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Chapter 6

Are Furiati's "Points" Really "United"?
Furiati says correctly, as she begins her Chapter 5, titled "Uniting the Points" (pages 90-102), that "The Kennedy government brought a new political style into the center of the Cold War structures" (page 90).  She was also correct in stating that "At the same time, Kennedy would also change his position when faced with new circumstances, revealing his commitment to reform" (pages 90-1).  However, she starts going wrong when she gives, as an example:

. . .  There are also other problems common to all state bureaucracies.  Dean Rusk, Kennedy's Secretary of State, gave orders to the ambassadors, but they took other positions, being appointees of the Eisenhower administration" (page 91).

All ambassadors are subject to replacement.  What can delay replacement is the need for Senate approval of each ambassadorial appointment.

But, any Eisenhower appointees who continued into the Kennedy administration remained at their post only because Kennedy had not replaced them or removed them.

Furiati gets to the Bay of Pigs on page 93:

As has already been amply demonstrated, the Kennedy's [sic] attitude to the Cuban government was reflected in various incidents which, from our point of view, represent the crux of the problem.  President Fidel Castro, analyzing Kennedy's stand during the Bay of Pigs invasion, observed in a 1992 tripartite meeting on the Missile Crisis: "I don't blame Kennedy for the Bay of Pigs invasion.  He didn't like the operation, and he had the authority to stop it; but sometimes during the first term a leader doesn't always handle policies well.  He labored very calmly at the beginning of the incident that was heading toward a military disaster, he demonstrated prudence and valor by assuming responsibility for the acts."  When he learned the grotesque details of Operation Pluto, Kennedy tried to keep the prestige of the United States from being further damaged.  Richard Nixon, in his memoirs, related a conversation that he had with the President the day after the Bay of Pigs disaster.  Kennedy apparently said, "I was persuaded by all those sons of bitches – all the military specialists and the CIA -- who assured me that the plan would succeed. . . .  What would you do about Cuba now?  Nixon responded, "I would find an appropriate legal cover and continue. . . .  There are many justifications that can be used, such as protecting U.S. citizens residing in Cuba and the defense of our base in Guantanamo."  Kennedy shook his head, reflecting, "If the United States were to take Cuba, Khruschev could take Berlin."  This wasn't just a casual observation: Kennedy began to reflect on Cuba in a global political context, which indicated a need for caution. As a consequence of his decision, Kennedy would find himself obliged to contend with the disgust of the anti-Castro groups, which would never forgive him for not having given the order for an aerial bombardment (pages 93-4)

Where Furiati refers to "our point of view" and follows that with direct quotation of what she says Castro says it is not clear whether "our point of view" refers to her own only or if she is saying that it is her and Castro's "point of view."

By a fortunate accident the long suppressed definitive, official refutation of the argument that this lack of additional aerial bombardment caused the failure was disclosed just as I reached this point in the writing.  We come to it.

It would have been helpful if for some of this Furiati had indicated a source, as she did for none of it.

The reason Kennedy did not stop the Bay of Pigs fiasco was not that new leaders don't always handle policies well.  It was because of the inevitable political problems, domestic and international, that would be inevitable.  Only one of the many was what he would do with fifteen hundred armed and to a degree trained Cubans who were anxious for a fight and were in Guatemala, especially because Guatemala had asked that they be removed.

The hue and cry against Kennedy if he had not gone ahead would have been ruinous to him politically and to his administration, as a domestic consideration and as the Cold War warriors got after him over it.

While Furiati does not say where in which Nixon's memoirs what she quotes appears, it happens that there was official confirmation in what was finally forced out after thirty-six years of suppression by the CIA and to which we do come.

Until the end of February, 1998, Furiati was correct in saying that the CIA Inspector General's report on that Bay of Pigs fiasco was never declassified":

Within the CIA itself, which Kennedy blamed for the blunder, there was disagreement.  The Inspector General, Lymon [Lyman] Kirkpatrick, made a report that was never declassified, directly accusing CIA director Allen Dulles and the other directors of "black operations," of having conspired behind the backs of the CIA and the entire intelligence system.  Kirkpatrick concluded that the operation was doomed from the beginning, because everyone knew that its success depended upon internal support within Cuba, and the only resistance to Castro came from Miami.  This denunciation clashed with the norms of protection of covert operations.  Dulles called Kirkpatrick and asked him to rewrite the text in a different tone.  In reality, Kirkpatrick's only error was not recognizing that the operations were not outside the structure of the Agency, but rather one of its principal foundations.  A month later, aware that Kennedy disapproved of its methods, the CIA decided to develop Operation Patty, the plan to attack the Guantanamo Naval Base and assassinate the Castro brothers.  At that time General Taylor was preparing his report and the Agency had supposedly frozen its work, waiting for new guidelines (pages 94-5).

Whatever Furiati's source for this may have been, and the inference is that it included Cuban intelligence, it was substantially correct from what did escape the CIA's memory hole and was reported in early 1998.

All copies of this Inspector General's report disappeared except one that remained locked up and hidden in the safe of the various CIA directors who came and went after Dulles.  All of them had it.  That last copy was finally rescued under FOIA, from its official oblivion by a determined researcher who had already written on the subject.  The Bay of Pigs Invasion Reexamined was written by former reporter Peter Kornbluh, with his co-author one of the co-authors of the tripartite conference on the missile crisis that was held in Havana, James G. Blight.  It was published early in 1998 by Lynne Rienner Publishers.

Amazing, when Kornbluh forced that report out of official CIA suppression, the Washington Post ignored it, doing no story on it.  That was not true of the New York Times, whose February 22 account follows:

C.I.A. Bares Own Bungling In '61 Report on Bay of Pigs

By Tim Weiner

Washington, Feb. 21 – One of the most secret documents of the cold war is out: The Central Intelligence Agency's brutally honest inquest into the 1961 Bay of Pigs fiasco, which laid the blame for the disastrous invasion of Cuba squarely on the agency's own institutional arrogance, ignorance and incompetence.

The 156-page document also cautioned those who would use the CIA to overthrow enemies, saying that job belongs to the Pentagon and its broad arsenal of military forces around the globe.

The report painted a picture of an agency shot through with deadly self-deception, one whose secret operations were "ludicrous or tragic or both."  In mounting the Cuban operation, almost none of the CIA officers were able to speak Spanish, yet those some officers heaped contempt on their Cuban "puppets" hand-picked to replace Fidel Castro, the report said.

The Bay of Pigs' invasion, carried out in April 1961, was organized by the CIA and intended to lead to the overthrow of Mr. Castro, whose Communist Government just 90 miles from the Florida coast was seen as a beachhead for Soviet influence in the Western Hemisphere.

