicating
possibly stolen):U. S. 462 T2d 66 (1970) {(1Cth Cir.) (a
suspect standing in coorwav o home, by on'cc U's standine outside witl ot
support incidental scarch ot home); U.S in., 312 7. Sunp. T30 (1?"0)
(D.C., Del.) (affidavit for search WA TNt Stated prosd rcause but con
tained much of what court labeled "excess b)) TG, Avers.
F2d 524 (1970) (2d Cir.) (linc !
separate and distinet "om R M WaArnings given for interrogation):
U.S. v. Camreboll, 426 F2d {(Lu70) (2d Cir.) (recording of telephone
CONVErsation maae by consent of one party thereto is admissible inevidence):
U.S. v. Brd 2OF. Supp. 913 (1970) (D.C.. M Y {no Miran
warnings requireca [or use in evidence ot booiks and records volunt X
to officer by susoecet during noncustodial interview): Dess v RMontind,
F. Supp. 1325 (1970) (N.C.. Mont.) (illusirative dis Slon ol stanains o
protest unreasonable scarch and seizure); U.S. v, Mewinnon, 426 F2d 845
(1970) (5th Cir.) {scarch of vehicle at tow-in ¢ garaee oU munutes after arrest
o[ accused on highwav could not be justificd as incident to arrestj: C: i
v Wainwright, 426 F2d 868 (1070) (Sth Cir.) (seizure of packaee thrown
Irom vehicle awiully pursucd by police was proper as taking of thing
abandoned); Woadimry v. Belo. 426 F2d 923 (1970) (5th Cir.) {otficers
searching suspeet’s home uncer search warrant tor narcolics taken in
armed robbery properly seized gun, not mentioned in warrant, as instru-

i
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mentality of robbery) U8, v Kroslooin 426 F2d 1120 (1970) (7ih Ciry)

(defendant’s rucht acainst seli-inerunmation is violated when orficer tosti
thud defendant, on inferview, refused to tallys Bosley v 157

S

i

126 124 1257
(1970) (. C.) (Mivanda requres officers o warn an arrested suspect of lus
rights as soon as pr;\('—u('uhlo afler arrest); U.S. v, Gaonyg 4206
F2d 1283 (1070) (5th Cir.) (seavch of ATTESICE 18 10CIG SUwhen
made shortly after at jail or pluce ol detention rather than at actuad tome
and place ol arrest; search of woman's pocketbook sithing on cotjve fable
in room in which she was arrested on narcotics charges was proper).

" 31

(Security Letters on attached pages)

4
9/15/170
SAC LETTER 170-48 -2-

62-685 O - 76 - 22
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(B) NEW LEFT AUD DLACK TRIAIST
COVL

TRAGE -- You have twen advised in tho
of terroristic acts ny the Mew Left and black ©

medents

ne need

for intensitnicatinn of our mvesurations and development of new sources
to combut i

se escalnung problems.

tlowever, a veview of the New Left dMovemenl - Vintonee
airtels submitted monthly by cach field oifice indicates ceneraliy
your inforimant coverage ot terrorist orgamzations and ludividuals is
grossly inadequate.

You are. there
an agaressive voliey of developing ne
infiltrate the ra Of terrorist oren
communes and swails of their under
fully reco e deveionpment of sour
groups 1s made extremely difficult because ol their !
and usc of druus. It calls [or inftative and new approaches Lo develep
the needed ntelligence informadoen.

nlnes L

Concerning black extremists. it is essendal that qualits
informants are develoned at a recular rate. Seinformants snould
be the type who can obtain advance information concerni planncd
acts of violente or who are in a position to turaish information concern-
ing contemplated acts of violence.

You should include in Item 4 of vour monthly airtel on
"New Left - Violence: Internal Security - Miscellancoes (Weatherman)
as outlined in Burcau airtel 1o ail offices Mav 13, 1970, constructive
plans {o implement the program oudined above concerning New Loelt
terrorist organizations throuch informant development.  Recommendations
relating to the development of a specific source or plan of action should
be submitted to the Burecau by separate communication.

9/15/70
SAC LETTER 70-48 -3-
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(C) SECURITY AND RACIAL INFORMANTS A Never in our history have
we been conironted with as eritical a need for iniormant coveraze. Tor-
roristic violence surrounds us and more has been threneened.,  Bombings.
assassination of police atticers, kidnapping and muarder are wll part ot
the picture. Panatics are at large who are at war with the Government
and the American people. Particularity critcil 1s the need for reliable
information about the activities of vielence-orieated youthlul groups da
campus.

As vyou are aware. you have becn previously instructed not
to use campus student informants under the age of 21, 1n view of cur-
rent circumstances. yvou are authorized to develon student security and
racial informants who are 18 vears of ave or older. This presents you
with a tremendous opnortumty to expand your coverave, which is
expected. However, inng way are your oblizations to exerdise
selectivity and tight control lessened in this most sensiiive area.

Appropriate manual and handbook changes are forthcoming.
Very truly yours,
John Edgar Hocver

Director

9/15/70
SAC LETTER 70-48 -4 -
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EXHIBIT 45

i - Ve l
N, RTINS ! Lo- Moo J. U ftehr g e v N
1\‘[(}/[(}}[(“(/“”2 1 - M. Co oL Broonan '
= 1 H AL Honen .
A camber 2, 1979 . v

J.oJ. Casper L
G, C. iloore LR
R.L. ShacPC]Yord“ o
.C. 1l1rh‘}

e

N

WAt 70
EORAVAN

S
IBLIC APPEAR ux.CES

O ;L K AHU HLI

Sog-t E

To obtain authority to scnd attached aivtel to all (ield
of fices concerning the recording of public appearances of black and
New Left extremists. oo ’ ..

Homorandum G, C. Moore to ilc. W, ¢, Sulli—an 5/21/69 obtain-
ed authority to iustruct the field Co expand rthe use of cromeealed
recording devices in covering such appeavances.  Gince that time, the

field has reported a Jarge number of such appeavances and Special g

Avents in Charpe (54ACs) bave aluays demonstrated sound Sudensnl in/
afftording such coverage under secure conditions.  On a wmber ol /
occasions, Locausr of tremely shorl notice concernind &ppear&mc&s,
~_j there has toon \nunf{icionL time Lo obtain bHurcaa authoricy,  Boeeause
i of thig, walnabie cvidentiary

material has been Lost. Becordings acte
NS the best possible evidence of extramist sratercon:s actually made in

the event ol presceutive actien.  This wmarter was dizcussod in depth
at captioned conforence with field g
TCCOon

Pvors. bLowas che unanimous
! prosent dnstructions con-
should be moditiod in one respect Lo allow
5ACs to arrange on their cwn initlative Lor recordling .7
wel s N
Lrion has nmerit., have uniformly demen-
S in making sueh rocore
should !Q viven nufhnrity to record pul.lic appen
tow Loft extremists
Sgih APy

! cudation of those supervisors
1o cerning such rocordin
|

strated

Lo date and
tes v black and
cr full securil /s can to assuved

are

institutions, the tield must still obtain pric: Lurcas auchorily.,
This will pive the Tield necessary flexibility 1o vecord public
appearances even wien advance notice L extromaly shoct. The
fication will in no way suporscde or conilict wilh
%\Q\Old staternents piven in individual

wmodi -
ity Lo re-
S5oundoer luvesticatjon such

aug!

\san the Antiviot Low investigations wlich arose out of violence at the
8/08 Democratic Hational Convention on subjec O e

7” and onir detense attorneys William M. Kunstler and

S/ Tl £

~Lhee UCicayo
Leonard .o

COMTLNUED - Gviy

nal institution:.  When ac oducacicnal
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Feasoraodun Lo Mo, O DL Brennan

Vi RACIAL CONFERINCE, OCTOBER 22-23, 1970,
RisCOMN STTO TO FODIFY THSTRUCTIOUS COMCERNTNG
RECORDINGS OF BLACK AUD NEW LEFT PUBLIC APPLARANCES

ACTICL

1¢ appreved, attached airtel will be sent to

all ficld offices in accordance with the above. Ho Manual
Changnt:; dAre Neces -L\L‘)’. '

4
N i

s / -

J .
. —’/ . lf\ O }\ o
| \_‘ f{"' iy I,‘//‘\//
Pl / 1/
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11/5/70
Alrtel 1 - Mr, W, C. Sullivan
1 -~ Mr. J, P. Molhr
1 - Mr. C. D. Prernman
. 1 - HMr. A. Fnsen
. To: SAC, Albany 1 - Mr, J. J. Casnnr
; PERSONAL ATTZMNTICL
[ From: Director, FLI
USE OF CONCTALED RECORDING DEVICES 1 - Mr. G, C, ioore
IN COVERING PUBLIC APSLARANCES BY 1 - Mr. R. L. Shackelferd’
\ BLACK AID NGV LEFT RXTREZUISTS 1 - Mr. J. C. tichela

re o e

)__,__)’. ./,/'. . [ N

ReDulet to all offices 5/22/£9 which set forth
instructions to expand the use of concealed recerdin~ dovica:
by a Special Azent or provan-source in coverinm nublie
speakirg engamerients by black and liew Left extrenists, Thove
instruztions required jur-cau authority prior to use of such
concealed recording devices.

‘c..

Effective unon receint of this commurication,
"Special Agents in Charse (SACs) rey, cn their owi iritiative,
———autirprize the use of concealed recordiry davices by a Spocizal
LG ~ant or proven source in covering publie appearanczs by bluel
_yrwj Yev Left extremists except vhen such copearancas aro ot
R ue non&l institutions. All other instructions set forth in

talef remain in effect. Ll b ;- —
s % g . - T
PP . V.1 ’ . .
piids <neraiin the event[‘olraxppc:ranccs at educaticral
“ indtitutions, prior Bureau eutherity rust still bz obtnired
+ before utilizirg concealed recording devices. /'

a0 1%
It is reiterated that such recordir;’ devices are
to he utilized only vhen full security-can bé assurad.
_. Information developed as a result of such coverage nust be
= promptly furnished to the Dureau in form suitable for
V disseminmation in accordance with instructions sqt forth in relet.

> 2 - All Offices ]

i (A Q N ll\ . ‘,'( .

£ oJaen - t { o (YU SEE NOTE PAGE TWO
(2DC T2 | .

VY \
T B U TN -
LS T:J ROG l/r:.u:rv:';‘ UNTLT /S V ?
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Alrtel to 3AC, Albany
RE: URE OF COWCSATED RECORDTMG DEVICES
N COVERING YUBLIC APPEARATCES BY

. BLACK AID MRV LECT BXTREMISTS

Bach SAC must personally irsure that maxinunm

possible use is made of this extremely valuable investigative
technique,

The foregoing in no way supersedes or conflicts
with invstructions to record statemeints by subiccts of
ivaividual cases under investigationr., o thar

rosard,
recipicerts shionld refer to Chicarzo airtel to all worrinental

of fices ard San Juan dated 5/29/69 captioned "Bavid T,
Uellinger, aka, et al (Travel of Deferdants), ARL - Conspiracy,"

Cr V2%t - N s
Sen memorandum G C, Hoore to Hr. G, D, Brerran

dared 11/2/70, captiored "Racial Conferarce, October 22-23
1970, Recomanrdation to Modify Irstructions COPCOﬁNiF: '
Becordines of Black ard Pew Left Public Appoarances,”‘
prepared by JCM:ickw,




-
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/
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"() oflices setting up a floy Black !-J::chml.':L/(Il,l})&)r Drou
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KEXHIBIT 46

o

UNTTLDY STATES GOV RN

Merorandim

/\’r

Vi Vg
L

- Mr, V. C Sallivan
1o- Myl J.0 Py Mohy

J - M. CooDbL PBrennan
1 - Mr. Casper

oot
SMR. C. DL BRERNAYN At becember 22

1970

1 - M, Conrad
. v veOnTs 1 - lr. R. D. Cotter
MR, G, C. .,!O(),H/.L. 1D e 6l ¢ Neore 0
O 1 - Mr, Glass ol

RACI AL LUATYY

To veconmend that the attachedoatvtel be sent 1o ald

am Lo inlensifty
our coverape on certain blacl cixtrenmists, )

.

