
Chapter 3 

Summaq of Findings, Conclusions, 
and Recommendations 

As directed by the President, the Commission has investigated the 
role and authority of the CIA, the adequacy of the internal controls 
and external supervision of the Agency, and its significant domestic 
activities that raise questions of compliance with the ,limits on its 
statutory authority. This chapter summarizes the findings and con- 
clusions of the Commission and sets forth its recommendations. 

A. Summary of Charges and Findings 

The initial public charges were that the CIA’s domestic activities 
had involved : 

1. Large-scale spying on American citizens in the United States 
by the CIA, whose responsibility is foreign intelligence. 

2. Keeping dossiers on large numbers of American citizens. 
3. Aiming these activities at Americans who have expressed 

their disagreement with various government policies. 
These initial charges were subsequently supplemented by others 

including allegations that the CIA: 
-Had intercepted and opened personal mail in the United 

States for 20 years; 
-Had infiltrated domestic dissident groups and otherwise 

intervened in domestic politics ; 
-Had engaged in illegal wiretaps and break-ins; and, 
-Had improperly assisted other government agencies. 

In addition, assertions have been made ostensibly linking the CIA 
to the assassination of President John F. Kennedy. 

It became clear from the public reaction to these charges that the 
secrecy in which the Agency nesessarily operates, combined with the 
allegations of wrongdoing, had contributed to widespread public mis- 
understanding of the Agency’s actual practices. 

(9) 
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B detailed analysis of the facts has convinced the Commission that 
the great majority of the CIA’s domestic activities comply with its 
statutory authority. 

Nevertheless, over the 28 years of its history, the CIA has engaged 
in some activities that should be criticized and not permitted to hap- 
pen again-both in light of the limits imposed on the Agency by law 
and as a matter of public policy. 

Some of these activities were initiated or ordered by Presidents, 
either directly or indirectly. 

Some of them fall within the doubtful area between responsibilities 
delegated to the CIA by Congress and the National Security Council 
on the one hand and activities specifically prohibited to the Agency 
on the other. 

Some of them Kere plainly unlawful and constituted improper 
invasions upon the rights of Americans. 

The Agency’s own recent actions, undertaken for the most part in 
1973 and 1974, have gone far to terminate the activities upon which 
this investigation has focused. The recommendations of the Commis- 
sion are designed to clarify areas of doubt concerning the Agency’s 
authority, to strengthen the Agency’s structure, and to guard against 
recurrences of these improprieties. 

B. The CIA’s Role and Authority (Chapters 4-6) 

Findings 

The Central Intelligence Agency was established by the National 
Security Act of 1947 as the nation’s first comprehensive peacetime 
foreign intelligence service. The objective was to provide the President 
with coordinated intelligence, which the country lacked prior to the 
attack on Pearl Harbor. 

The Director of Central Intelligence reports directly to the Presi- 
dent. The CIA receives its policy direction and guidance from the Xa- 
tional Security Council, composed of the President? the Vice President, 
and the Secretaries of State and Defense. 

The statute directs the CL4 to correlate, evaluate, land disseminate 
intelligence obtained from United States intelligence agencies, and 
to perform such other functions related to intelligence as the Xational 
Security Council directs. Recognizing that the CIA would be dealing 
with sensitive, secret materials, Congress made the Director of Cen- 
tral Intelligence responsible for protecting intelligence sources and 
methods from unauthorized disclosure. 

At the same time, Congress sought to assure the American public 
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that it was not establishing a secret police which would threaten the 
civil liberties of Americans. It specifically forbade the CIA from 
exercising “police, subpoena, or lawenforcement. powers or internal 
security functions.” The CL1 was not to replace the Federal I3ureau of 
Investigation in conducting domestic activities to investigate crime ox 
internal subversion. 

Although Congress contemplated that the focus of the CIA would 
be on foreign intelligence, it understood that some of its activities 
would be conducted within the United States. The CIA necessarily 
maintains its headquarters here, procures logistical support, recruits 
and trains employees, tests equipment, and conducts other domestic 
activities in support of its foreign intelligence mission. It makes nec- 
essary investigations in the United States to maintain the security of its 
facilities and personnel. 

Additionally, it has been understood from the beginning that the 
CL4 is permitted to collect foreign intelligence-that is, information 
concerning foreign capabilities, intentions, and activities-from ,4mer- 
ican citizens within this country by overt means. 