While the basic facts of the commando raid on Cuba are known, the report, titled "The Inspector General's Study of the Cuban Operation," is an untapped well of cold, hard facts.  A leading historian of the operation, Peter Wyden, wrote wistfully in his book "Bay of Pigs: The Untold Story" (Simon & Schuster, 1979) that the report was "probably buried forever."

This week, after 36 years of secrecy during which all but one copy of the report was destroyed, a Freedom of Information Act request by the National Security Archive, a non-profit group, has unearthed the sole surviving volume, which was locked in the safe of the Director of Central Intelligence.  The report, written by the CIA's inspector general, Lyman Kirkpatrick, after a six-month investigation, is a record of bungling by the best and the brightest and makes chilling reading.

The C.I.A.'s leaders believed that it was President John F. Kennedy's failure to approve an attack on Cuba's air force to coincide with the landing of commandos that caused the deaths of nearly 1,500 raiders.  And in their rebuttals to the report by Mr. Kirkpatrick: they wrote that his depiction of "unmitigated and almost willful bumbling and disaster"-- in the words of Gen. Charles P. Cabell, then Deputy Director of Central Intelligence -- was motivated by personal malice.  Mr. Kirkpatrick had wanted to be the agency's spymaster, but his career advancement stalled when he contracted polio in the early 1950's.

The report said the operation, whose planning began in April 1960, started as a classic covert action "in which the hand of the United States would not appear."  The plan called for a group of exiled Cuban leaders supported by a CIA cadre, to build political momentum slowly toward toppling Mr. Castro, who had taken power 16 months earlier.

Very quickly, "this operation took on a life of its own," the report said "The agency was going forward without knowing precisely what it was doing."

The CIA's officers "became so wrapped up in the operation as such that they lost sight of ultimate goals."  Their budget multiplied from $4.4 million to $46 million.  Within a year, they created an unruly, ill-trained, crudely supported invasion force whose cover was blown, and whose existence had been broadly hinted at in newspaper reports before the operation took place.  "Plausible denial" -- the ability of the United States to lie convincingly about its role in the invasion -- became "a pathetic illusion," the report said.

With crisscrossing lines of communication and control among bases and camps in Miami, Key West, New Orleans, Nicaragua and Guatemala, all under sporadic command from headquarters, the CIA created a "complex and bizarre organizational situation" that was doomed to fail.

The officers chosen to staff the huge operation were in many instances incapable; "very few spoke Spanish or had Latin-American background knowledge," the report said.

Even today, CIA officials say that this lack foreign languages and experience remains one of the biggest problems at the agency.

Agency employees treated the Cubans training to overthrow Mr. Castro "like dirt."  The abuse left the hungry, barefoot, disillusioned trainees "wondering what kind of Cuban future they were fighting for.

The Revolutionary Council, the CIA-created alternative to Mr. Castro, became the agency's "puppets," as described in the report.  "Isolated in a Miami safe house, "voluntarily' but under :strong persuasion, the Revolutionary Council members awaited the outcome of a military operation which they had not planned and knew little about while agency-written bulletins were issued to the world in their name."

If the CIA could not work with Cubans, Mr. Kirkpatrick warned prophetically, "how can the agency possibly succeed with the natives of Black Africa or Southeast Asia?

President Kennedy had been in office just three months when the invasion took place.  The report argued that he might not have fully grasped the details of the raid, because the CIA did not fully explain them.  "Detailed policy authorization for some specific actions was either never fully clarified or only resolved at the 11th hour," it said.  "Even the central decision as to whether to employ the strike force was still somewhat in doubt up to the very moment of embarkation."

The CIA convinced itself and the White House that the invasion would magically create in Cuba "an organized resistance that did not exist," composed of 30.000 Cubans who would "make their way through the Castro army and wade the swamps to rally to the liberators."  This was self-deception, the report said adding drily [sic], "We are unaware of any planning by the agency or by the U.S. government for this success.''

On April 15, 1961, CIA pilots knocked out part of Castro's air force, and were set to finish the job.  At the last minute, on April 16, President Kennedy called off the air strikes, but the message did not reach the 1,511 commandos headed for the Bag of Pigs.  Three days of fighting destroyed the invading force.  A brigade commander sent his final messages" "We are out of ammo and fighting on the beach, Please send help," and: "In the water.  Out of ammo.  Enemy closing in.  Help must arrive in next hour."

It never came.  Over the next few days two American teams and a crew of Cuban frogmen plucked 26 survivors off the beaches and reefs.

After the inquiry completed its work, the agency clearly viewed the report as poison: "In unfriendly hands, it can become a weapon unjustifiably to attack the entire mission, organization, and functions of the agency," warned General Cabell, the Deputy Director at the time.  Nevertheless, the CIA agreed to release the report as part of a slow process of making public parts of its past.

Read with hindsight, the accumulated weight of the details in Mr. Kirkpatrick's report makes a case that "the fundamental cause of the disaster" was the CIA's incompetence, not President Kennedy's failure to follow through with the air raids in support of the commandos.

The agency failed the President by failing to tell him "that success had become dubious and to recommend that the operation be therefore canceled," it said.

The consequence of canceling was chagrin: "The world already knew all about the preparations, and the Government's and the agency's embarrassment would have been public,"·the report said.  The cost of continuing was "failure, which brought even more embarrassment, carried death and misery to hundreds" and wounded American prestige.  "The choice was between retreat without honor and a gamble between ignominious defeat and dubious victory," the report said.

"The agency chose to gamble, at rapidly decreasing odds," in an operation sabotaged by bad intelligence, incompetent staffing, illusionary planning, and self deception.  In the future, it concluded, when the White House wanted to engage in major covert operations "which may profoundly affect world events," it should call the Defense Department, not the CIA.

The report was released under the Freedom of Information Act to the National Security Archive, which collects and publishes declassified Government documents.  Peter Kornbluh, director of the archive's Cuba Documentation Project, called the report "one of the most important examples of self-criticism ever written inside the agency."  He said it would be posted on Sunday at the archive's web site: http://www.seas.gwu.edu/nsarchive (New York Times, February 22, 1998).

A sidebar story called "The C.I.A. on the C.I.A.: A Scathing View" follows at the end of the chapter after the Attwood testimony transcript.

After the Times the Associated Press put the news on its wire, and radio and TV gave it a big play, but only briefly.  It disappeared from the news immediately.  There were no follow-up stories of which I know.  That important news just dropped dead at birth everywhere, as though ordered.