Beeause of the -violence votential of all.black exlronists,
we have reauired that the lield give priority attontion to the
investipgations ol all blach extremists. The wniorantion subnmittod
by the ficld indieates Lthat there s a need jor iutensisicd coverage
on a groun of bl (tremists who are cithor key Jeaders or
acltivicts and are particularly exlreme, agitative, anti-Governnent,
and voend in their calls Jor terrorism and violence, Leaders of
the violoncesprone idnck Panthey Party have dncdicated Liar the
“revolution” 1 enterine the be nning phasicos ol actual armed
strug;;le and our investiracvions indicate them are certain extremisis
more likely to resort 1o or to order terrorism
therefore reygulire particular attention,

as o tactic and

Intensi Lied coverare to bring to boear the total canabhil-
itics_ofl_ tho. Burceny on invest
warrantod, o shouli
future plans) wonines
the oo
Andpony

1tions of these indiviaunls s

ver overy faccetb ol tiariy correnty aclivities,

slrengt andg versonal Tves o nentrali
1, T Finnnoeys travel, uttornnee
CACTal and local law of these individualg
should recedive the clusest dnvesligative and supervisory attention,

Piveneas ol
T violal

AR

Tollowing the reoveipt of an investyieative suamary rmmrL',
reports on these individuals should be submitted crory Vo dav
with interia letterhead menoranda, in order Lthat our intensitiod
coverape oan be bholter followed and discenmination nade on a tinaly
basis, Aboui 0 _cases arce involved in thig intensified coverage

. o e S
RECOMIINDATION : NSV / . [
e - ). N

. “That the attached airtel be sent to cach Lield oflice,
R
Enclosurd , ﬂ ‘ ll;-' o . N ‘.
CIG:ehw T"(;/ 7 \, (IS
(9) a '/ o
(/ —
O ‘
'\\f\"”/ ( .
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. Decenber 235, 1970
1 - lir. ¥, C. Sullivan
Airtol” 1 - . J. Vol
1 - v >. 0. Brennan
3 e ,/’jﬁﬁl thr, C. D,
lr/ﬁ //'/ //«(;) g [Jl - llr. Casper
: 1 - lir. Conrad
To: CAC, flbaay 1 - bir. R. D. Cottaer
S i - Lir. G. C. Loore
From: Dirvector, I'BI 1

- Fir. Glasg
KEY DLACK TMTRLEHIST PRCGRAN
RACILAL TLATTLRS

romant ore
malion in
j arued s

Parjn or Dlack ou
zations rud ind have Jurnishod indo
cating that covi H wnn]kuuqJJ are cxiveacly ¢
vocal i theiy nt =tatenenis aud Ui cob by Jon
terrovicn and VJOJUl ourth the vinle poteniinl in all
Hlack tr: necenaitates continued priovity attention
all oiJices, toeve pye ceorindin individunl loaders and peovivinots
vho con be considered as Hey Dlack Lneremicts (W),

=

At Burcau is
\rﬂlﬂcl‘u lxul 3 The tera K C(hr
‘h.lnll\ hold an officianl yosilion
to include others of cqual inpoclance becn
bin[luunco as black ciutremists,

| Al intensifled jnves imation of cach person on the
TTattached list nact boe imnediately instituted wiitn ton obhjective

of develeping conplete and detailed inforpatioun on thoir dnv-
activiticos and fuiure plans,  Nacihh oflfice n COMLin
remain alert Lor sdditions to the KOL Tinco.  Subnit nll roconicine-
dations to apecilic subjects Hif. oo vhe Burcsu dor anproval
These nuel be riven intensive dinvesticalive ationcion aud
close supervision by all oilfices. Mnintuig a adph level of

> IEnclosure

2 = A1l Offices (Lnclosure)

oGk o~ S, NOTE oGl THL

(123)
g\

MAIL ROOMT T bl Ve by

0D CCRY Ui
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Airtel to SAC, A
¢

v
LbY DLACH LETRII0L PROGRAN

inforaanl coveraze on the subjecis. AL avenues of investi-
gative atlention must be cxplored and necessary vecoumendat iong
{0 the bBurcau must be made proaptly.

The Gesiroble coverare nust include, but not ho
Jirmited 1o, the followins tavestipgation,  These duvesbications
must bo condueicd with injtintive and imacination in order that
the desired resul s ave acnieved, vach ol these cases will
receive close serutiny at the Dureauw,

(1Y 411 LBEs must be dncluded in Priovity I of
the Secwrity Inden,  IL not already so included, promplly
subnit Fi-102,

(2) AL Kivs nonst be dneluded dn the Dlack
hationalist Photossanh Atvoy (OU04A) . Drompltly culait
photoroph ox! veawived baclyround on cach B0 nod

presently in tae DLPA and when a subject is desivmated
a kb,

} (3) AV anmpects of the Tincacens ol a JNE nust
bo deternined,  Donf aceounts must be

deposit bones, i

nonitoved,  Oale
voostuents . and hiidden nsaoets gost be
Located and avallable information rogovding vhen nust be
reporied,

(1) Continucd congideration must be piven hy
cach office to develop menang to neutralise the oileoctiveness
of cach o, Any counterintellizonce proposal nust be aperoved
by the Lurcau prior to inpleomentation,

(5)  Oblain cuitable handwritineg specinons of
KDY to bo placed in the Dafional Security Pile in ihe
Laboratory., VWhen ronszible, obtiain spocimens Ivon public
records, law enjorcenent asencies, and similar cources,
Send svecirnens Lo the Duresu undoer

cach

separate cover Jotior

Ly regintcered nail for the attention of the BT Laboratovy,
Vhen they are ol value ag evidence, so state in the iransnmittal
Tetteor and veguest thels return atter copnics hinve bheen
Specinens cshould be sulficlent to permit
the Labovatory,

T,
uture couparisous by
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Adrtel Lo SAC, Albany
KEY BLACIT EXTRUMIST PROGRAM

(6) Particular efforils should he made tn ohtain
of and/or reliable witnesses to,
which may

records
inflamnatory statements made

subsequently become subjeet to criminal proceedi
Prounptly record all suchh information in intervicw report for

(7) Vhere there appears to be a possible vielation
of a statute within the investirative Jurisdiction oi thoe
Jureau, the substantive violation character should be included
in subsequent conmunications and the nosaible violation
vigorously investigated in accovdance wiil existing instructions,

(8) DParticular attention mvst
a KBIE and every eifort nade to degérnine
nents for such traveld o R

be paid Y0 *ravel by
financiail arrance-

. fravel infoirmation nucl be submiticd to

the Durcau and ankerested olfices by anepropriate ¢omunication
to permit coverape o the IBE, It will pu the respensibility
of the office ol orisin to insure thuat the activaties of the
KBE arc coverced by auxiliary offices.

(9) The YFederal income tax rcturns of all IRMs must
be checlied annually in accordance with existing insiructions.

I{ no investipgative sunnary renort has been subnitted
in cach case, such o report must be submitted to the Burecan by
2/15/71, ‘thereadter, an investipative revort chould be
mitted at least cevery 90 days,  Murthermore, aporosviate
conmunications suitable for disgemination should be promntly
submitted in the inlerim to kecp the Durcenau sully adviged of
the nctivities of cach yitk, ‘the words (lley Dlack ) reaist )
should he included in the choracter oi ecach cemmunication
submitted except those conmunications (dncluding reports)

which are prepared for dissemination,

Sui-

NOTE: See menorandum G. C, MNoore to Cn D, Nrennau, dated
T2722/70, captioned as above, prepared by CEG:ekw,
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EXHIBIT 47

CENTRAL INTELLIGIEENCE AGENCY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

<
- ' Y
s ‘ 26 February 1970
Personal and Conflidential
The Honorable J. Edgar Hoover
. Dircctor
Federal Burcau of Investigation
Washington, D.C.
. Dear Mr. Iloover:
Mr, has orally informed me that you wish to have the

identity of the TBI agent who was the source of certain information
communicated to an employee of this Agency, Mu.

This information regarding the disappearanve of nc Thomas Riha was
in turn passed a :

In view of your personal interest in this matter, 1 instructed
Mr. to report to me in person,

I have reviewed this cemplicated case in detail with Mr,
and have requested him to reveal the identity of his source.  As a point

of honor and personal integrity, Mr. was adamant that he-
could not disclosc the identity of his source.  Under further pressure
from me, Mr, maintained his position, stating that in de-

fense of it he was prepared to submit his vesignation immediately,

Mr. cxplained that the ‘c‘\s(:s
had been given extensive news coverage, much of it being sensalional
in nature. e stressced that there was embarrassing public speculation

1, as lo the possible involvement of the CIA and the 130 in Riha's
LI ** “disappecarance.

PG 515
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The purposc of Mr. . o B " conference with the District
Attorney of Denver was to solicit his pood oflices to remove pres-
sures and the possible serving of a subpoena on, -
He also sought to oricnt the District Attorney proncxly $6 that hc '
would not continuc to have an erroncous impression of the roles of
the CLA and the FBI, thercby eliminating further adverse publicity.

Mr. . aﬂ'u'm.. that before going to District Attorney
Mcl(cvltt Te called upon the FBI o Lo Mr.

and sought to coor dmate with him our res pcctxvc mlcrcsts.
Tic Also solicited Mr. “to accompany him to the District
Attorney. '

Mr._ ) states that Mr. B ‘refused absolutely to
cooperate in this matter. Instead, Mr. __ #ngaged in an oral

.

Ny 'L_‘.lq‘ |‘ exchange during which he remarked that ‘our represcntative in

;‘J_ Q i Boulder was "lying" and then proceedéd to challenge the veracity of
s T Mr. . . Subsequently, Mr. conferred with,

the District Attorney alone. He was successful in pérsuading the
District Attorney to make a favorable public statement which nad

’-\_/ the effect of putting this lssgs,’fe"ardln" and other rumors
to rest as far as the public was concerned,

I have carefully reviewed the statements of Mr. ;
1 fcel that poor )‘udunom was employed in passing the information in
question to . .. .-and later to the District Attorney. This should
only have been done with specific FBI approval. I wish to assure you
that I do not condonc violations of the third agency rule, and I am
taking steps to impress once again this elementdry fact upon ail Agency
officials.

With regard to Mr. . Thave no reason to doubt that
he has acted honestly. [ believe that he has reported to me in good
faith. llc is sincerely interested in prescrving a sound working
rchhonq)np between the CLA and the IF'BI,  Nevertheless, becausce a
situatior of this sort adversely affects the relationship between the ¢wo

;lagencics, I am Vtaigrinrgh'adx_fr)rin'istrativc action in this matter with regard
ltoMr. . R

LS SN e .47"\‘ A,\/-,q eV ’ o 1
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I hope sincercly that this recent incident will not impair our
mutual cfforts in making certain that we have not overlooked factors
possibly having a significant bearing on U. 5. intelhigence and internal
sccurily interests.

I shall pursue this matter through our respective
liaison offices.

fully perform its dutics in the furtherance of the national sceurity when
it has the closcst coordination and teamwori with the Federa) Burceaw of
Investigation, TFurthermore, itis nccessary that we continue to con-

s In closing, Mr. Ioover, 1 wish Lo state that this Agency can only
|

{

"‘duct our business in an atmospherce of mutual respec

Itrust that we
can coordinate closcly any future developments or actions in these ca

cs,
in order to prevent the airing in public of conflicts or differences between

the two agencies. I fcel strongly that there arc represcntatives of the

{
]
l news media who are cager to exploit alleged differences on a national

scale. Disturbing as-this experience has been, I wish to thank you in

the interests of our common cause for having comrmunicated with me
in such a forthright and candid manncr,

b S i . Sincerely,
RPNCIVOTSR VY . o -
li

n J\-&dw_‘.lubl—&i,«wl____ -
- +- i .
W \../.\) /VV(S%‘ 4Az-vt/./(_;,«/y"w<.frfr':¥h‘(:h31 d Ilelms

7 - 3 Director
S TORUVRIUIN b \

“ia -
Sprmibp /Y St ERERIL S

Attacbhrments - a/s ° T Vi
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Following are typewritten clarifications of the
handwritten comments of J. Edgar lloover on the attached
document :

Pdge 2, left margin - acted properly. H"

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 - "llelms forgets it is a Lwo way
streel. IV
Page 3, bottom of page - "This is not satisfaclory. I want our

Denver 0Office to have absolulely no
contacts with CIA. I want direct liaison
here with CIA to be lerminated & any
‘contact with CIA in the future to be by
letter only. H"
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FXHIBIT 48
se e peas ‘ x
R Ur\mnslm\u CNMENT .
- . Q.;\
. Memorandium
o :Mr. C. D. DecLoach ' DATE: 3/G/70

fRONM  :NMr. W. C. Sullivﬁn

SUBJECT: RELATTIONSE ) P!
CENTRAL INTHLLIGENCE AGINCY /
(POSITIVE 1NTELLIGENCIY)

{tem Lumber 37 in the material submitted to the

Director ) . )
discusises CIA cAleclcn which could generate from Agency belicel
that Durcau has failed Lo cooperate and olfler necessary assistance

in collecction ol i sitive intelligence in the United Statoes. .
Memorandum i it deal with specific cases belicved by

to cvidence lach uf conperation and to briefly comment on pulxcj
of coouperation wo hiave adopted with CIA.