Determining the legal propriety of domestic activities of the CIA 
requires the application of the law to the particular facts involved. 
This task involves consideration of more than the National Security 
act and the directives of the Kational Security Council ; Constitutional 
and other statutory provisions also circumscribe the domestic activi- 
ties of the CIA. ,4mong the applicable Constitutional provisions are 
the First Amendment, protecting freedom of speech, of the press, and 
of peaceable assenlbly : and the Fourth Amendment, prohibiting un- 
reasonable searches and seizures. Among the statutory provisions are 
those which limit such activities as electronic eavesdropping and 
interception of the mails. 

The precise scope of many of these statutory and Constitutional pro- 
visions is not easily stated. The National Security Act in particular 
was drafted in broad terms in order to provide flexibility for the CIA 
to ladapt to changing intelligence needs. Such critical phrases as “in- 
ternal security functions:’ are left undefined. The meaning of the Di- 
rector’s responsibility to protect intelligence sources and methods from 
unauthorized disclosure has also been a subject of uncertainty. 

The word “foreign” appears nowhere in the statutory grant of 
authority, though it has always been understood that the CIA’s mission 
is limited to matters related to foreign intelligence. This apparent stat- 
utory ambiguity, although not posing problems in practice, has 
troubled members of the public who read the statute without having 
the benefit of the legislative history and the instructions to the CIA 
from the Sational Security Council. 
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Conclusions 

The. taridcnce within the scope of this inquiry tloes not intlicate that 
fundamental rewriting of the Sational Security Act is either necessary 
or appropriate. 

The evidence does demonstrate the need for some statutory and atl- 
niinistrati\-e clarification of the role and function of the Agency. 

Ambiguities ha\-e been partially resl)onsible for son1e, thouyh Ilot 

all. of the ALgency’s deviations within the I-nited States from its 
assigned mission. In sonic cases. reasonable persons will differ as to 

the lawfulness of the activity : in others. the absence of clear guidelines 
as to its authority deprived the ,~pency of :I means of resisting prcs- 

sures to engage in acti\-itirs which now appear to us improper. 
Greater public awareness of the limits of the VI-~‘S domestic author- 

ity would do much to rcassure the American people. 
The requisite clarification can best he accoml~lishecl ((I) through 

a specific amendment clarifying the Sational Security Act, provision 
which delineates the permissible scope of CIA activities. as set. forth 
in Rccommrndation 1. and (6) through issuance of an Executive 
Order further limiting domestic activities of the CIA. as set forth in 
Recommendation C?. 

Recommendation (1) 
Section 403 of the National Security Act of 1947 should be 

amended in the form set forth in Appendix VI to this Report. 
These amendments, in summary, would: 

a. Make explicit that the CIA’s activities must be related to 
foreign intelligence. 

b. Clarify the responsibility of the CIA to protect intelli- 
gence sources and methods from unauthorized disclosure. 
(The Agency would be responsible for protecting against un- 
authorized disclosures within the CIA, and it would be re- 
sponsible for providing guidance and technical assistance to 
other agency and department heads in protecting against un- 
authorized disclosures within their own agencies and de- 
partments.) 

c. Confirm publicly the CIA’s existing authority to collect 
foreign intelligence from willing sources within the United 
States, and, except as specified by the President in a pub- 
lished Executive Order,’ prohibit the CIA from collection ef- 

1 The Executive Order authorized by thia statute should recognize that when the collection of 
foreign intelligence from persons who are not United States citizens results in the incidental 
acquisition of information from unknowing citizens, the Agency should be permitted to make 
appropriate use or disposition of such information. Such collection activities must be directed 
at foreign intelligence sources. and the involvement of American citizens must be incidental. 
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forts within the United States directed at securing foreign 
intelligence from unknowing American citizens. 

Recommendation (2) 
The President should by Executive Order prohibit the CIA from 

the collection of information about the domestic activities of 
United States citizens (whether by overt or covert means), the 
evaluation, correlation, and dissemination of analyses or re- 
ports about such activities, and the storage of such information, 
with exceptions for the following categories of persons or ac- 
tivities : 

a. Persons presently or formerly affiliated, or being con- 
sidered for affiliation, with the CIA, directly or indirectly, 
or others who require. clearance by the CIA to receive classi- 
fied information; 

b. Persons or activities that pose a clear threat to CIA fa- 
cilities or personnel, provided that proper coordination with 
the FBI is accomplished ; 

c. Persons suspected of espionage or other illegal activi- 
ties relating to foreign intelligence, provided that proper co- 
ordination with the FBI is accomplished. 

d. Information which is received incidental to appropriate 
CIA activities may be transmitted to an agency with appro- 
priate jurisdiction, including law enforcement agencies. 