What Furiati refers to as a "Cold War Memorandum" appears to be what is known as National Security Action Memoranda (NSAM).  If not that, what she might have been referring to cannot be recognized:

On the basis of the Taylor Report, the President signed a series of National Security Memorandum, two of which are worth mentioning here: No. 55 instructed the Joint Chiefs of Staff to evaluate the resources available to U.S. military and paramilitary forces, examining their state of readiness and preparation for the Cold War.  Memorandum No. 57 demanded that the clandestine operations of the CIA be secret and deniable, noting that the Bay of Pigs invasion did not obey these principles.  It also decreed that future operations of the Agency which required military logistical support must be carried out under the direction of the pentagon.  General Charles Cabell, deputy director of the CIA, was instructed that his own chief of staff should be a charge of paramilitary actions.

At the same time that memorandum 55 discouraged the arms race, taking into consideration only the readiness of the armed forces for any eventuality, No. 57 subordinated the CIA to the pentagon in the area of military actions.  The president was attacking on the two fronts, trying to maintain them under his control, since he needed both for his counterinsurgency plans throughout the world.  The man he selected to supervise the actions of the CIA was his brother Robert Kennedy, busy a the time with the question of civil rights and the fight against the Mafia.

While he began this attack, another plan to assassinate Castro was being carried out by the CIA.  This was Operation Liborio.  Although some of the investigators knew about the plea, neither Patty nor Liborio was mentioned by the Senate Intelligence Committee in 1975, because the CIA had covered both of them up.  Richard Bissell, who a the time of these plans was the head of covert operations, told the senators of the committee that he believed that Allen Duller had in some way informed Kennedy about these operations (pages 95-6).

In this she seems to indicate what she does not say and in responsible writing should have said, that her source was, in part at least, the Senate's Church Committee on intelligence.  At least some of what she said about the Kennedy efforts to restrain the CIA and to keep it from having control over what it should not control was confirmed in the Inspector General's report.

She does not, however, quote the Church committee report on what she attributes to Bissell and that may be no more than her personal interpretation of something Bissell said or she believed he said.

She is not correct, however, in saying that with the departure of Allen Dulles and Richard Bissell, the CIA was "restructured."  Nor did their departure have any connection with "the birth of Mongoose":

With the birth of Mongoose, a strategy accepted by all of the U.S. governmental apparatus, there was a restructuring of the cadres of the Agency.  President Kennedy removed Allen Dulles and Richard Bissell, and designated John McCone and Richard Helms to fill their respective posts.  In this new situation the CIA began to form its invisible government, the operative structure that would take charge of the Cuban case: Task Force W and the huge base at Florida, the JM Wave.

Having facilitated the CIA's carrying out of covert actions, Kennedy would end up confronting a force of uncontrollable dimensions.  Although the general outline of the Mongoose plan, which contained a timetable for the invasion of Cuba in 1962, was known to President Kennedy, this did not mean that all of its programs -- through military or secret channels -- were.  The top directors of the Agency do not occupy political posts in the strictest sense of the word they are professionals who design and carry out plans financed by third parties; they work in the underground and end up being those who make the real decisions.  Not only did the President not know all the details of the operations, but practically no one else did either, since the CIA never reports everything.  There are also doubts about the extent to which Robert Kennedy, appointed to supervise the Agency, was informed.  When Robert McNamara was asked about this in Havana in 1992, he alleged that he knew nothing.  John McCone, placed at the head of the CIA by Kennedy in order to help control it, was never able to penetrate the real workings of the Agency (page 97).

The CIA as "invisible government" did not begin, as Furiati says, with these few changes in its leadership.  It began when the CIA was created.

It is not true that "the Mongoose plan" included "a timetable for the invasion of Cuba in 1962."  Furiati had the verbatim transcripts of what was said at that Havana tripartite conference of those who had been involved in the !962 missile crisis, and former defense secretary McNamara explicitly denied that.  But if Furiati did not believe McNamara, it is quite explicit in what we have quoted from, the State Department's official publication, the only possibility of an invasion was first if there was a general uprising against Castro and then if it held the promise of success, and neither was a real possibility, as in fact history shows.

Because there was no "timetable for the invasion of Cuba" it was not "not known to President Kennedy" – and could not have been.

It is true, however, that the CIA was out of control.  It was out of control of the President and it was even out of the control of its own director:

An example of this was the reaction of the covert apparatus of the Agency to recommendations of the Special Amplified Group (SAG), the executive board of Mongoose.  When it was established that all explicit details of the large intelligence operations should be submitted for approval before being put into action, Richard Helms decided to act on his own.  He gave explicit orders to William Harvey, head of Task Force W and ZR-Rifle, to reactivate the poison capsule project without the need for any other approval.  Helms admitted to the 1975 Senate Committee that he had not been instructed by anyone to proceed with the capsule plot, and that he had not even informed his director John McCone, one of the members of the SAG.  Nobody knows for certain how Richard Helms and William Harvey communicated.  What is known is that, at the end of April 1962, when the capsules were again sent to Cuba, General Lansdale knew about it (pages 96-7).

Again, no sources where they are needed.

Furiati continues with the hang-up that may have been the Cuban hang-up, that under Operation Mongoose there was to have been a "military intervention" or an invasion of Cuba.  Insofar as Kennedy as President is concerned, that was an absolute impossibility once he and Khrushchev reached a settlement in which Kennedy guaranteed not to invade Cuba.  Insofar as the disclosed State Department records are concerned, as we have seen, what Furiati insists on was not true.

To her this non-existing military invasion was to have been the "finale" of Mongoose.  She says that "Kennedy had blocked" it. In fact it was the Cuba missile crisis and the solution to that unprecedented situation that did the blocking.

In the rapid and limited negotiations that ended the missile crisis Kennedy did not "negotiate" by "taking advantage of Khrushchev's weaknesses."  The fact is that when Kennedy did not immediately grab the first proposed Khrushchev solution, the very next day Khrushchev added to his demands.  That is not a reflection of weakness.

Nor was Kennedy about to fire any of his intercontinental nuclear missiles, as Khrushchev never intended firing any of his of any range.

"Weakness" was not a factor in that settlement.  Fortunately for the world.

Neither party sought a advantage in the solution and both sought peace.