SYRNOPHIS:

i

Mentioned Item tpoints out CIA belicf that
more apgressive oofion should have been taken in licld of o
collecting itive intelligence in the United States.
notes Durcau's unecion in this field, fov the most part, Has beén
restricted to comsdianes with requests by State Department when
political crisc: cocur in some country., He points out CrA beliefl
that acquiring n eded data would mean increascd technical. ;m1vc1l—

lance coverage, doevelopuent of informants
T ) cites two specific cascs occu111n'
in71969 "where hurean declined CIA's request for fechnical coverage,

supggesting Lo Avoncy that it make its request directly to the
Attorney Gencoval. Heview of specif{ic cases mentioned set forth
with Direclor's caaments relative thereto being noted, Our
policy of coopevabion wiih CIA most recently delinated to field
by SAC Lettoer 66G--10 (B) - copy attached. SAC letter calls for
guarding our jurisdiction but shows our willingneéss to cooperate
with CIA,

OBSERVATIONS AND ACTION -~ OVER
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Memorandun to Mr, C. D, Deloach
RE:  HBEIATIONSHIPS WITH
CENTRAL INTELLIGEKCE AGEXNCY

CIA has repecatedly raised the issue in the past cf
our coverase in the positive intellipence collection aro2a and
we can reasonably expect similar issues to be raised in the
future,

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

That we prepare a carefully worded letter to CIA
ouL!1nln~ policy and the basic elcments of intelligence and
counterintelligence work affecting the United States and
forthrigntly ask CIA if it is satisficd with the status quo
and ii wot what do they have to suggest as changes,

82-685 O ~ 76 - 23
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EXHIBIT 49

Hr, C. D, DecLoach bate: March 7, 1970

- Mr, DecLoach
Mr. Sullivan
~ Liaison

- Mr, Haynes

W, C. Sullivan

o
1

RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA
TIE PRESIDENT'S FOREIGN INTELLIGENCE
ADVISORY DOARD AND JOIHN MC CONE

Tt openlibetedO.dn thic_material subpldtied to tho -
Director . : e
discusses a dispute we had with CIA in May, 1963, as a result
of a communication the Bureau scnt to the President's Foreign
Intelligence Advisory Board (PFIAB). It was pointed out that
in our communication to PFIAB we attributed certain information
to McCone, then Dircctlor_of LllneGoRCoidtidEebitmiat tor of .
increasing wirce taps on. McCone
charged that the information 1ttr1butcd to him was not so
because he had never made any such statement and he could
prove 1t. The fact was that the informntion relating to
MeCone had been given us by one of his subordinates who had
indicated the information oripinated with McCone. licCone
maintained that we should have checked with him before going
on record that any information had originated with him,

A revicl  QlmwihombizkOmidumtdtremiatbcE, d1scloses that
in A il, 1963, "had giscussed
with Richard Helmo 1pd James Aﬁplcton of CIA lcCone's alleged
position with the PIIAB; _ihaf lo i@ meidieladimeal_across tho
board telcphone laps on “The -
Burcau, of course, wasovposcd “to this and adviscéd llelms that
we would request to make our positon known before the board,

At the conclusion of the meeting in April, 1963, Helms
specifically asked what he should tell McCone 1nd

told him he .should tell McCone cxactly what had* occurrod 1t

tho meeting; that the Burcau was opposed to across the board
wire taps and the Burcau intended to go advise PFIAB.

— :

RECONMENDED ACTION: - ’

None. VWe do not believe, in 1lirht of the facts sot
forth, that CIA will make an issuc af tlis matter,

. . -l
RHH:wmk/sef / / -—!’;,;:;\

DA

bs
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EXHIBIT H0

w5

¢ March 1970
Tre Honorable J. Ldgar Hoover
Director
Federal Bureau of Investigation
Yashington, D.C.
Dear Mr, Heovuer:
We have corpleted our review of domestic positive intellicence

P e

welcome periodic reexamination by our two agencics of the imbdlemer
tation of thie 15%

collection enrendered by your letter of 11 March 1970, e warmiy

N~
6 anreement znd the collzction of pozitive intellizence
which you projoascd. I concur also with your cornmeants that ther

pESY ¢1s

a nced for cluse coordination of our efforts in the field of
counterintellizeonce collection.
ic es:

rositive and

‘To be most eficctive, 1 apree that it

entizl for this Agncncy, together with your Burcau, to conducta
continud

3 anclysis of ¢l

rstine colluction activity.,  Whe product is
I growing importance to the netional sceurity and to the United Staces
Intellizence Community.  Thervefore we cndorse your proposal for a

examination and bespeak your desires as to how tnls mivht be
conducted,

V/ith regard to the 1906 sct of ground rules, which you sent to
the then Director, Vice Admiral Willics I, Reborn, Jr,, the cormne-
tent work of our recpective represeniati

nintives did, in feect, wroduce za
cifective and realistic agreernent,  Iwelcome your siatement thot no

4
major problema have baen encountered since its cdoption.

1 {eel strongly that there zre other related subjects, of simiiar
importance to the national sccurity, which warrant variodic v
tlon since tiiey have a dircet bearing on domestic clandestine colic
of positive inteclligence.

nins~

~t

clion




your letter, I heliove

B3

of vyour porecil couslderativn:
Y] P

For ceveral years your Buveau bed been recep-
tlve to reauirements and leads which reaulied fa valucblce
coverza.

- ¥

Cn 2 Octaver 19909 two related reguestn for audis
coverzge were subaitted oy thig Agency periciniar o
poaltive intellience targots,

Your Lurcau roanli vh B 1t
Agency ghould refer 21l such cases directly Lo tbn Allorney
General for approvale

It i3 guggeated thet toe ques
Le reopeaed between representatives of h
hlg cncy, 1 would welcome your ovghis and ebservas
omp on this subject.

~
[a)
12
1
~
e
[
iy
o
-
[+
3
jo
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nothor much nee

3 mnorianc

geace 2 ohea beon

proven in the Cusicn oAt 4% baz
been Jincs
Sether vietier this

swnications ol

atives sz
cgset roicit 53 deployed ooaingt co
tho New left, and identiticd foreign ageata.

4ozignilicant exnealdia

£3)
ftaly
mitied to roscerce
suical ai

welth an sparncia TG > 2 ea ities, @nd

lure 23 Lbeen cor

Boand develoomzat for oo LNNrovemC:

of techuic

your ureau

hes oilererd you ELE- - i nivlgticated

we thoss cvrvices, we would veleame

Alzsoshwe will cont
any eugrestions from

rour Burada for Lnsrovamsnt ia ine

tectnical [iold incluiing Prososaly how these noaety can be
botier cranicyed, o

Iorci\;n wiellivones s, 2y YOU U&
main fateroal soeerity ang counterintailise
tice, 1 realize tihal voyr sersoansl cxe
adveonta ;e

2 carrying out tae

Teeeases necessary (or Lne conduct uln
AL ouz 1950 eszefereuce,we vwiferad to inali
Hygzace fraining courads, mcluding rend

(15
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EXHIBIT 51

March 31, 1970

Honorable Richard Helms
Director : .
Central Intellicence Agency
Washington, D. C,

Dear Mr. Helms:

I have carefully reviewed your letter of March 20 setting
out your observations with respect to various matters ol mutual interest.
I certainly appreciate your kind comments concerning nie and i share
your convictions as to the need for close coordination of our intelligence
collection activitics in behalf of the national security.

Your letter suzgested nine particular areas which might be
the subject of further discussions aimed at improving the coordination of
our operations. A number of these topics are highly sensitive and complex
and I will thercfore maxe no eifort here to set forth my views in detail.
However, in response to your letter andas a prelude to any direct discus-
slons on these matters, certain observations on my part may be appropriate.

With regard to electronic surveillance and mail coverage,
there 13 no question as to the frequent value of such operations imr 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 this 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 FEBI's efiectiveness has always depended in large measure on
outr capacity to retain the full.confidence of the American people, Ihe use
of any investigative measures which inf{ringe on-trauitional rignts of privacy
must therefore be scrutinized most caretuily. Within this framework, _however,
I would be willing to consider any proposals your Agency may Irane:
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. Your oifer to make available certain technical equipraent
developed by the Avency is most welcome and I fully reciprocate vour
willlngness to cooperate in the exchango of relevant scientitic data.

I am prepared to desicuate appropriate representatives of the Bl
Laboratory to meet with CIA technical personnel at any mutually
convenlent Ume.

With respect to the inclusion of positive intelligence courses
in our training curricula, Iam sure you will recognize that our training
programs must be desicned primarily to fulfill our own widespread and
demanding responsibilities. Vvhile I aporeciato your offer, I do not
{feel it weuld be feasible at this time to inctludie the propesed courses
in our training schedules. Iwould certainly have no objectlon to the
holding of scminars between specialists of our two agencicd In sclective
areas of interest when justified by specific circumstances.

Thero is already a considerablo exchange of informatlon
botween our agencies concerning New Lelt and racial extremist matters.
Frequently, 2s you have pointed out, there have been substantial connections
between subversive and extremist elements in the United States and their
counterparts abroad. We will continue to {urnish your Agency information
being developed by the Bureau which might have a bearing on your
intellizence requirements. At the same time, we aro definitely in need of
additional information from your Agency ag to tie foreizn aspects of the
extremist movement in the United States, including forelyn funuing and
support of local extremist organizations. While I do not believe there is
any need {or detailed discussions on this point, if you have any specific
suggestions to make we would be pleased to consider them.



356

. Similarly, Iam rot aware of any major problems which exist
at this time in connection with the coordination of our ficld liaison
operations. It has been my long-standing policy that scrious questions
affecting the coordination of our activities with other Government
pgencies should be hancdled 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

conlained in your letter of March 20, Iwill in the immediato future

- designate appropriate officials of the Bureau ta meet with your representatives
for detalled discussions of these matters. It is my earnest hope that such
conferences will lead to a sharpened understanding of the responsibilities
and objectives of our respective agencies and will serve to promote more
effective cooperation in our joint cornmitment to the national intelligence

. needs. .

B_anetoly yours,
J. Edgar Hoover

.
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EXHIBIT 52

.+ UNFIED STATES GOvE' MENTUT

i M 1- Mr. Deloac.
/ . emommum 1- Mr. Sullivan
A 1~ Mr. Conrad ]
c Mr. C D. De achw . DATE: Apml 14, 1970 - : : -
oM . W, O, Sullivaf - . g
RV . : v s s V‘IJ.\‘J'T‘;‘, o
WECT: L pRTLATIONS WITH CENTRAL - . -,

lNTELLIGE\’CE AGENXCY (CIA) : - g’ &V}I

Reference my memorandum 3/30/70 summarizing proposals of
CIA Director Helms regarding FBI-CIA coordination in intelligence collection
activities. Director approved meetings between CIA and Bureau rcpresenta-
tives to further explore these matters. ,0/

On afternoon of 4/13/70, Inspector D. E. Moore and myself met
briefly with Mr. James Angleton, Chief, Counterintelligence Staff, CIA,
X and Mr., of his staff. Thxs session was strictly exploratory
- in n‘.ture and was aimed at defining the scope and limitations of our
. discussions with CIA on the points in question. Anﬂleton noted tmt CIA
irecror Helins wiil be closely fvlluwinyg the VUlCOIIE Of thosC WsTuccl
and is perscnally inlerested in resolving any current problems 1n this ared.

Mr. Angleton indicated that O A would like to direct initial attention

P to two of the items cited by Helms, namely, the question of audio {electronic_

U surveillance) coverage and the sug gestion that FBI and CIA specialists .

>§ hold periodic seminars to coordinate our information.

“The Burcau's position regarding electronic surveillance coveragze, as

outlined in the Director's letter to Helms 0f 3/31/70, was reitereaied with
emphasis upon the problems such coverage often pose with regard to
prosecution as well as adverse public reaction to this type coverage.

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 amocunt of coverage of this type in the interest of both our
i own counterintellicence responsibilities as well as the national security
* " |interest but that we have had to retrench in recent years largely asa resun:
of the lack of support for such operations.

B - Angleton nofed that in re sggngjato CIA's request for electronic
)( coverage of two ©in the Fall
of 1969, the Bureau had requested that thg takc ke thig matier up with the

Classificd by _ / 7 -
WCS:mea mpt feow GBS, Catezory #€.5 CO CONTIVU RER-ZOVER .
(4) @lc ol Declussification [ndchm o

.. ’;7 - l=76
™ STAPR 24 197 ¥ / % 72~ —rim
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'Iyﬁindrmkhxrﬁ for Mr. DeLoach

Attorney General. . He said that CIA has been giving the question of
approaching the Altorney General considerable thought but this would

-{involve a whole new set of procedures.and policy considerations which.

would have to be carexully considered. Angleton said that his siaif was m '
the process of drawing up a proposal on this point for Mr. Helms to

[ ‘consuler and that they would probably have something specific for the

e

Bureau {o consider at a subsequent meeting,

: ' Concerning the proposed seminar; in line with the Director's"
\letter to Helms 3/31/70, I pointed out thal we would certainly have no
objection {o such conferences where the occasion justified them. From
mgLLn s remarks, it appears that CIA is primarily interested here in the
_ and would like to furnish the Bureau with delails of an extensive
research project CIA has undertaken in recent years to cotrelate all available
source informm tion regar dmv) ) This
apparently would not involve any commitment by the Bureau and would represent
[essenually an opgor mmry for us to see what CIA has done in this field and
Now 1L might e in with &iiy Currcat Lurcau intorost. When Cia ennmire any

firm proposals in this regard, we will submit specific recommendaticns.
. H

Angleton said that CIA would be in touch with us when they bave
firmed up various proposals and at that time Inspector Moore and myself
will meet with them again as required. The Director, of course, will be
kept fully informed and no commitments will be made without his prior
approval.