Collection of information from normal library sources such as 
newspapers, books, magazines and other such documents is not 
to be affected by this order. 

Information currently being maintained which is inconsistent 
with the order should be destroyed at the conclusion of the cur- 
rent congressional investigations or as soon thereafter as per- 
mitted by law. 

The CIA should periodically screen its files and eliminate all 
material inconsistent with the order. 

The order should be issued after consultation with the National 
Security Council, the Attorney General, and the Director of Cen- 
tral Intelligence. Any modification of the order would be per- 
mitted only through published amendments. 

C. Supervision and Control of the CIA 

I. External Controls (Chapter 7) 

Findings 

The CIA is subject to supervision and control by various executive 
agencies and by the Congress. 
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Congress has established special procedures for review of the CIA 
and its secret, budget within four small subconnnittees.2 Historically, 
these subcommittees have been composed of members of Con- 
gress with many other demands on their time. The CIA has not as a 
general rule received detailed scrutiny by the Congress. 

The principal bodies within the %xecutive Branch performing a 
supervisory or control function are the Kational Security Council, 
which gives the CIA its policy direction and control; the Office of 
Management and Budget. which reviews the CIA’s budget in much 
the same fashion as it reviews budgets of other government agencies; 
and the President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board, which is 
composed of distinguished citizens, serving part time in a general 
advisory function for the President on the quality of the gathering 
and interpretation of intelligence. 

None of these agencies has the specific responsibility of overseeing 
the CIA to determine whet,her its activities are proper. 

The Department of *Justice also exercises an oversight role, through 
its power to initiate prosecutions for criminal ‘misconduct. For a 
period of over 20 years? how-ever, an agreement existed between the 
Department of Justice and the CTA providing that the Agency was 
to investigate allegations of crimes by CIA employees or agents which 
involved Governments money or property or might. involve operational 
security. If7 following the investigat.ion, the Agency determined that 
there was 110 reasonable basis to believe a crime had been committed. 
or that operational security aspects precluded prosecution, the case 
was not referred to the Depart,ment, of ?Justice. 

The Commission has found nothing to indicate t,hat the CIA 
abused the function given it by the agreement. The agreement, how- 
ever, involved the Agency directly in forbidden law enforcement a&v- 
ities, and represented an abdication by the Department of Justice 
of its statutory responsibilities. 

Conclusions 

Some iniprovement in the congressional oversight system would be 
helpful. The problem of providing adequate oversight and control 
while maintaining essent,ial security is not easily resolved. Several 
knowledgeIable witnesses pointed to the ,Joint Committee 011 ,Qtomic 
Energy as an appropriate model for congressional oversight of the 
Agency. That Commit.tee has had an excellent record of providing 
effective oversight while avoiding breaches of security in a highly 
sensitive area. 

a Subcommittees of the Appropriations Committees and the Armed Services Committees 
of the two houses. 
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One of the underlying causes of the problems conflronting the 
CIA arises out of the pervading atmosphere of secrecy in which its 
activities have been conducted in the past. One aspect of this has been 
the secrecy of the budget. 

A new body is needed to provide oversight of the Agency within 
the Executive Branch. Because of the need to preserve security, the 
CIA is not subject to the usual constraints of audit, judicial review, 
publicity or open congressional budget review and oversight. Con- 
sequently, its operations require additional external control. The au- 
thority assigned the job of supervising the CIA must be given sufficient 
power and significance to assure the public of effective supervision. 

The situation whereby the Agency determined whether its own 
employees would be prosecuted must not be permitted to recur. 

Recommendation (3) 
The President should recommend to Congress the establishment 

of a Joint Committee on Intelligence to assume the oversight role 
currently played by the Armed Services Committees.3 

Recommendation (4) 
Congress should give careful consideration to the question 

whether the budget of the CIA should not, at least to some ex- 
tent, be made public, particularly in view of the provisions of 
Article I, Section 9, Clause 7 of the Constitution.’ 