If Khrushchev had felt any weakness he did not have to accept the Kennedy request that the withdrawal of those out-of-date Jupiter missiles in Turkey under NATO be kept out of the published terms of their agreement.  As Khrushchev understood, if that was not kept out of what was public it made great domestic and international problems for Kennedy.  Not for Khrushchev.  Khrushchev, in agreeing to that Kennedy condition, did not reflect weakness.  Nor was it.  It was a condition for the establishing of peace and both parties wanted that:

As October 1962 approached, there was a public relations campaign, which included resolutions in Congress, intended to pressure the Kennedy administration into a war.  But the unfolding of the Missile Crisis disenchanted the most ardent hawks.  Kennedy had blocked the finale of the already inept Operation Mongoose: military intervention.  The response of the U.S. President to the discovery of the missiles by Military Intelligence and the CIA was a blow to them.  Kennedy and his group were resolved to use diplomacy rather than force.  He would negotiate the crisis, taking advantage of Khrushchev's weakness, and achieve his objectives.  Fidel Castro later observed: "With respect to Khrushchev and Kennedy, I regard the first with friendship and respect.  The second, independent of the conflicts that arose in the era, I consider to be a valiant man who consolidated his leadership after the crisis, and the President in the best position to rectify some of the aspects of U.S. policy toward Cuba."52  In fact, Kennedy emerged stronger from the crisis.  He emerged as an able statesman who did not adopt a hawkish position and who was seen to be unjust toward Cuba only because his instructions on Cuba were ignored.  The agreements with Khrushchev provoked claim that Kennedy was a communist sympathizer.  According to U.S. researcher Michael Beschloss, at that time George Push, the head of the Republican Party in Houston, Texas, told Kennedy that he should "gather up the courage to invade Cuba" (page 97).

(This source note was to Castro's address to that tripartite conference in Havana.)

It was in essence meaningless when General Lansdale, "In January, 1963," wrote a memorandum stating that Operation Mongoose would be 'discontinued'" because with the end of the missile crisis in October 1962, the end of Mongoose was automatic.  That did not keep the CIA from continuing with its pinpricks but when Kennedy learned about some of the adventures by American adventurers, he ordered them ended, and they were.

Furiati then gets to a little-known aspect of this changing relationship between the Kennedy administration and Castro's:

Another important event took place in September and October 1963.  At the request of McGeorge Bundy, the adviser to the U.S. delegation at the United Nations (William Attwood) went to find out from Carlos Lechuga (the Cuban Ambassador) what the attitude of the Cuban government would be toward a proposal for normalizing relations between the two countries.  The meeting between Attwood and Lechuga took place at the home of Lisa Howard.  News of the meeting circulated in U.S. power circles, causing panic.  At the time, the Kennedy reelection campaign was in full swing, and some public opinion polls showed his popularity declining.  Also, his speech in Florida on November 18, 1963, to a conference of the InterAmerican Press Society disappointed the anti-Castro Cubans and the supporters of a confrontation with Cuba.  The press agencies reported" "Miami, Florida – Thousands of exiles attended an open air meeting awaiting Kennedy's arrival.  They waited in vain that night for a firm promise from Kennedy that he would take energetic measures against the communist regime of Fidel Castro."  They listened as the president said: "We in the hemisphere must utilize all of the resources at our disposal to impede the establishment of another Cuba in this hemisphere," a statement which suggested that the reality of Cuba had been accepted (pages 98-9).

(Lechuga's account differed from this Furiati mention.  He wrote and her publisher, Ocean, in Australia published Lechuga's In The Eye Of The Storm.  It and the Attwood account, which follows below, are more dependable than Furiati's brevity.)

Having said earlier that this contact was "on the initiative of William Attwood (special adviser to the United States delegation to the United Nations)" on page 63, where Furiati also said that has it a trifle different but neither version is a truthful account of how that got started and it  does not seem probable that Furiati does not know the truth, at the least from her Cuban sources.

That "feeler" was by Castro, not by anyone in the United States.

Castro asked Lisa Howard, who Furiati does not identify, to speak to Attwood. (Howard was an ABC New reporter who interviewed Castro.)

So there would not be any awareness of what was afoot, Howard arranged a party when she was at the UN, with Attwood and Lechuga among her guests.  That gave those two a chance to talk in private, to get it started.  (We get a fuller account from the little-known Attwood testimony to the Church committee.)

If any news of it got out, I recall seeing no reference to it or to that alleged "panic" over it in those otherwise undefined "power circles."

It is true that Kennedy approved this beginning of negotiations.  But, as Furiati does not note, there is a great conflict between his approving what was intended to be the beginning of negotiations aimed at getting along with Castro and what he said at the InterAmerican Press convention in Miami.  (To which, as she might have said in a book with the title "ZR-Rifle." he had to be flown by helicopter from the Miami airport because of threats to assassinate him – by Cubans.)  What Kennedy said is not fairly summarized here by Furiati.  He talked about the exile Cubans returning to Cuba and the Bay of Pigs brigade returning with its flag flying.  This is nothing like getting along with Castro.

From other accounts it was not exactly as Furiati says about the noted French journalist Jean Daniel interviewing both Kennedy and Castro and she begins omitting that Kennedy asked Daniel to feel Castro out on their getting along and then come back to tell him the impression he got from Castro (pages 99-101).  Then she does say that Castro "reiterated in January 1992 that President Kennedy had asked the journalist to deliver to him a message of rapprochement" (page 101) but "two days later Kennedy was assassinated" (page 101).

(Daniel wrote a series of articles about this for The New Republic.  He was with Castro when Castro got the news that Kennedy had been assassinated.  In the Daniel account Castro was shocked and aghast and referred to the assassination as very bad news.)

Although she has referred to what is not reported elsewhere, that "news of the meeting" of Attwood and Lechuga "circulating in U.S. power circles, causing panic," Furiati is without comment on the Kennedy assassination following immediately after it and after Kennedy had asked Daniel to feel Castro out.

Can she really have been "Uniting the Points" when she does not even suggest a relationship of any kind between Kennedy's beginning of negotiations with Castro and the Kennedy assassination?

Can she have intended to while omitting this?

As we see, Kennedy had asked Attwood to come and discuss it with him when Kennedy returned from Texas, but when Kennedy returned he was a corpse.

Yet, no points to unite?

Even the Senate intelligence committee was a bit leery about this.  It did take Attwood's testimony but it inexplicably had no real questions for him.

There need be no connection, of course, and we do not know whether there was.

But with that alleged "panic" in U.S. power circles" over this step to which Kennedy had agreed, the possibility also should not have been ignored in a book titled ZR Rifle.

The Attwood testimony, taken in executive session on July 10, 1975, was classified TOP SECRET when by normal standards it was not properly subject to any classification.  Those who flail the classification stamps had this labeled "National SECURITY INFORMATION: Unauthorized Disclosure Subject to Criminal Sanctions."