ACTION:

For information.

o _qﬁy/w /

@g—
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EXHIBI

MENMORANDUM IO:f

T

H3

Chief of Opexations

SUDJECT: Project HTLINGUAL

e HTLINGUAL ¢
cxplanatery as a project with
of the previous operation, you u

11 have certain

which we hope to answear in this cover mernorandum,

2. The personnel required

mg‘
I

Sccurity Oifice is appro: _1matr.r the

of thosc currently u
the project t
of OtheyE

the project on the putt of the

ion ihat Sccur

e os the nuinber and gradaes
i is running

nloyees an

Jobs,

time is between seven and eight pe fell ric, With the pzars
irecze and the mountdng backdoy, Scc wity cannot continue the present
cpovation without a staff increase as indicoted,

" 3. . The only added function that will be performed by Securi

7

in the new projact

i
ently able to opea only & vevy limnited nu:
with fuli-time emplo )c‘rs, Security will be eb

and addressce on t! e total corresporde
75 percent at the presant time,

that mnore letters will be opened., They are
n

1
1
ce as against appreximately

4, The added space is necessary to enable the opcni:" ol

more letters, Presenily letters are oy

of the Post Offjce Departinent on a cor:.pl;

wmely, swipiag e lelier,pro

next day, The processing is afler

Yorik ofiice. This not only involves

handlc on any incrensca scale. It will be ne

sened without the knowledze

rooin for this processing with permanent

snl‘n;pl;f;ous basis,

er, Umfer the new set-un

e to obtzin the addressor
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- page two -

tuis added room iz included; however, it is not lmown whetoer added
o]

space may be obinined without cost, Iun order to acquire more letters

for processing a New
P

ar

York. This costis included; however, again it may not be necessary

added room may be necessary at the airport

to expend any money since the Fost Office may be able to kandle the
matter for us. 1ln other words, itis necessary to get the mail de-
’ Y S
livered to a separate room ‘where no other Post Office emrcloyees
3 7
present. At the present time, an unwitting Post Office employes is

working with our paople. Tac itemn for space in Washincton, -while
possible, is not probdeble, since this space does not nced to be ut any

particular point in the Washiagtoa area.
5. QOur Sccurity people are documented as  Iden 27
B So far there
_-has been no suspicion in the min post oflice in New York or at the ajx~

ort that they ave otber than  joen . The cover stoxy is
Y iden . b4

that they are doing cextain xresearch work on foreizn mail for the

iden 28 . o

- 6, The Table of Ovgarization within the CI 5tafl is not an
estimate--it is based upon actual woxk production for similar work
. . ’ - .
in Registry, : -

7. The courier cest atiributed to this project is not solely a
project expense since the same courier can also handle Security poucheé
from New York, The cost of the courier at the present time is borne
by the Security Ofiice,

.

g, The equipment cost will not be a recurring item wwith the ex-
ceplion of "Miscellancous', which covers large amounts of film ior
microfilining the letters, i X :

9. The scope of this project could be greatly expanded, since

it does not cover a substantial amount of mail which comes into other
post cffices and since il i5 eavisionad that only a relatively small prre

PRI o .



project as curreatly envisioned, a detailed analysis cau b

determine whether it should be 2z 3 :d nanded,

at its present scope. It is our
expand the project to the m

imum ex t possible within the ]

of security and the limits of the Post Office D«

artment's cooperction.
10, It is desired to poi
that they cannot conil

out that the Security O

e the projact unless added siots are made

|
available to them. Yrooa the DD/P standpoint, we believe

are not at the stage of either developing the project 2s indica
discontinuing it, since the matcrial is not being exploited ncarly

the extent that it could be.

1. - The cost of the project appears largs; however, from the
above analysis you can see that this cost is alinest entirely the salaries
. .

incledi

essing, The cost ol
“many oi i

1 if the total stofi

personnel (iacludi

o eat (1) A e e

APC/CITden 4 :jbr (18 Nov 55) e oo

Distribution: : - o . .

_ Orig &l - Addressce . . ._ o

L o1 ~CI/sY R
S - G/CI Chrono ’

1 - To be informally handed to lden

by Iden 4

vt

11/21/55: Mote by Mr. Auv-leton on the cover sheet to COP:
PDi~k: The werk on this was done by Iden 4 202 Tden 20
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EXHIBIT 54

0141 (2ev. 10-16-70) . \
. ‘ !

Lo
ROUTE I luiy L,--OPE

Director

Central Intelligence Agency

Federal Bureau of Investigation

March 10, 1972

BY CIA COURIER

Washington, D. C. 20505

ATTENTION: Deputy Director for Plans

JAMES ANGLETON

2

N
RE: s::E'UNTER PROJECT . ‘

O

Oz

s
O

s
Os.

GROUP 1
Excluded from autamatlo ‘“
darnprading af dq Eagar Hoo 0\‘
23171 MR

For your informauon, i aw caclosing communications which may be

of interest 1o you.
It will be appreciated if you will have the investigation conducted (’
as requested in the enclosed memorandum and furnish the results, J\/

)
No further investigation is comemplaleq with regard to this mauwer. -, ,
You will be advised of the pertinent developments in connection 1{0
with this inquiry.
——— —— - |

Please note change in caption of this case. )

o WA 10 1972
Status of case: [ ] Completed Incomplete o v

msaum—— .
Very tuly yours,

Director

MXXIXJ&X!IIJXIIIM%XLYXJIX
poOdUs 208600 TTTENSFEINCI (94

Reference i3 made to your specig vation on
Hunter Report ilo. 27,5 Ip £ Hg

N Attached i3 a list of typea of traffic we
would like to recetve.

AR T, iur2



AZMORANDUM FOR:THE R

'SUBJECT: HTLINGUAL K .

"1. Oa7 Aprill9691 ran 11'. o Bill COTTER as be was leaving -
Hezdquarters Building duriang the early altarmocn. He aslked for a few
words azd then proceaded totell me that ke was on his way oul for ths

‘last time and would bo sworn in as Chr:. Postal Imspactor the samo
evening. .

2. COTTER said that in kis cozversation with the DD?, COTTER
had mentoned his cozncerz about the futurs of HTLINGUAL, arnd thz DD?
had toid hirm to discuss it in detail with ike CI Siaid,

3, COTTER then expressed himseli to me os {ollows: COTTER
t

e to the Post Offica Department from the Azezcy 2zd in fact
kT.o.vs bow HTLINGUAL works, wharets the former Chisf Postal.
s -

Iaspactor, Haary MONTACUZ, theoretically knew oxly

ticn was a Ycovey!" waich was permitied under the regulations. This

placed MONTAGUE in 2 position to test o oon 1 in

such a wey as t0 -- in effect ~- protect ATLINGUAL. COTTZIR will zet
2

be in such a position and will be particularly vulnerabl
of 2 flap in view of his own past affiliation #ith ths Agsncy.

4, At the momeat COTTER faals b
brizf the Postmaster Gezerzal iz all fairaes
who placed COTTZR iz nis new _]OD.
izto kis mew job without

HTLINGUAL, azd ke will &

to him by 2 ;O‘:TAC'J: {who \4111 L2 gone i
otzer context. Iaany oven:, COTTZIR will
operation, bui, veiora talking 23y actioz, =

62-685 O - 76 - 24
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a discussion., COTTEIER rezords HTLINGUAL a5 CI Stafl busizeus
rather than Oiffice of Security businesa,

5.

It is noted that the Long Commitice, which was causing th
Bursau arnd the Post Ciiice Departmes

functioning and that Mr, COTT
the Coz=gr

2gr

some difficelty, ia no 10"3"‘-
ZR I undar no immediate %t

233 to justify the activitias of l.'.s Deparizezt,

fr, COTTER ~will \1..:10\_:)["(‘_“/ inspect o
his new capacii

a=d may evea find it nacessary. to brisf{the P
Gezeral, ke has given us assurancs tho! he will conault with us prior
to taking aay action. TI

3
Tnorefore, the CI Stafl sees no requirement fox
cozcern at thia time and would not want any action :al»:en to suapend th-
HTILINGUAL operation.

sA/c/cL e

Oriz to DDP; DCI on 24 apr w/note from
CCIon cover sheet: This is a new memo on the subject -
tne first one did not take into account
the facts set forth in paras. 4 and 5. J. A,
1 copy - SA/CCI chron -
t C1/s1G
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~—activity beyond tha screening and ccpying of extesriors.)

’ }EﬂogﬁﬁDUH FOR Ti#Z RECORD '
LT — :

—
—
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EXHIBIT 56

. A9 May 1971
)

S@WBJICT : DCI's Masting Concerning HTLINGUAL
‘ 1. At 10:00 A.¥. this date, Mr. Helms coavened the follou-

ing in his office to discuss the HTLINGUAL operation: the DDP,

tha C/CI, the D/S, tha DC/CI, and C/CI/?P

2. The DCI opened the meeting with a reference to an iﬁ—
guiry as to pos$ible mail tamparing by Government agenc;es, ad-
dressed to the Chief Postal Inspector, lr. Cotter, by Dr. Jerenmy
J. Stone on behalf of tha Federation of Amaerican Scientists. On
the question as tc...at may have promptad the letter, thevDDP men-
tioned the possibi..ty that the information mignt have come from
Herbert Scoville, a member of the Federation's Council who, while
in CIA employ, had been briefed on the Project. It was étated
that Mr. Scoville had not been a consumer of HTLINGUAL material
for ma2ny years, and could not know that UTLINGUAL had continued
beyond the time when he was informsd of it. The DCI stated that

he was not over-concerned about Mr. Scoville.

3. The DCI then asked, who outside of CIAAknows about the
HTLINGUAL operation or gets its material. The C/CI xeplied:
;Aly the FBI. The D/S added, "and the little gray man." He ex~
plaired that a postal clerk had béen engaged sincz the beginning
to bring the bags to the room in the airmail facility where the
material is screenad for "take'j that the man had been checked
and cleared by Security, and was paid a $50 ronthly bornus for

this duty. (The D/S did not state what this clerk knew azbout the

4. The DCI then asked, who in the POD krows the full extent
of the opzaration - beyond cover surveillance. The C/CIvreplied
that only Mr. Cotter knows, for he had been witting while with
CIA and the 0/S. The previous Chief Postal Inspactor, Mr. Moata-
gue, had néver wanrted %o know the extent of examination actually

done, and was thus able to deny on oath b2fere o congrsssional

L

be un-

corinittes that thera was any tamparing. Mr. Cotter woul



now to the Posimaster Cenaral.

formad that the copy of the letter mentioned in

come from BTLINGUAL. Tas C/CI/Project interposed, with

to the DDP, that it had been positively verified from the Projaci’s
record, and a m%; had been written to the effect, that the Project
had never seen the letter, and that, as a piecz of dowmestic nrail,
the letter would not have been available to HTLINGUAL, which has

access only to an international airmail facility.

6. Mr. Helms stated that he would accept the evidenée of-
tha ETLINGUAL record, buit he than asked, how long has the FBI
known about the operation and how long have they bzen getting its
material. The C/CI replied that F3I awarensss came in 1558 when,
in January, they requested permission from Chisf Postal Inspector
Stevens to examine maill to/irom the USSR. Stevens had advisead
CIA of the request and had sanctioned CIA's revealing the opzra-
tion to the FBI and therefater sarvicing  the Bursau with items of
national securiiy interest. - This was five years aiter the opera-
tion had started in 1953.

7. Mr. Helms asked whether the FBI passes the material &
other agencies, or ouktsidez its heedguarters office. The D/CI

replied that it did not, in accordance with the original agree-

o)

t; that the unit rec2iving the material passes only sani-
tized leads within the Bureau whenaver investigation is war-~

rantead.

3. The DCI then inguired how many persons in the F3I kncw

about the operation or are privy to its take. Thea C/CI/Projact

stated that he nhad originally peen told that onlv a small unit of
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e

in the F3I Xnow about it now.

- 9. On the question of continuance, the DDP stated thakt ha

is gravely concerned, for ary flap would cause CIA the wWorst pos-
sible publicity and embarrassment. He opined that the cparaticn
should be done by the FBI bacause they could better withstand
such puablicity., irasmuch as Lt is a type of domestic surveillance,
The DR/S stated that he thought the operation served mainly an

F31 regquiremznt. The C/CI countered that the Bureau would not
take over the operation now, and could not serva essantial CIx

requirements as we have served theirs;. that, moreover, CI Staff

sees the operatic.: ~‘Joreign- surveillance.