If there had been any legitimate need to classify this at all, with the passing of more than a decade that need disappeared.  But it remained classified until the Assassination Records Review Board held that it was an assassination record and must be disclosed.

(That board was created in reaction to the successful Oliver Stone movie, JFK.  In keeping with what that movie said, which was conspiracy theorizing, the board acted on theories and as of the time of this writing had brought virtually no assassination information to light.  The little that it did force out of withholding related to the investigation, not the assassination.  There were no records of any investigation of the crime itself.  Only of Oswald as the lone assassin.)

Aside from staff members, of  whom seven were present, there were also seven committee members at that hearing, which did not begin until 4:15 P.M., rather later for a hearing, a time not calculated to encourage detailed or diligent questioning, not with the offices to close and suppers to get to after other committee business was attended to.

The first stamp reflecting "no objection" to disclosure was by the National Security Council.  It is dated January 25, 1994.

Next comes the CIA.  It is was delayed until June 21 of that year.  That same day the committee approved the release.

Of one of the only three copies that the court reporter was told to make.

That was not enough for the members or the staff, of whom most by far were not present to hear it.

And, as long as any member had a copy, it was not accessible to the staff or other members.

This copy is identified as the original.

After Attwood was sworn, the transcript of his testimony began on page 3.  The last testimony is on page 19.  It ends stating that the committee then present "proceeded to other business," at 4:47.  Or, it took about a half hour.

The committee was so little concerned it did not even give the court reporter the correct spelling of Attwood's name.  It appears throughout with a single "t."

At the beginning, on the first page of the actual transcript, when the committee's chief counsel, Frederick A. O. Schwartz, Jr. (yes, of the toy family) asked Attwood, "Were you asked by Kennedy to explore the possibility of a rapprochement with Fidel Castro of Cuba?"  Attwood's answer was "Yes."

On the next page Attwood testified that "it started in [sic] September 5th of 1961, when Lisa Howard, an American broadcasting correspondent who had just came back from Cuba, said that Castro would be anxious to talk to us to establish some kind of communications with us."

For the rest, the transcript can speak for itself but two facts are clear at the outset.  Kennedy did ask Attwood "to explore the possibilities of a rapprochement with :Castro and the initiative was not, as Furiati says, by Kennedy.  It was Castro's initiative.

Here is that transcript (on the following page), verbatim:
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EXECUTIVE SESSION

Thursday, July 10, 1975

United States Senate,
Select Committee to Study Governmental
Operations with Respect to
Intelligence Activities,
Washington, D. C.
The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 4:15 o'clock
p.m. in Room S-128, the Capitol, the Honorable Frank Church
(Chairman of the Committee) presiding.
Present: Senators Church (presiding), Hart of Michigan,
Mondale, Huddleston, Tower, Baker and Schweiker.
Also present: William Miller, Staff Director; Frederick
A. O. Schwarz, Jr., Chief Counsel; Curtis R. Smothers, Minérdty
Counsel; Charles Kirbow, Michael J. Madigan, Frederick Baron

and Charles Lombard, Professional Staff Members.
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The Chairman.
Do you swear that all the testimony you will give at thi:

proceeding will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing buf

TOPSTCREY

PROCEEDINGS

— v e ey - . w—— m amp  me

Would you please stand and be sworn?

the truth, so halp you God?

Mr.

Atwood.

I

do.
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TESTIMONY OF WILLIAM ATWOOD

Mr. Schwarz. Will you state your name and address for
the record, please?

Mr. Atwood. William Atwood.

My business address, I'm the publisher of News Day, 550
Stuart Avenue, Garden City, New York.

Mr. Schwarz. Mr. Atwood, I know you're here on very short
notice, and as a procedural matter, we inform all of the
witnesses that they have their right to counsel, and if you
want counsel, you can leave to get counsel.

Mr. Atwood. I know.

Mr. Schwarz. Now in the fall of 1963, were vou at the
United Nations?

Mr. Atwood. I was there as a Special Advisor to the U.S.
delegation with the rank of Ambassador.

Mr. Schwarz. Were you asked by President Kennedy to

explore the possibility of a rapprochement with Fidel Castro of

Cuba?

Mr. Atwood. Yas.

That's a simple way of saying it. .I can go over it the
way it happened in more detail, if you'd like, but it was, in
fact -~ yes, approaches were made and contact was established
and this was done-with the knowledge, approval, and encourage-
ment of the White House.

Mr. Schwarz. And you approached the Cuban man at the

SO P-SECREY
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United Nations?

Mr. Atwood. Carlos Lochuga, the Cuban delegate.

Senator Baker. Mr. Chairman, I hate to interrupt. I'm
not quite sure I caught that.

The question was, were you authorized to negotiate a
rapprochement with Fidel Castro and was the answer that you
were authorized by the White ﬁouse to undertake certain
negotiations?

The answer seams to be not quite the same as the question.

Mr. Atwood. Yes, I was.

Senator Baker. Did the President of the United States
authorize you to do that?

Mr. Atwood. VYes, but that didn't come for a little while.
The feelers were mads or originally came, one might say from
their side.

Senator Schweiker. When was that?

Mr. Atwood. Weall, I will refer to notes that I made from
my diary. I can tell you exactly when it started. It started
in September 5th of 1963 when Lisa Howard, an American broad-
casting correspondent who just came back, from Cuba, said that
Castro would be anxious to talk to us to establish some kind of
communications with us.

I spokea with Averell Harriman about it and with Adlai
Stevenson, who was then my boss. 'rfhey asked me to do a memo

about it. I had been to Cuba in '59, and one reason I was

OR=EGREL.
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interested in this was because I had tried to talk

with Castro at the time and he appeared to be rather malleable
and not quite as set in his ways as he beacame later, so at that
point Harriman said it would be useful for me to talk with
Robert Kennedy. This was on September 19th.

Meanwhile, I made a date with Robert Kennedy on the 19+h.
On September 20th, Stevenson said he had talked to the Presiden
about the advisability of establishing contact with Cubans at
the UN, and he had gotten the okay to go ahead, where we could
have direct contacts with them.

So I then told Miss Howard to set up the contact, that is
to have a small reception at her house so it could be done very
casually, not as a formal approach by us, we certainly didn't
want that to be the case, and since I had not only Howard's
input but the Cuban, the Guinean Ambassador. -~-uI might say,

I served as Ambassador to Guinea prior to this assignment --
had told'me: he }-was "then:.: the Ambassador t© Cuba,

the same thipg Miss Howard had satd +£hat Caskro was
interested in some kind of a conversation with us.

Eollowing that, on the 23rd, Miss Howard set up this
party. I met Lachuga: .. He said that Fidel Castro had hoped
to contact or get in touch with President Kennedy in '61 and
then cama the Bay of Pigs, and that was that. But that he'd
been very much impressed by that speech that the President made

in June of '63 in which he talked about world diversity and
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we referred to our talk in '59 and he said another talk might
be possible and useful at this time, and that was tha first rea
indication. At this point, I said I'm no longer a private
citizen but a government official and we agreed that the
current situation was different, at the same time, things were
a bit abnormal and he said the Cubans were very much annoyed at
the exile rate, the CIA £§@i§5n Cuba, as well as the freezing
of their assets.

The next step was my visit to Washington on September 24th
when I came down to see Robert Kennedy who was then Attorney
General. His position was -- I showed him the memoranda, which
I had prepared on what had happened up to that point. He said
that a trip to Cuba which is what LaChyga had suggested would
be rather risky, said it was bound to leak and said it might
result in some kind of Congressional investigatiaon or something
Anyway, it might be a problem. But he did think the matter was
worth pursuing through UN channels, and ha would be talking to
Averell Harriman and Bundy about it.

At that point, Lafhuga said he would be making a very
violently anti-American speech on November 7th and not to worry
too much about it, so Stevenson asked me to help prepare a speec
in reply. On the 27th of September, I saw Lochuga again, told !
I could not aecept any invitation to come to Cuba, but I would
be glad to keep in touch with him and he could talk with

ahyone who wanted to come up and he said he would notify Havann:

TGRESECRE]
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I then got a call from Bundy on October 2nd, and he said
that -~ Chase, I think his name was Peter Chase, one of his

assistants -- is the person to be in touch with, and to keep

1 him apprised of all developments.

I later again got a word from Jean Daniel, the French

Il corraspondent who had come back from Havanna saying Cuba seemed

ripe for a conversation. So this also came from anothar source
a Greek town planner named Doxiati, who said that Castro was
very much interested in some kind of normalization relation,
but that Che Guevera and Raul were opposed.

October 21st, I got a call again from Bindy's office askin
me what was new. I said, well the ball is RoeWw ip the Cuban's
court.

On the 28th, I saw Lochuga again at the UN who said that
Havanna didn't see exactly how a talk would be useful now, but
he would be glad to maintain continuous contact with me anyway.

The 4th of November I briefed Stevenson on thesa develop-
ments and meanwhile, Miss Howard had been on the phone with
Rene Valao who was Fidel Castro's aide at that point, and who
was one of the so-called pro-Americans in the group and who
suggested that I get in touch with him by telephone.

I then briefed Bundy on this Om: the 5th of Novembexn
Bundy told me that the President was more in favor of pushing
towards an opening toward Cuba than was the State Dapartment,

the idea being -- well, getting them out of the Soviet fald and

TSR EY





[image: image8.png]Phone (Area 202) 544-60C0

WARD & PAUL

410 Flrst Street, S.E., Washington, D.C. 20003

10

11

12

13

14

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

— ..
OO e S S SO S UL U Sy

SOENRCRE T

perhaps wiping out the Bay of Pigs and maybe getting back into
normal.

Chase then said. Bundy wanted a chronological memo about
the entire thing. I might say I have forgotten one point. Wh
I first told Adlai Stevenson about this demarche or approach
by the Cubans he said he liked it, but, and I quote, he said
the CIA, unfortunately, is still in charge of Cuba. But he
said -- he still offered to take it up with the White House.

Anyway, we're now on November 12th, and I went to Miss
Howard's apartment where she said he had set up a phone call
Havanna with Valao. We never could get through the bad
connections, but she had spoken to him before I arrived and
he had suggested that I come to Marianao from Key West and
talk directly with Fidel Castro, because they wanted to avoid
going through Havanna.

Bundy called me the same day to say that the White House
favored preliminary talks with Valao at the UN but not down in
Cuba and told me to tell Valao this. I finally reached Valao
on the telephone on November the 1l4th and delivered a message
about his coming here. He said -- and that we wanted to discus
agenda.

He said he would send instructions to LaChuga and that he
would -- or rather Castro, through him, to ZaChuga, that they
should discuss an agenda with me. Ha was very cordial on the

telephone.

TSR T
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I reported this to Bundy on the 19th of November ~- by the
way, my call to Valao was the 18th -- he said that after their
agenda had been recaived, the President wanted to see me at the
White House and decide what to say and whether to go or what
we should do next. That was the 19th of November, three days
before the assassination.

On the 29th of Novembar, La€huga had seen Miss Foward
and he wondered where things stood now. I passed the word to
him that I didn't know, but that until we were told differently
that we would continue our conversation.

On the 2nd of December he confirmed getting a letter from
Valao and he wanted to know if anthings had changed again. He
said he was authorized to talk to me in general terms.

I called the White House, Chase in this case, to say that
the ball was now in our court.

On December 4th, La€huga again looked me up at the UN,
said he now had a lettar directly from Castro approving the
daetailed talks and an agenda. Again, I informed Chase.

He said the decision would take some time now because all
our policies were under review.

This went on. I kept seeing L3€huga and Laf€huga ywould say
he was waiting for an answer, and I kept saying well the door
isn't closed, I just don't know.

On the 17th of December the President, this time Pregident

Johnson, came to the Waldorf to meet with the delegation at

TG GRET
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Stevenson's apartment and told me that he had read my Cuban
memo recapitulating the events or the discussions in the fall
with interest and that was that. And I then was in Washington.
Averell Harriman asked me about the Cuban project. I said I
didn't know, that it was lying down in Chase's office in the
White House and that he told me he'd get back to me after the
holidays.

Well, that ended my diary in '63. I then went to Kenya
as Ambassador in February of '64. However I do racall that
some time in January I again called Chase and I said, well, if
this thing is going to be continued I would suggest either
John Case or someone on that mission. He said, well, it doesn':
look as though it's going to be continued now because it's an
election year, or whatever the reason was, and anyway we'll keej
it in mind but that it was a dead issue.

The interesting thing, I think in terms of your investiga-
tion is that whatever was going on in terms of assassination

plots, certainly there seemed to be two tracks, because it seem:

hard for me to believe that the Executive would be approving th:

type of negotiation while other covert operations were happeninc

although it could conceivably have happened.

The Chairman. If it did happen, what we are in search of
is an explanation.

I think your testimony is helpful. Certain inferences

can at least be drawn. But it is very helpful.
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Mr. Atwood. The only part, I might add one thing. I was
there in '59. I did know at that time that certainly assassina-
tion was very much in the air. I had gone down -- I was then
Foreign Editor of Look Magazine -- and I spent quite a lot of
time with Castro and at that time -- when I returned I was told
quite filatly by Julio Lobor who was the man in sugarx that Castro
would not live out the vear, there was a contract out on him.