10. Mr. Helm: .il:en asked what should be done: do wz 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 them.

li. The DCI then staged that he would have to discuss the
matitar with Mr. Cotter, and reque%ted the D/S to arrange a maat-
ing. After that meating, he said, he would determine whether Mr.
Blount should bes i ‘~rmed.

12. As the meeting closad, the DCI told the C/CI/Project to
rmonitor the operation most discreetly, and bring any problem or
difficulty directly to him.

13.} The meeting ended at about 10:45.
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EXHIBIT 57

IR

FeLs

3 Jun2 1971

MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD

SUBJECT : Mee2ting at DCI's Of
HTLIMGUAL

ice Concerning

1. At 10:30 a.m. this date, Mr. Helms convened i
his office the DDP, ths C/CI, the D/S, and C/CI/2roje
to report on recent action taken by him concerning th
HTLINGUAL operation.

n
ct
E

2. Mr. Helms stated that cn Monday he had briefed
Attorney General Mitchell on the operation. (Note: Mr.
Helms may have meant Tussday, 1 Junz2, Monday having been
a holiday). Mr. Helms indicated that Mr. Mitchell fully
the valua of the operation and had no "hang-
ups" concerning it. When discussing the advisability of
also briefing Postmaster Generzl Blount, Mr. Mitchell
ercouraged Mr. Helms to undertake such a

3. The DCI then indicated that yesterday, 2 June
1971, he had s=zen Postmaster General Blount. Mr. Blount's
reaction, too, was entirely positive re~=rd'rg the opera-

ol

ticn end its continuation. He opined "nothing
nzeded to b2 dons", and rejected a momeniarily held
thought of his to have somzone review tha legality of the
operation as such a review would, of nacessity, widen the
circle of witting persons. Mr. Helms exslained to the
PMG that #Mr. Cotter, the Chief Postal Inspector, has baen
aware of the operation for a considerables period of time
by virtue of having bezen on the staff of CIA's Naw York
ield Office. Mr. Helms shewad the Postmastar General a
few selected examples of the operation's product, in-
cluding an item ralating to lezaver, whicn at-
tracted the PMG's spescial inter mention by Mr.
Helms of the $little gray man” (the postal

clerk at the Airmail Facili

the mail to our intarcept pers o1n°1) brOuQ +t forth Mr.
Blount's remark that he hopsé that this man would not re-
tire OLEﬂatuAely to take advantage of the Post Office
Dzpartment's currently offered attractive bonuses for early
ratirement.

4, 1In an aside, Mr. Osborne mentioned that he had
seen Mr. Cotter since Mr. Helms' meseting with the Post-
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master General and that Mr. Cotter reportad that he felt
that his stock with the Posimaster General had gone up
several notches.

.
5. . It was oovious that all

by the favorable reception Mr. H

the two mentioned Cabinet offic

6. The DCI tcok the occasion t t
security aspects of the overation and st
in the event of any sort of security f1
susvicion that a leak of scme scrt had
intercept cperation was to cease immed

n

rad, the
iately and our men
wera to be withdrawn to the New York Cl-y base. Mr.

Helxs wished to convey the importance of stoosoing first
and investigating lgtnr. If a subsaquent investigaticn
showed that indeed no cemage had occurred, it would then
be possible to resume the operation. ’

s recommendad
rsons cleared

7. Both lr. Helms and Mr. Xaramessire
tighr control over the number ¢f Agancy p=
for, and witting of, the operation.

8. The mesting ended at 10:40 a.nm.
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EXHIBIT 5% ?\
22 July 1971 \)\3

N

wnovs of cvents

is to rocord my

roject during the last fow months,
, Twas recuired to designzte certain
106 during ¥Y-1972.  Among these, 1
slots {or SHIPOIL
t

iese slots ond the Projec

Quaipnated ths
tint tf
of Gecurity, b

DL/P.

JTR based on the premise

ca

contributed nothing to the Off

were of diveet interest to and in support of the

2. At aperoximately the same time, it was Jearaned that

Tden , had contircted

snesaines and advised that he would 13

ot oan

SEEOINTID abolished, since he felt that with all of the various

Congressional investigations being conducted in various arcas

>

ihat 1 SREPOINT necessary

{or him to bricf Postmaster General Dlount on the Project.

3. Itis understocd thay the D/ wes amenable to the idea
of ebolishing SIOINTISR, w Silaid, did rot conous
a ,

and indica

seal to the DCT on the hiasis of the
N

value ol U

A, Itis vnderoteod that sometime loter, a rmneeting wis hald

reea thot ort

Ly the DCLat wivich time Le o rts should Le nade to

continue SRTOITN

2. Ibwas subscgueatly lenrned

dincussod the yine Attornes Goneral who
he was convineed of the value of U

he Project 3f the oy
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meral concurs

G Subsequently, the DCUmot with Pos
General an brizled him on the Projzect. The Postmuaster
advised that if the DCL and the
of the value of the Project

\t».u;rlk“' (\1'\"\_.(.1 NWOeTC Convi

ould concur in the continv

the Project, but that the Sgency must \:nu:rstand that tne

should be kepl in snch a status that it could be discontinued finm

dintely if it appraved thet 2 cornpromise was imrninent. Iic 2loo

suggested that we detecrmine t.le status of the Post OF

sentative assigned to the Project, since many Past Office cmmplovees

were retiring under the lib =ed retirement pr

Office. 1 suliscguently had the New York Field Office checl this
and was adviscd that the Postal representative assigned ta the
Project had no inteation of retiving.

5. In rceoard to the three slots for SOAPCINTEDR, I h
viously indicated to the Director of Security that duriz ;"'
with the DD/P, he should indicate that if the Project wa
it would be necessary for the DD/P to give us the three
we would be losi

discussions

Alter the dect
Security stated that he felt

iion of the DCI, the Diract

since the DCI nad now mic

Px\,y‘cl an Azency Project 25 opposed 1o raevely DD/, that it

would probably b beiter to

ccutive Diveotor-
Cnn\'xtrodl’r on the basis of returning the three slots to cur /O,

e advised the DD/ of this, and the DD/P concurred. Subscquentiy
the Dircctor of Security stated that he bad discussed it with the
DD/S, who concurred and sugnested that th

2

ce of Sacurily sro-

e Sox

rmemorandurm to the Lxecutive Director-Comptroller.

pare en appropri

Jiden 18
Deputy Dircctor of ¢

curity (103)
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EXHIBIT 59

N

MEMORANDUL FOR THE RICGORD

SUBJECT: Mail Intercept Program

1. The attached memorandwn from Chief, CI was orally briefed
to the Director {and the DDCI
page 12, and he read the eatire attachment giving random exazmples of

¢
productica. I used the attached Talking Paper as a basis of presentation .
to the Director, The Directo

t

he was shown the activity reflected on

ement with the desir-

H
o op
i

o}

r

o

w

w

o

n
=8

w

o

W

I}

1 hth2 Acting Director, I'BI, witha
view to offering the I

the

2 opportunity to take over the project, jucludiag
the ofier of detailing the CLA personnel involved to the FBIL to implerent
it under FBI direction and respeasibiiity. :

2. Since Mr. William Cotter had indicated that he was unwilling to
continue to collahorate on the project bayond 15 February ualesa it weare
cleared with appropriate superior autbority, the Director azgread that the

rtde il A
» would accedt 1ts ceonrinu-

—~—

ance for

activify would be suspended unless Mr. Cott
SIS Sy h T

e Lime beiog under ous assc

T T T e
ces that the matter is beicg

T e
prosacute zh level.

— e ——

3. Mr., Osborn advised Mr. Cotter of this conclusion, and Mr,
Cotter requested that the project be suspended until appropriate resolution
of the problems involved. This bas been done. ’ .

e
W, E. Colby ot

Attachments

WEC:olp o
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— . 1~l February 1973 -

SUBJECT: Maoail Intercept Program

1. A program of intercepting ma2il between the United States and
the USSQ ha.‘ been in existezce in New York sidce 1952, This program

terest to tee

Vis-a-v

n..’; T“SD&C!
b PSRNl 38
th Soviet and other Com-—
muaist areas, 7The program was rnost recently briefed to then Attorney
General Mitchell and Postmzaster General Blouat in June 1971.

e e e
I-O “LU’LEI'ICQDS wno maigctain active COZI C\.ﬁ A

2. Considerable eiforts are made to conduct t.J_s operation on a
totally secure basis, but it is of course possible th t leak. V/hile the
recording of the addresses and return 2ddresses is tolally legal, the
opening of first- class mail is in conflict with 39 U.S. C,od Section 4057,
A contention can be made that the operztion is nocvetkeless vn‘.thin the
constitutional powers of the President to obtain foreizn irtelligence in-
formation or to protect ag
statutorily recognized in 18 U.S.C., Section 119, with respect to bugging
and wxre‘.appm

st forcign iztelligence activities (powers

+ 3. The political risk 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 operation's coutribution to forcign intelligence and
counterintelligence collection. It may well be justified by the coatribu-
tion it makes to the T'Bl's responsibilities for internal security, a matter
best judged by the FBI. If this is viewed as suificient, I recormmeznd
strougly that the project be asswmed by the FBI rather than running the
extra risk of possible public revelation of its association with CIA, CIA
would naturally provide aay support desired by the ¥FBI and would hope to
receive such material 2s might be of value to CIA from the FBIL. *

4. Pending resolutioa of the above, the project is suspended,



¢ mail inte

cesirned to

t inte Sovi

vides inlforn

t into Soviet realities - and

n the acadewic, ccononmic,

U."\ull ble from any other so a

2nsion and a perspective to Sovie

tics '\7c\ cannot be obtained frow t©
available to this Agency and the F3I.
D, The Trojecct is particularly productive in supporting both
the Accncy and the FLT in pursuing invcstiﬁnfi"“ “nd opera-
tional lends to wisiting Sovict students xchanre sclentists,
acadenicians and intellicctuals, trade sne ClﬂllsLa and cxperts
from orpanizations such as the USSR Institute of the I
1 215 for exploiting the nrojc”u for tiils purposc
ko 1cd~c we have fron every Soviet Bloc intelligonce
defector that cach visitor to the is annroved DY
respective Security Service. The Preject, lirited to
and from the USSR "nd the USA, is basically concerned
individuals the XGD approves because it co”Lrnls taewn,

passports, their foreign exchange, their education, ctc.

Jasecé on XGB anc GRU defector information, it is presun

that the visitor 1s a KGB agent or cooperating with the nJg,
i.e., a "cooptee." It is also knoun that no Sovie:t can main-
tain correspondence to the Unitcd States without 6B anproval.

C. In many instances the PTOjCct provides the only ncans cf
detecting continuing contact between XGB controlled
students ond Americans. The concern is the spotting
scssing and idcolopical missionary work these Soviet
co while in the US. The Soviet student net only nmniy
cer r55101(chﬂ when he pocs back to the USST hut
to.scrve im the US in an official capacity as a sc
trails represcntative or diplenat and renews his conta
VS internal sccurity concern is illustvatcd by tl

T the acadermically active 32 Sovict exchanre st
DS duriapy the acadepic year 1971-1%972 velinble collvwra~
scurces have identified 11 as coopted KGB agents and 19 as



II.

cod GRU agent To date 10 of the 35 Sovict exciiance
nts here for the acadenic year 1972-1973 huve been
tified as HG3 cooptces.
. The Project provides information othervise unavailablg
abcut the Sovict contacts and travel of crica to th
USSR wihich is often irportant uhen cicrk'ﬁg applicants for
Agency or other Goverament employrént and in confivming re-

sarts from Clandestine Szrvice, Donestic Contact Service
and TFDI agents, contacts and inferzants.

.. TPvoject matcrinl recorded. for 18 years gives basic in-
formatinn about Soviet individuals and imstitutions uscful
to the analvst lookins for specilic leads and in gauging
+rends in Scviet interests and pelicies.

. In addition to the cbvious valuc of the Projecct to
C5, tiic TDI recently advised us vhen we vers revie
CuT;Cﬂt rcquirercnts that the Project inforrmation 1is ex-
tremcly valuable with respect to inforimatien about Last-
est exchanee students. DPreject information helps the il
develop scurces and assess Soviet students. The 21 antici-
pntcs the Project will provide insicht into the devecloning
ades relations where no T3 coverage is pessiblec. The
FZI has benefitted from leads to Aresrican students vho have
Leen ia the USSR and, in particular, from the knowledee that
the sons and daughters of CPUSA and Front Group officials
who they exnzsct will be the left leaders in 5 to 10 yecars
have studicd in the USSR. Often tiere arc no otacr lecads to
this inforration. The TBI also notes that quitc often the
Projecct information permits it to correlatc lecad information
which has been outstanding for several years.

A, Tae Project oriﬂiﬁatca ip the Spring of 1952 when the
tacn S Bivision of the CS (now SB) began to examine the

sitive, opecrational and counterxn;clllgcncc infornmatien
potcntinl wiich rmight be obtained f{rom a systcmatic monitor-
ing of postal communications betwecen the United States and
the Soviet Union. ’

2. In Noverber 1952 an agrccnment vas reached with the then
Ciicf{ Postal Inspector Clifton GARNIR to surveill and photo-
qraph postal covers (exteriors) at the New York City postal
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facility wvhic! procésscd Aairnail to aad from the
crreed with Xew York Tostal Inspactor nenty “WONTAG
nation of mail covers by CIA personnel documen S
GCffice Department officials was Legua on 17 February

Rt
VN e}
[
et

-

. Cccasional exploratery oneninps conducted at a sccure

1A drstallation ncarby nroved so revarding that continun-
len on a highly sclective basis was deemed necessary in the
national security intcrest. . el e e

oty

In llay 1954 lr. Allen W. DULLTS, DCI,

CELUS, the Chief of Operations, DI7, toolk
tive in the series of bricfings to insure

stration has known the Projcct existed.
iaster General Arthur L. SUMIERFIELD that an examrinatic

was being nmade of the "covers” of nail to and from the

bG"lut Union (such examination is legal). Uhile lir..SUIRIIR-

o,

LU <id not comment specifically, it was clear that he was
favor of the activity.

Hen

T. ihen the yicld from the activity transcended the inter-
ts of the Sovict Division, resncnsibility for it was

ans ferred in 1955 to the Counter Intclligence Staff of the
LDr, where it has remained to the present.

.o In I"nvarv 1958, the TLOI recquested the Postal iasnecticn

Service's pernission to C\"ﬂlTC moil te and from the Sovies

Union. CIA was sdvised of thc Rurzca Tranre

in Tebruary 1958 to regularly provid iters

of interaal security interest. . The A
the

areacy vhich receives COﬁlCS of

G. Tn TFebruary 1961 Mr. DULLES anc
“izail surveillance" activity with
" and Chicf Postal Inspuctor 10
't the activity should centinue and «
e Post Office Dcnartﬁcnt nced not kn
nail exanination.

tac cav
the exten

(4 e ln-]
ot

. The first US postal official to be {ully
clande Shlﬁc aspect of the mail surveillance
arnlovee iy, William COTTER upon his appoinis
19(3 25 Chicf Postal Inspector. Iir. Cbxx
’rcject because of hils duties while .

(9}



DO, N

ceyal

rtaincd.
lcch vere
Lot ;
soth Co
t1v1‘".
knew about

¢ prescnt Postmaster General has not bce bricfe<c by
uy CIN official.

£3 T

A, From its initiatlon the security risk associated
tais uacertaling has been fully rccognized. The scc
iechanics of this Project which vere carefullv laid
tizliy arc continuously rcexanined and, with the possilble
L\LCﬁLlc“s noted bclow, it is belicved that sccurity is ss
iciit as it possibly can be.

fnil is exarmined only in a-vault arca within a ‘rest
ccurc arca of Federal Building lio. 111 at JIX Inter-
nal Airport.

C. Prier to June 1972 a CIA Te

(7vST) Lccun‘cxnn nn‘ticipaled in oncening
tadlisih if-it hnd been previously opcncd.
izhoratery was closcd in June 1972, o cos '
of valuable postal intellirence and chenicatl
nformation on the Sovict Lnion was collccted.

J.  In every instance, the openings are made as technically
sccuve as possible following standard surrcnnltlons CRITY
wrnccdurcs cvolved Ly the "Arzcney. Bixpertly resealed cn-

are returncd procptly to the rail flow, with the
acver e\cccdlur 24 nouAs.

Z. Control over copics of the cxarmined letters in the
HTOJ"CL olfice at “caduuartcrs is strincent. Cach iten is
Lacn nerson, ’1a1glagor «J31V§_, and c]ca*CV

rxﬂl is Lh01ou .lv br e ed and coanwuwllv
tiuc scensitivity of .the Project. Routines of T d
13 via scaled envelope, by hand, to narcd recipicnts only.




o
sartnented ualt
ivisicn, which tecetiw
, oliscrves **"1b
-inls to a limited

thot Divisien vl
1:1\0 inforration and ars
ave 51 Tield OF{jces
r

Mrojcct in ang cven then a
is inciuded and hieilichted. The {a
of the inforiration is protccted by s
+o a coded identitication, The Tow
never nlaced in case files, arc never
sent to Bl TField Offices.

Thac Yf{lap" potentials in this T nt 1
the same wypethetical problems ¢ . ar v £
cvery dav in our operations. lovcver, to ﬁivc W operspec-
tive to provlems we have coasidered, the following arcas of

concecrn arc noted:

1. A disgruntled Yost Gffice departnent
tive Jeralca Armaill Tacility ncar JTE In
Arpore, Yorw, where the screening of
tales place, could allese that sacks of
moved to a lecked roor. e could enly snc
the reasons for the renmoval, however.
surprisc forced entry into the exXarminin

alrport durins the CIA officers’ WQLAl"V
on’v ohscrvable activity would be the coprving
ted exteriors which is legal.

2. OGOver the ycars, texts
rade available on a rTestyi
to individuals within the e sz
of short-term rotaticnal assipnment tenurce, it hos been
necessary to rate a falrly larre annber of Pcrsﬂnﬁ it

ting of the Project naterial but
of acauisition. An individunl
or wio loscs all anprecciaticn for
closc that mail was beinr examincd.
cxcentions, however, no one could

(%1



- rmoll \ o Tedor n~oat
JTi0 International Aivnorvt. Conceivably sons
s -

tr.n<varhxn" these lotters could beco
an accident or be attacked by
scssion of the 11 outside the Uaciliuy,
reason would be unknowa.

4. Conics of the iined mail ave cour vackly
from the Federal Building at JTE Alvport
to tire Meuw Yorl City Tield Office of Cid's Office of
Sccurity for transwittal to ticadquarters. 1t is pos-
sible thut these copics could (all into unauthorized
hands if the vehicle used was involved in an accideat
or il the individuals transporting thc letters were
subjected to a holdup. "

5. Copics of the letters arc {orwarded by the 0ffice
of Sccurity in Hew York to a licadquarters-controlled
post oflice box by registercd mail. A\ mail roubery

or train/aircraft accident is pessivle, Tesulting in

thic loss of the maill.

IS Jovernment 11tcr—

ii. Past incidcents or nublicity
cst in rail coverage which caus
respect te Project activities
ac¢ditional background.

1 In nid-April 1965 there were press accusations
Ant the Intcrnal Nevenuwe Gervice hnd been examining
imail to attennt to uncover inferwaticn uho\L forcigu
ssct holdings of US citizens who were sceliing 1o
evade or wverce delinquent in their taxes. Conrr:ssm;n
Durwvard G. HALL (R-Yo) also clain that e had -

received unevaluzted inforrmation that other arencies
vere "sinooping' into the mails. Senator Russcll Bo
LONC's Conrressional Sub-Committce to thc Joint Cor-

c

a

T

ittee on Internal Revenuc tax conduct
these accusations.  In tlay 1965 then T
GRONOUSKI stated publicly that the Pos
nent had cooperated with requests for
examination {rom a nunmber of Teoderal
the ¥eod and Drug Administration, the
Service, aad the Department of Justice.

d heaviars into

waster General
0ffice Bcpnrt-
i

62-685 O - 76 ~ 25



or offxccrs in
acthorize exanl
be noted that Scenntor
nrirnrilv ”:th the cx
‘crhul Revenus Service

ost U~(LLC Ucp:rCﬁ T
- the Congpressional h-arinrs an
and CIA's mail ex canining Project wy

T af Justicc.
un J v concervnoed
ress accusaticns,
not aflfected.

2 On 4 Junz 196¢ the late columnlst Drew PLATSOH
te: "Scnate investipators have discovercd that
CIA not only watches SUDPlClC\ wmail, but actually
opens the letters as nart of its sccrct intelligence

viorh.' There is no indilcaticn that either Corngress or.
the meneral public rcacted to these allcgzations. '

5. On 13 January 1971 Jereny STQLE
Federation of Arerican ScxchLlsts,
addressed a2 letter to William .J.
ahove, who wvas then and is now
thcnor Taising scrme very prec
desinned to assist him witihh rc
STORE had in mind rerardine
forcien nail. tir. COTITH forw
Ter to Ur. leward G550, nLnCCLO'
scoliciting advice about what his renly
questions snnuld include. Concern
notential” for the Agency which
cender prompied iy, ilELNS to brief
the Positmaster General, and lir. MITC
Goneral, in early June 1971. To our
lctter was never ansvered

~
following is a tabulation of Agency nerscnncl bricflfed
roject from 1952 to 31 Pecember 1972 and their current

A, Total nunber of persons bricfed since incention .... 430%*

tacreof curreatly oa daty 11 DI? area ... 276
(Joete: only 90 nersons arc cur-
rently actlve recipients of “roject
. raterial; sce scparate breaudovn)



Cl staff , . 4
Seviet Bloc Bivision 29
Vestern liemisnhiere Division 5
Africa Division 3
Toreien Resources Division 5
Yicar East Division 1
Total DDP $9
Office of Sccurity 1
TOTAL 90
\'. Present consuncrs of l'roject nateri
raticn they receive is as follows. In

tion, the Projcct provides file ¢

rojcct naintains a connartmented
includes wbout twe rillion nancs

U5SD conmtact. Instituticnal and

e

maintoined for reference and annlyii
vsts in the Project office reference
sist CI Cpevaticns and the Operating
Ao CI Staff compenents wvhich over
taticn of the Project raterial rec

to tie opecrational divisieas, as w

Specific requirements which indicate operational methods.
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Specific requirements which indicate operational methods.

B.  Tlhe Soviect Bbloc Divisicn usecs Troicct roor
tioncl leads and counterintellirence inves It ¢
iracts and suprlies information f(or basic nersenal
dossiers, and certain rachine record progran 3 NDivisi
receives matevials to/from or concerning the following tvpes

of information:
N

Specific requirements which indicate opcrational methods.,
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Specific vequiremnents waich incdicate operational methcas,

\

The AP Division reccives I'roject material
and

concerining:

Specific requirements which indicate operational methods,

VD Division receives Project rmaterial which:

Specific requirements which indicate operational methods,

Tie ‘Infornmation Scrvices Division (I
Divisions conceracd reoceive extract

tifyving forcign students in tie USSR,
sterile merorandun which.does not ide

requests and reccives informaticn and leads
oject raterial to/frem, identiflyinr, or concern-

. Current and former Soviet officials assiencd to
he US and UM, ’



11. Sovict Committee for Cultural Pe

dissenination of Project materizl, i.c.
scnt to the FSI's Domestic Intellirence

the 1grccAc“u of Januury 1958 tctalled 41,1

1872

3. Qther Soviets in the US - stwddents,
:riters, ctc. {gurrent and forrer).
5. US students, scicentists in the Posul
contacts {csnecinlly students who weres sorcd by
sudversive organizations, and suhversive individuals
have reccived special invitations or special treat-

from the Soviects).

CPusSA and front organizaticn officicls' and nenbers'
acts with, and travel in, thc USSR,

5. US defectors in the USSR.
6. Con;acts of radicals and subversives with the USSP

7. Contacts with the USSR of rilitant, dissident, and
protest groups.

§. <Ixchanges between US and USER scientists.

9. <Ccntacts with the Soviet Red Cross, nnrt tcularly
thosc vy individuals rather than by the inst itutions
because experience has shown tnat the Snvicta have used
el Cross cover to help establish illernal entrants.into
the US. :

19. Cuhans and pro- Castro 11d1v1du ls in the US, USSR,
or third countrics. .

1
4
(CO'}\.ECLS with erzlg(rcs and C..l"TC orzn

u'-)

N
“

. Corresponndence between US nztionals and aliens in
we US with individuzls attending such 1“st1tut10

5 tie Ceatral omsomol School Q1L tiie r.xcnc
University, ;ncludin‘ alicns in )
vicusly Dccﬁ in the UbS” as students.

P ]

Cn tiic average one report uwsually co



itenms witl
2ich also provides
o Project file

1272 the 'vl's active
of anproxinately 200 of
ted. (The number of nan

ocessing and dissermination statistics for the
and 1972 arc as follows:

1271 1072
fotal iterms through facility 4,375,300 4,350,002
otal iterms CIA screened 2,267,009 2,358,000
‘ctal exteriors recorded 25,790 33,0002
interiors {contents) recorded 19,539 ©5,790
interiors for intelligencce
xnloltaticn . 2,750 $,259
Jotal {or tecinical cxarination ] 1,759 592
ctal sclected on basis watchlist ' 6,220 5,808
. (apnroxinate) examined, analyzed,
lated, st rized, etc. (ian-
items on file not previously
scd) - 9,000 $,0069
5,002 3,838
‘ctal iters disscminated to P31 2,000 1,409

e Project is oncrated using the follew:

fTicers of the 0ffice of Sccurt
who arc cayaged Tull tite in

s to open aad then omening
itens.
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EXHIBIT 60

§ 1697

LEGISLATYWE MISTORY

Reviser's Note—Dased on title 18, U, 8 C., 1840 ed..
§6 304, 306, 00 (Mar. 4, 1009, ch. 321, §§ 181, 183, 186, a5
stat. 1123, 1124; June 22, 1834, ch. 716, 40 Siat, 1207).