Senator Bakar. Did he say by whom?

Mr. Atwood. He didn't say.

The Chairman. Can you fix the date again?

Mr. Atwood. This was 1959. While I was down there,

I actually went to a party. I was told that there were some
CIA men. I had no reason to believe they ware or they weren't.
There were discussions seriously, they were talking quite
openly about assassinating Castro. This was in July of 1959
and plans were being made.

As a matter of fact, I was introduced to two alleged
assassins, people who had been selected to do the job, which
actually dumfounded me. But I think, seeing the security, the
sloppy security that surrounded this man, the determination of
these people to do away with him, it occurred to me that he
probably wouldn't live out the year. I'm surprised, frankly,
that he did.

The Chairman. Whare was this party?

Mr. Atwood. Just outside of Havanna near the Havanna

TOR=SPORET
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Country Club.

The Chairman. At whose house?

Mr. Atwood. I don't recall whose house it was. It was
some wealthy Cubans or Americans, I don't recall the name.

Senator Tower. You said they actually were identified
as CIA people?

Mr. Atwood. I was told later that one of them was a CIA
person.

Senator Tower. But you had no confirmation?

Mr. Atwood. I had no way of knowing. I wouldn't testify

The Chairman. This was the discussion among certain rich
Cubans and Americans?

Mr. Atwood. And Americans. They wers saying we are goin
to do away with this man, he's a maniac and --

The Chairman. I know. But did that discussion in 1959
that you heard identify the CIA as the Agency for handling the
assassination?

Mr. Atwood. I was told by one of the people at the party
that a CIA man was present at the party.

The Chairman. That's all. The discussion generally
related to assassination?

Mr. Atwood. Very spacifically to assassination.

The Chairman. But it related to assassinations generally
It did not relate to any connection betwaen the United States

government or the CIA and an assassination plot?

TERERECRET
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Mr. Atwood. No, it didn't.

Mr. Schwarz. Did some Cubans tell you during your
discussions that Castro knew that afforts had been made to
assassinate him?

Mr. Atwood. Oh, ves.

I was back in Cuba in 1970 and they were, I believe,
convinced of this fact that there were continuous efforts being
made.

Senator Baker. What was the question, Fritz?

Mr. Schwarz. Whether some Cubans told him that Castro knew
that efforts had been made to assassinate him.

Senator Baker. When was this?

Mr. Schwarz. His testimony was in 1970 he was told that.

Mr. Atwood. I was invited down there in 1970 and I was
told that in 1970 and I was told that again, and I have been
in touch with the Cubans at the UN since then from time to time
and again they keep saying this.

Senator Baker. We've got a warning for a roll call. Could
you stay just a few more minutes until we come back?

Mr. Atwood. Certainly.

(A brief racess was taken.)

The Chairman. Let's go back on the record, and save time,
because I think Senator Baker had another question.

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

You indicated, I believe, that you heard in 1970 in Cuba

T QEGRGRET
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conversations about what Castro knew of alleged attempts on
his life, is that correct?

Mr. Atwood. Yes.

Senator Baker. Could you give me a little more informatic
about that, Mr. Ambassador?

Mr. Atwood. I went down there at the invitation of the
Cuban-U.S. mission with whom I pickad up some relations, not
because I had any idea they would impress me with their
achievements, but because I had had these conversations and I
expraessed the desire to see my old friend Lochuga again and
so my wife and I wen£ down.

And while we spent several days down there, this came up
on several occasions, and they said, well, there is no questior
but that the CIA had been conducing raids, continuous raids
on Cuba from Florida and Grand Turk Island and that they had
tried to assassinate Fidel.

So I -~

Senator Baker. I assume Fidel knew that if they knew
that.

Mr. Atwood. Of course he would know about it.

Senator Baker. Did they give you any more information
about that other than the gensesral statement?

Mr. Atwood. I said, well, no and they had produced at
Press Conferences prior to that, they had produced evidence and

pieces of equipment which could have come £rom anywhere, G.T.

TERSBORET
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anything, but they were convinced in their own mind that this
had happened. And my only response was, I said I really
haven't been in the government now for some time and I just finc
it very hard to believe. I think that what might be happening
is that some free-lancers, that is, Cuban exiles, might be
engaged, could possibly be engaged or something like that, but

Senator Baker. How did they react to that suggestion?

Mr. Atwood. They just smiled knowingly. It was under-
standable. In Communist countries, you know, once you're in a
company you don't ever leave it. They might have been leftover
part-time help from the Bay of Pigs, but as far as they were
concerned, this was ordered and orchestrated from Washington.

I personally find it hard to believe, but at this point,

I don't know.

Senator Baker. Well, I think it's beyond dispute in this
record that it was in fact orchestrated from Washington time anc
again.

What I am reaching for is how much of that information mig!
be available to Castro, particularly: whether you heard any
conversation by any Cuban about any possible past retaliationms
or future retaliations?

Mr. Atwood. Retaliations?

Senator Baker. For thes attempts on Castro's life against

the United States.

ToPEeRET
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Mr. Atwood. Oh, no, never.

Senator Baker. Or against any person in the United States

We have some information that there was a published
interview with Castro saying he was aware of the CIA attempts
on his life and if they didn't stop he was going to have to
take maasures or take steps of some sort.

Mr., Atwood. No, I naver hesard anything like that down
there. On the contrary, the question of look how we treat you
Americans and you won't even let our people out of New York
City.

Senator Baker. I noticed in an interview on Barbara
Walters on the Today show, I beliesve, that Castro indicated tha
he knew all about the CIA efforts and offered to help this
Committee or to give us information about it.

Mr. Atwood. That would be very interesting.

Senator Baker. How would we go about that?

Mr. Atwood. Well, I suppose there are channels.

Senator Baker. Could you help us?

Mr. Atwood. We have alrsady tried. As a newspaper, we
have offerad to go down there and get the evidence and
publish it, but we were told to write a letter and they would
see what they could do.

Senator Baker. Do you think it is likely that they would
give us any information if we requested it?

Mxr. Atwood. I know that the Cuban delegate to the UN, Mr.

TSRS ORET





[image: image17.png]Ptione {Area 202) 544-6G00

WARD & PAUL

410 First Street, S.E., Washington, D.C. 20003

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

17

Tiotilli¢ LaCosta, who was very high in various kinds of
organizations in Cuba, whatever their CIA is, I'm sure he was
in that. I'm sure he knows all about this. He could conceivat
be approached. I think it would be worth trying. He's a very
personable -- I don't know. Hea'd have to get orders, he'd have
to get instructions from Havanna. I don't know.