Bectlon consolidates sectlons 304, 306, and 3u9 of title 18,
U.S.C., 1040 cd. Reference o persons causing, procuring,
ntding or assisting was omitted as such pcrsons are prin-
cipals under sectlon 2 of this title,

Mtnor changea were made In phraseology.

AMENDMENTS

1070—Subsce. (c). Pub, J.. 91-375 substituted “section

601 of title 39" for “section 500 of title 397"
Frrretive DATE OF 1970 AMENDMENT

Amendment by Pub. [, @1-175 cffective within 1 year
After Aug. 12, 1970, on date established therefor by the
Bonrd of Governors of the United States Postnl Service
and published by 1t in the Federnl Reglster, sce section
15(n) of Pub. L, 91375, set out ns n nole preceding section
101 of Title 39, Postal Service.

STUDY OF PRIVATE CARRIAGE OF MAlL; REPORTS TO PRESIDENT
AND COMGRESS

Conarcsslunnl findings of need for study and reevalua-
tton of restrictlons on private carrinpe of letters and
packets contalird In this secllon nnd subnitssion by
United Stades Postal Service of reports to President and
Congress far modernization of law, regulations, and ad-
ministrative practices, ree sertion 7 of Pub. L. 01-375, set
out ns & note under section 601 of Title 39, Postal Service.

§1697. Transportation of persons acling as private ex-
presya.

Whoever, having charge or contrel of any convey-
ance operating by land, alr, or water, knowingly con-
veys or knowinply permils the conveyance of any
person acling or emplayed as a private express for
the conveyance of letlers or packets, and actually in
possession of the same for the purpose of conveylng
them contrary to law, shall be fined not more than
$150. (Junc 25, 1948, ch. 645, 62 Stat. 777.)

LyciseaTivy History
Reviser's Note.—-Based on Uitle 10, U. 5. C,,
(Mar, 4, 1909, ch. 321, § 182, 35 Stat. 1124).
8ame changes were made as 1n section 1004 of this title.

1040 ed., § 306

§1698. Prompt delivery of mail from vesrel.

Whoever, having charge or control of any vessc!
passing hetween ports or places in the United States,
and arrlving at any such port or place where there Is
a post office, falls to deliver to the postmaster or at
the post office, within three hours after his arrival, if
Jn the daytime, and If at night, within two hours after
-the next sunrise, all Jetters 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 delivered he shall
recelve two cents unless the snme Is carried under
contract. (June 25, 1948, ch. 645, 62 Stat. 771.)

LrcistaTive JIISTORY

Revlser's Nofe.-- et on tille 18, U. 8. C,

§0323 (Mnar, 4, 1001, ch. 321, § 200, 35 Stat, 1120)
Changes were made in phraseology.

1040 ed.

§ 1699, Certification of delivery from vessel,

No vesscl arriving within a port or collection dis-
trict of the Unlted States shall be allowed to make
entry or break buik until all letters on board are
delivered to the nearest post office, except where
waybilled for discharge at other ports in the United
States at which the vessel Is scheduled to call and
the Postal Service does not determine that un-
reasonable delay in the mails will occur, and the

TITLE 18.—CRIMES AND CRIMINAL PROCEDURE

Page 4322

master or olher person having charge or control
thereof has sipned and sworn to the followlng dec-
Iaration before the collector or other proper customs
oflicer:

I, A. B, master , of the ———, arriving
from ———, and now lying in the port of ——mnr,
do solemnly swear (or afMrm) that I have to the best
of my kuoowledge and belief dellvercd to the post
office at every letler and every bag, packet,
or parcel of letters ou board the said vessel during
her last voyage, or in my possession or under my
power or control, except 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 Scrvice has not delermined will be un-
reasonably delayed by remaining on board the said
vessel for detivery at such ports.

Whoever, being the master or other person having
charpe or control of such vessel, breaks bulk before
he has arranged for such delivery or onward car-
riage, shail 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 ITISTORY
Reviser's Note —Dased on title 18, U. S. C,,
(Mar. 4, 1909, ch, 321, £ 204, 35 Stat. 1127).
Minor changes were made In phraseology,

1040 cd ., § 327

AMENDMENTS

1970~ Pub. I 91-375 substitauted Postal Service” for
“Fostmaster General” jn two Instances.

1062—~Act July 3, 1852, pravided for anly the unloading
of mnll from n vessei aa can be expedited by dischargo at
such port.

EFFECTIVE DATE OF 1070 AMENDMENT

1. 0 375 effective within | year
after Augp. 12, 1970, on dute estiblshed therefor by the
Honrd of Governore of the Unlted States TPoatn] Serviee
and published by It In the Fuedernl Register, see section
15(n}) of Pub. L, 91375, sct out as n note preceding section
101 of Title 30, Postal Service,

CRross 1L FERENCES

Faorcign letters carried out of the malls, see section 602
of Title 39, Postal Scrvice.

Amendment by 'ub.

SrcrioN REFERRED TO IN OTIFR SECTIONS
‘I'his section Is referrcd to in title 39 sectilon 602,

§1700. -Desertion of mails.

Whoever, having taken charge of any mali, volun-
tarily quits or deserts the same before he has dellv-
ered it Into the post ofllce at the termination of the
route, or to some known mail carrier, messenger,
apent, or other employee in the Postal Service au-
thorlzed to receive the same, shall be fined not more
than $500 or Imprisoned nol more than one year, or
both, (June 25, 1948, ch. 645, 62 Stat. 778.)

LraiaLaTive Histony

Reviser's Note.—Based on tille 18, U. 8. C,, 1040 ed., § 332
{Mar. 4, 1000, ch. 321, § 109, 35 8tat. 1120).

Minor changes were made In phraseology.

§1701. Obslruction of mails generally, .
Whoever knowingly and wilifully obstructs or re-
tards the passage of the mail, or any carrier or con-
veyance carrying the mall, shall be fined not more
than $100 or {mprisoned not more than six months,
or both. (June 25, 1948, ch. 645, 62 Stat. 778
LrctsLAaTive TIIRTORY

Reviser’'s Note—Nured on title i8, U. 8. C., 1840 cd,,
$4 324, 3256 (Mar. 4, 1009, ch. 321, §§ 201, 203, 35 Btat, 1127).
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e 4323 THELE T O INMES AU
Lo Seetlons 328 and 325 of title 1. U. S, C, 1910 ed., were
'Jcnurulmmr-rl wlth changes of phrascology necessary to
effrct consedidatinn,
¢ Cearrlape, haise, driver or”, Ucar, steambont’, and
were omitted as covered by “any carrter or
convevanee',
The puntshment provision is detlved from snald section
324 rather than from section 325 which provided only n
fine of not more than $100 and related only to ferrymen.

Cnoss NEFEAENCRS
‘Femporary employees of the postal service or carriers
. with eustody, see scctlan 1008 of Title 39, Postal Service.

§1702, Obstruction of carrespondence,
Whacever takes any letier, posial eard, or package
oul. of any posl oflice or any anthmized depository
for mail matter, ar {rony any letter or mail carrier,
or which has been In any post office or authorized
depository, or in the custody of any letter or mail
carrier, before it has heen delivered to the person to
whom il was directed, with desifn (o obstruct the
; correspandence, ar to pry into Lhe business or secrets
~ of annther, ar opens, secretes, embezzles, or destroys

the same, shall be fined not. more than $2,000 or im-
(Junc 25,

- prisoned not more than flve years, or both,

sror

¥ 1948, ch. 645, 62 Stat. 778

[

¥ LEGISLATIVE THISTORT

?' Reviser's Note~~ased on title 18, U. 5. C, 1940 ed,, § 317
Y (Mar. 4, 1900, ch 321, € 104, 35 Stat. 1125 Feb. 25, 1025,
Y ch. 318,13 Stat. 077 Aug. 26, 1935, ch. 693, 40 Stat. BOT;
; Ang. 7, 1939, ch. 557, 53 Stat. 1256),

Keetinn 317 of sald title 1A, U. S. C., 1040 ed,, wns In-
corporated tn this and section 1708 of this Utle,
* Minor changes were minde n phrascology.

§1703. Delay or destruction of mail or newspapers,

(0 Whoever, being a Postal Scrvice officer or
employee, unlawfully secretes, destioys, detains, de-
lays, or opens any letter, postal card, package, 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
1 or olher employee of the Postnl Service, or for-

warded throurh or delivered from any post oflice
or station thereof cstablished by authority of the

Postmasler General or the Postal Service, shall be

fined nol more (han $£500 or imprisoned nol more

than five years, or both,

‘b)Y Whoever, heinz a Postal Service officer or
employce, improperly detains, delays, or destroys any
newspaper, or permits any other person to delain,
delay, or destroy the same, or opens, or permils any

:'o-lhrr person to open, any mail or package of .news-
:papcrs not directed to Lhie oflice where he is em-
7 ployed: or-

Whoever, wilhout authority, opens, or destrovs any

7 mait or package of newspapers not directed to him,
-shall be fined not more than $100 or imprisoned not
more than ane year, or both,  (June 25, 1948, ch. 645,

2 Stat. 778; May 24, 1949, ch. 139, § 37. 63 Stal.
9% Auc. 12, 1970, Pub. L. 01-375, §6(j) (16}, 84
Stat. 778.) M

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY
Revfser's Nolte~ Based on title 18, U. 8. C., 1040 ed,,
§§ 318, 319 (Mar. 4, 190D, ch. 321, §§ 105, 106, 35 Stat. 1125,
1120).

Scctlon consnlidated serttons 318 and 319 of sald title 18,
E U.8.C.. 1040 ed. The cmbesziement and theft provisions

of ench were lncorporated In sections 1709 and 1710 of
this title. =

Minor changes were made In phrascology.

FOMINAL ifnuwr Dol NERLT

AMILEDAM HTS

Subsce, (a), Pub, 935375, €60y (16} (AY, Insertled
destroys,” preceding “detdns oaon nubstlate
L or seereles, or destrovs any such Jetter, postal enrd,
package, by or madl” deteted followlie “Postinaster Gen-
L substituted “Pontal Servlee oflicer ar emplovee' for
tster Serviee employee™, nserted
‘or the Postal Sery tolbwlng: “ivvtmanter General®™.

Subzec. (b 1ab LB ATh G0 (U (I, subslituted
“Postal Service oflicer or employee” for “postmaster or
Postnl Scrvice employee™.

or 'os nnel

1049—Subsec. (a).  Act May 21, 1049, §37 (a). sub-
stituted "“sccretes™ for “secreis” followlng “Postmaster
General™,

Subsea. (b).  Acl May 24, 1048, §37 (b), substituted

“newspapers’ for “newspaper’,
rauerive Dary ov 1070 AMENDMENT

Amendment by Pub. T. 91275 eltective within | year
after Awgz 12, 1070, an date estabitshed therefar Hy the
Board of Governors of the Uniird States DPostal Servier
and published by IU in the Federal Replster, see section
156a) of Pub. 1. 91-375, seL ont as i note preceding section
101 of Title 39, Postal Service.,

§ 1701, Keys or locks stolen oc reproduced.

Whoever steals, purtoing, embezzles, or obtains by
false pretense any key suited to any lock adopted by
the Post Office Department or the Postal Service
and in use on any of the mails or baes thereof, or
any key to any lock box, lock drawer, or other
authorized receplnele for the deposit or delivery of
mail matter; or ’

Whoever knowingly and unlawfully makes, forges
or counterfeits any such key, ar possesses any such
mall lack or key with the intent unlawiully or im-
properly to use, sell, or otherwise dispose of the same,
or to canse the same o be untawfully or improperly
used, sold, or otherwise disposed of ) or

Whoever, being enpaned as a contractor or other-
wise in the manufacture of any such mail loek or key
delivers any finished or unfinished lock or the inte-
rior part thereof, or key, used or designed {or use by
the department, to any percon not duly anthorized
under the hand of the Postmaster General and the
seal of the Post Oflice Departinent or the Postal
Service, Lo receive Lhe same, unless the person re-
ceiving it is the contraclor for Turnishing the same
or engarzed in the mamfaeture thereof in the man-
ner authorized by the contracl, or the agent of such
manufacturer—

Shall be fined not more than $500 or imprisoned
hot more than Llen years, or both. {(June 25, 1948,
ch. 645, 62 Stat. 778; Aug. 12,1970, Pub, L, 91-375,
§6j) (17,84 51al.778.)