Senator Baker. Did you ever hear any conversation among
responsible Cubans that relates the Kennedy assassination to
the assassination attempts against Castro?

Mr. Atwood. Never, naver.

I felt that there was a genuine feeling on Castro's part
that he could have gotten along with Kennedy, I think, because
he told Jean Danial, this French correspondant who was present
with him at the time of the assassination, he told me later tha
he was very upset and said it's too bad bacause I think he and
I could have gotten along.

That is hearsay. That is what Daniel +told me.

The Chairman. Just one question.

During the period you were attempting to establish a
channel of communication with Castro, and getting responses tha
were not discouraging, did you keep the State Department advise
of those responses, or did you deal directly with the White
House?

Mr. Atwood. Well I kept Stevenson involved, which was,

as far as I was concerned, the State Department. He was my

TP T
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superior. The chain of command would go from him to the
Assistant Secretary of State for IO. I don't think he went
there. I think this was all classified Top Secret and I think
the only people involved were Stevenson, the President,
Harriman, Robert Kennedy, Bundy, Chase, myself and of course
Lisa Howard, who was sort of tha go between.

The Chairman. Do you have any reason to believe the
Secretary of State, Mr. Rusk, was advised of the response you
were receiving from the Cubans?

Mr. Atwood. It is possible he was not, possible, because,
as I mentioned earlier, someone, I think Stevenson, or someone
I quoted was stating that the President was much more in favor
of this sort of thing than the State Department would have
been.

The Chairman. Well, the reason I ask you that question
is we just had testimony from Secretary Rusk at which he said
he was aware of the effort that was made periodically to
establish better relations with Fidel Castre, but that every
overture that we made in that diraction received no affirmative
response. Yet your descriptinn of your exchange with Mr,
Lachuga. suggests that you were receiving a rather encouraging
response.

Mr. Atwood. Yes, which leads me to believe that Stevenson
was probably talking directly to the White House and not

through the State Department.

TQinSlORE T
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The Chairman. One more question.

Mr. Schwarz. At the time you were pursuing Mr. LaChuga,
Mr. Daniel the journalist, went to Cuba and met with Castro
himself. Prior to going to Cuba, in order to meet with Mr.
Castro, did the journalist, Jean Daniel, meet with President
Kennedy in the White House?

Mr. Atwood. Yes, I believe he did. I arranged an
appointment with Bundy, I know, and I think Bundy then talked
with the President.

The Chairman. Any further questions?

Senator Baker. Mr. Chairman, I might just say, not as a
question but as further explanation, we have in some of the
documentation I can't locats, a study by the CIA to try to
determine how much Castro might have known about our attempts
on his life, and that is why I was reaching for whatever

information you could give us. I wasn't trying -~

Mr. Atwood. I realize that. I don't know what the reasons

might be for withholding it if they have it. I don't know.
Maybe no one has asked them.

Sanator Baker. Thank you.

The Chairman. Thank you for coming, Mr. Atwood. Your
testimony is another brick in this wall, and it's helpful.

Senator Baker. It's also a record, the shortest witness
we've had so far.

(Whereupon at 4:47 o'clock p m., the Committee proceeded
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The C.I.A. on the C.I.A.: A Scathing View

Washington, Feb. 21 – Following are excerpts from "The Inspector General's Survey of the Cuban Operation," a highly critical internal inquiry into the Central Intelligence Agency's Bay of Pigs invasion in 1961.  The 150-page report, written in numbered sections, was one or the most secret documents of the cold war. It was released under the Freedom of Information Act to the National Security Archive, a nonprofit group that collects and publishes declassified Government reports.
31.  The agency committed at least four-extremely serious mistakes in planning:

a.  Failure to subject the project, especially in its latter frenzied stages, to a cold and objective appraisal by the best operating talent available, particularly by those not involved in the operation, such as the Chief of Operations and the chiefs of the Senior Staffs.  Had this been done, the two following mistakes (b and c, below) might have been avoided.

b.  Failure to advise the President, at: an appropriate time, that success had become dubious and to recommend that the operation be therefore canceled and that the problem of unseating Castro be restudied.

c.  Failure to recognize that the project had become overt and that the military effort had become too large to be handled by the agency alone.

d. Failure to reduce successive project plans to formal papers and to leave copies of them with the President and his advisers and to request specific written approval and confirmation thereof.

32. Timely and objective scrutiny of the operation in the months before the invasion, including study of all available intelligence, would have demonstrated to agency officials that the clandestine paramilitary operations had almost totally failed, that there was no controlled and responsive underground movement ready to rally to the invasion force, and that Castro's ability both to fight back and to roll up the internal opposition must be very considerably upgraded.

33. It would also have raised the question of why the United States should contemplate pitting 1,500 soldiers, however well trained and armed, against an enemy vastly superior in number and armament on a terrain which offered nothing but vague hope of significant local support.  It might also have suggested that the agency's responsibility in the operation should be drastically revised and would certainly have revealed that there was no real plan for the post-invasion period, whether for success or failure. . . .

37.  Cancellation would have been embarrassing.  The brigade could not have been held any longer in a ready status, probably could not have been held at all.  Its members would have spread their disappointment far and wide.  Because of multiple security leaks in this huge operation, the world already knew about the preparations, and the Government's and the agency's embarrassment would have been public.

38.  However, cancellation would have averted failure, which brought even more embarrassment, carried death and misery to hundreds, destroyed millions of dollars' worth of U.S. property, and seriously damaged U.S. prestige. . . .

40.  It is beyond the scope at this report to suggest what U.S. action might have been taken to consolidate victory, but we can confidently assert that the agency had no intelligence evidence that Cubans in significant numbers could or would join the invaders or that there was any kind of an effective and cohesive resistance movement under anybody's control. let alone the agency's, that could have furnished internal leadership for an uprising in support of the invasion.  The consequences of a successful lodgment, unless overtly supported by U.S. armed forces, were dubious. . . .

41.  The choice was between retreat without honor and a gamble between ignominious defeat and dubious victory.  The agency chose to gamble, at rapidly decreasing odds.

42.  The project had lost its covert nature by November 1960.  As it continued to grow, operational security became more and more diluted.  For more than three months before the invasion the American press was reporting, often with some accuracy, on the recruiting and training of Cubans.  Such massive preparations could only be laid to the U.S.  The agency's name was freely linked with these activities. Plausible denial was a pathetic illusion. (New York Times, February 22, 1998)
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