LEGISLATIVE J11STORY

Reviser's Nofe. —Based on title 18, U,
§ 314 (Mar. 4. 1909, ch. 321, § 191, 35 Stat. 1125).

Heferenee Lo persons aldhiygr, cansing o assisting was
omitied.  Sueh persons nre principals under section 2 ot
(s e,

Aandatory punishment provislon was rephrased In the

nlternative.”
Minor changes weie made in phraseolopy.

1940 cd.,

AMENDMENTS
1970~-Puh. L. 91375 inserted “or the Postat Serviee®
following “Post OMce Department™ in fikst and third pars.
EFrreTIVE DATE 0F 1970 AMENDMENT
Amendment by PPub. [ 01-37% effective within 1 year
after Aug. 12, 1970, on date established therefor by the
Board ‘of Governors of Lhe Uniled States I'ostal Service
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EXHIBIT 61

19 Wy L5

SUBJECT: Interagency Committee on Intelligence {Ad Hoc)
Chairman, Mr. J. Edgar Hoover, June 1370

1. Qn Yriday, 5 June 1970, the President held a conference
with Dircctors and officials of the intelligence community. This
regulted in the establishment of the subject Ad Hoc Committee,

2. The White House representative to the Working Sub-
comimittee of the Interagency Committee on Intelligence was Tom C.
Wuston, He stated that the President's primary concern was to
strengthen and improve American intelligence operations in every way
possible in order that the prodinct be far hetter than it was at that time.
fle said that the critical security necds of the day requlred this, tle
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 cnimmunity,
in spite of its achievements, had never fully realired its great poten-
tial nor had it functioned to the maximum of its capacity.

3. In the same vein, the Comniittee 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 assured that there were no obstacles of any kiad 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. Iielins.
The following personnel attended:

FBI Donald E. Moore who was subsequently
succeeded by Charles D. Brennan.
Mr. Tred J. Cassidy was added to FBI
repregentation

George C. Moore

NSA Benson K. Buffham
Navy Capt. Edward Rifenburgh
AF Col. Rudolph Koller

Army Lt. Col. John Downie
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DIA James Stilwell
ClA James Angleton

Mr. Helms gave a brief resume of the President's conference
and turned the meeﬂng over to Mr., Sullivan. Mr. Sullivan echoed
the remarks of Mr. Huston and stated that the ‘deadline for the first
draft of the Committee Report would be due at the close of business,
22 June 1970, and the final version 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 matters sct forth in the Special Report which was submitted by
Mr. J. Edgar Tloover to the President and which was signed by Mr.
J. Edgar Hoover, FBI; Mr, Richard Helms, CIA; Lt. General D, V.
Dennett, 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 cach nucceeding meeting.
The CIA representative, Mr. James Anglcton, was assisted by Mr,
Richard Ober of the Agency, and Mr. William O. Cregar of the FBI,
functioned as secrctary for the Working Subcommittee.

6. Mr. Huston kept reminding the Working Subcommittece
that its duty wae 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. By way of background, it should ba notcd that Mr, Sullivan
and Mr., Huston had been {n frequent conlact 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 hls role would be comparable
on domestic affairs to that of Dr. Kissinger on foreign 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).



391

9. Mr. IHonver was known to have voiced hie mnst strennous
personal abjections to the Attorney General regarding the establish-
nient of the Committee, It is our understanding that the Attorney
General interceded on Mr. Hoover's bchalf at the White Ilouse and that—
Mr. Huston was eventually relleved of his dutles.

10.  Subsequently, with the emergence of Mr. Mardian as
Assistant Attorney General for Internnal Security, the Intelligence
Evaluation Committee was formed which held its {irst meeting on
3 December in Mr. Dean's office at tho White House, In attendance
were interagency répresent:\tives. ’

IEC Membership

ClA: Richard Ober

White House: John W, Dean III
Justice: Robert C. Mardian
BRI George C. Moove
Treasury: Fugene Rossides
NSA: Benson K. Buffam
Defense: Colonel John Daownie
Secret Secvice: Thomaes T. Kelly

1. Intelligence Evaluation Committce met seven times
between 3 December 1970 and 20 July 1971, The work of the
Comunittee has been carried on by a permanent interagency ataflf,
the Intelligence 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 distribnted
to the White [fouse (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 having his problems with
Mr., Hoover.

13. To the best of our knowledge, the origin of this cxercise
began when Mr. John Dean was at the Department of Justice and was
concerned with the May Day demonstrations (May 1, 1970). Ile was
subsequently transferred as Counsel to the President where he con-
tinued his close relations with Mr. Mardian. It is our understanding
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that widespread civil disorders prompted the President to addresa -
bimself 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
fn correspondence between 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 protest the Burecau's
withdrawal from sensitive domestic operations of vital importance
to the National Security Agency.

15, William C, Sullivan resigned from the IBI on § October .
1971 (Washington Post, May 17, 1973, page 20). Robert C. Mardian
left the Department of Justice to work on the President's re-clection
campalgn on April 1972 (sccording to information from ¥BI and
Department of Justlce officials). Executive Reglstry states on the
evening of 17 May 1973, that after checking the records, thora 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 emain 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 in this
country beginning in Movemnber 1952. In some instances, data
on the envelopes were recorded, and in some cases the envelopes
were opened, contents recorded and rescaled, This activity
was suspended in Fobruary 1973,

b. . The sccond concerns itself with the

16 April 1971: The Agency proposed to the FBI the installa-
tion of technical coverage of the

23 April 1971: FBI Director Hoover turncd down the proposal



23 April 1971

24 Apri)l 1971

26 April 197L

18 May 1971

3 Feb, 1972

8 Dec. I772:

20 Dee. 1972;

Y

22 Dec, 1372
26 Dee. 1972

16 Feh, 1973

22 Feb, 1973:
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CIA Dicector Helms sent a lattor to
Attorney General Mitchell requesting that
tho FBI turn-down bLe revoreed,

The Attorney Genoeral reversed the ¥BI
declsion,

Technical equipment wasg delivered from the
Agency to the Y DBI.

A1l of the devices which had Leen lastalled
in the duving the period 27 April
to 16 May were teated and all were working.
Covecage was aslopped at Agency requast
Leeause Hoover had advlised that e was to
testify In Congress and would advise the
Congress that the inatallation in the )

wag initiated at CIA requast.

The Agoncy reqgueated the BT reinstitute
coverage of the

The Department of State requasted the FBI
institute all posaible coverage of the

Coverage was pactially reingtituted,
Reinstitution of coverage completed.

ClA requasatod the FBI to discontinue
the coverage.

Jamos Angleton
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- . THE WhilTe mUUO.

ky : WASHINGTON

' July 9, 1970

SECRET

- MEMORANDUM FOR: Mr. Richard Helms
Director, Central Intelligence Agency

SUBJECT: Domestic Intelligence and Internal Sccurity Affairs

In the future, I would appreciate it if your agency
would address all material relating to matiers of domaestic
intelligence or internal security interest to my exclusive - ‘
attention. : !

The President is anxious to centralize the
coordination at the White Iouse of all information of this
type, and your cooperation in this regard would be appreciated.

Dr. Kissinger is aware of this new procedure. o
— p 1
o (G L M
TOM CHARLES HUSTON
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EXHIBIT 62

3.1 TOM CHARLES HUSTON MEMORANDUM, SEPTEMBER 21, 1870,
SSC EXHIBIT NO. 42, 3 SSC 1338-1345 WITH ATTACEMENTS

1338

. ExHIBIT NO. 42 : j)
MEMORANDUM ' /@"—Z‘d

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

September.21, 1970 .

MEMORANDUM FOR: H. R. HALDEMAN

SUBJECT: IRS & Ideological Organizations

1 am attaching a copy of a report from the IRS on the activitias of its
"Special Service Group" ‘which is supposed to monltor the activities of
. ldeological organizations [e.g., Jerry Rubin Fund, Black Panthers, etc. 1
and take appropriate action when violations of IRS regulations tura up.
You will oote that the report is long on words and short on substance.

Nearly 18 months ago, the President indicated a desire for IRS to move
against leftist organizations taking advantage of tax shelters. Ihave been
pressing IRS since that time to no avall.

What we cannot do ia a courtroom via crimioal prosecutions to curtail

the activities of some of these groups, IRS could do by administrative actioa,
Moreover, valuable intelligence-type information could be turned up by IRS

as a result of their field audits,
TOM CLAiLES HUSTON

Attachment

62-685 O - 76 - 28
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EXHIBIT 63

v proBlem we face

tocéay may pe

¢ terms. We have

moved from tne racterized the givil”

N

rights movem he '"protest moveme

which rallied behind the anti-war banner beginning with the March -

on the Pentagon in 1967 to tne ''revolutionary terrorism' being

perpeirated today by determined professionals.

We are now confronted w.ith 2 new and grave crisis in our
country -- one which we know too little about. Certainly hundreds,
perhaps thousands, of Americans -- mostly under 30 —-.aré
determined to destroy our societ};. They find in ma.n‘y of ‘the legitimate
grievances of our citizenry opportunities for exploitation which nevexr
escape the attention of demagogues. They are reaching out foz.:..the
support -- ideological and otherwise -- of foreign powers and they )
are developing their own brand of indiginous revolutionary activism
which is as dangerous as anything which they could import ffom

Cuba, China, or the Soviet Union..

The internal security problem we face today is complicated

by many factors: .-

i, 6707\} mw ': ’Zhl;(-“- “SEOD. iT:LLF_E)__ R
e wozs, Trine: _FTE —

-

- 2 —
259

4 22— cONTALNER NRBER: |

,/7 S/P.DO“( MMBIR:



media

, the newar ravolu

onary organizations place a high
remium on violencs. Terrorism has replaced subversion
° ?

25 the immediate threat.

THE REQUIREMENT

The Government must know more zbout the activities of these

groups and we must develop a plan v

n will enable us to curtail
the illegal activities of those who are detzrmined to destroy our society.

The immediate problem is the increasiag recourse to terrorism.

This must be halted before irnocent people are killed.



.is.being mobilizec to

bombing

receiving at the White House, I am convi

currently aliocating t rescurces within the

comrmunity to the collection of intelligence data on the activities
of these revolutionary groups. We need more hard information upon.
which to make decisions about courses of action open tothe Government
in dealing with these problems as they arise.

Consequently, I would like 'Dick Helms to designate the USIB

representatives from the ¥BI, CIA, NSA, DIA and military services to

serve on a special sub-committee to review the collection efforts of



of this problem should reorient its prioritias 50 as 10

concern wnich I have just expresszd. Ve need to insure that
: j :

the fullest possible inter-agency cooparation is being realized and

3

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.

I know tbat you will cooperate in every way in seeing that

this joint effort is mounted 2t once.



E FONuLD Y VU &9U4H Dnro
YT A Tyt B . )
",,"' HOIOTO] PO Gy IfT eng o ylEn ¢y Pl
Sepoy wanp ST e o
P Iy W T

ST SEATIRN

VT
RS

WTY G wiwp Avo Fry

AaTaog oy quvLel e

S0 pen

22 o]
(28 o

CPELOSAET £T 08N 0 wRal)

e PRI T THUETOOSC P .
SO ORIVt SATOTRUSD €TY TO aTecsd
23 eUm JO FYWTeN UL CTd pEgUva

RN TE LS PRSI

Yo uEDy

ESLRECTOOTY T widd,

cy ST DINOA LETT
UQ AI0SEI ® USTRINI ©F #€ncl

*GET S0 I eUn
§SNOY RTTUN S QTTRING PRv
STUTWIRS TR @00 puT B0V JO =TT

URRLE

$9 LHEIHXY

00¥



401

Exuisir 65

18 rebiuary 1559

[ES0RAGNYN FOR:  The ionorable Nenry Al Klosinzer
: Tho Assisisnt to the Prasident
for liational Sceurliy Affairs

SUPRJICT: Swudznb Unrcal

Ah i3 & sureay of student diasldencs world-

2, In on efforh to round-ouh our dlrsussien
: > sacticn on ArRuy L
2t o of

o [ R T JPTIPRS P -
i orxcheennly sinodtiv

S - .
sidentts yroouest,

b g ] 1P
cfins Lascd on this study vheacver

Richard HFolwms

Directlox

Tenth, Copy Ko 1
No. O3L3/G35.

OCI/FPlorvae ddonida - 17/2/59
Peaarition:  iMotna/aed -
Disbtributi n: Orig 21l -
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I Secptentar 1588

PEFOAN FOir 712 Prosident
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the motivation rnd div-ciion of iz vorldwlide
this soblsuity dnriver fronm the somovial vafocused nature of tha
povement 1iself. Doyond thad, my fecr Lo that ws nay
precisicn of informz.lon uhilch vould nuiz & nore positive report
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