Recommendation (5) 
a. The functions of the President’s Foreign Intelligence Advi- 

sory Board should be expanded to include oversight of the CIA. 
This expanded oversight board should be composed of distin- 
guished citizens with varying backgrounds and experience. It 
should be headed by a full-time chairman and should have a full- 
time staff appropriate to its role. Its functions related to the CIA 
should include : 

1. Assessing compliance by the CIA with its statutory 
authority. 

2. Assessing the quality of foreign intelligence collection. 
3. Assessing the quality of foreign intelligence estimates. 
4. Assessing the quality of the organization of the CIA. 
5. Assessing the quality of the management of the CIA. 
6. Making recommendations with respect to the above sub- 

jects to the President and the Director of Central Intelli- 
gence, and, where appropriate, the Attorney General. 

3 See statement by Commissioner Griswold. Chwkr 7. 
“‘No Money shall be drawn from the Treasurr. but in Consequence of Approprktions made 

by Law: md a regular Skkment and Account of the Receipts and Expenditures of alI pnblie 
Money shall be published from time k time.” 
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b. The Board should have access to all information in the CIA. 
It should be authorized to audit and investigate CIA expenditures 
and activities on its own initiative. 

c. The Inspector General of the CIA should be authorized to 
report directly to the Board, after having notified the Director of 
Central Intelligence, in cases he deems appropriate. 

Recammendation (6) 
The Department of Justice and the CIA should establish writ- 

ten guidelines for the handling of reports of criminal violations 
by employees of the Agency or relating to its affairs. These guide- 
lines should require that the criminal investigation and the deci- 
sion whether to prosecute be made by the Department of Justice, 
after consideration of Agency views regarding the impact of pros- 
ecution on the national security. The Agency should be permitted 
to conduct such investigations as it requires to determine whether 
its operations have been jeopardized. The Ageny should scrupu- 
lously avoid exercise of the prosecutorial function. 

2. Internal Controls (Chapter 8) 

Findings 

The Director’s duties in administering the intelligence community, 
handling relations with other components of the government, and 
passing on broad questions of policy leave him little time for day-to- 
day supervision of the Agency. Past studies have noted the need for 
the Director to delegate greater responsibility for the administration 
of the Agency to the Deputy Director of Central Intelligence. 

In recent years, the position of Deputy Director has been occupied 
by a high-ranking military officer, with responsibilities for maintain- 
ing liaison with the Department of Defense, fostering the Agency’s 
rel,ationship with the military services, and providing top CIA man- 
agement with necessary experience and skill in understanding particu- 
lar intelligence requirements of the military. Generally speaking, the 
Deputy Directors of Central Intelligence have not been heavily 
engaged in administration of the Agency. 

Each of the four directorates within the CIA-Operations, Intel- 
ligence, Administration, and Science and Technology-is hea.ded by 
a deputy director who reports to the Director and Deputy Director 
of Central Intelligence. These four deputies, together with certain 
other top Agency officials such as the Comptroller, form the Agency 
Management Committee, which makes many of the administrative and 
management decisions affecting more than one directorate. 
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Outside the chain of command, the primary internal mechanism for 
keeping the Agency within bounds is the Inspector General. The size 
of,this office was recently sharply reduced, and its previous practice 
of making regular reviews of various Agency departments was ter- 
minated. At the present time, the activities of the office are almost 
entirely concerned with coordinating Agency responses to the various 
investigating bodies, and with various t.ypes of employee grievances. 

The Office of General Counsel has on occasion played an impor- 
tant role in preventing or terminating Agency activities in viola- 
tion of law, but many of the questionable or unlawful activities dis- 
cussed in this report were not brought to the attention of this office. 
A certain parochialism may have resulted from the fact that attor- 
neys in the office have little or no legal experience outside the Agency. 
It is important that the Agency receive the best possible legal advice 
on the often difficult and unusual situations which confront it. 

Conclusions 
In the final analysis, the proper functioning of the Agency must 

depend in large part on the character of the Director of Central 
Intelligence. 

The best assurance against misuse of the Agency lies in the appoint- 
ment to that position of persons with the judgment, courage, and 
independence to resist improper pressure and importuning, whether 
from the White House, within the Agency or elsewhere. 

Compartmentation within the Agency, although certainly appro- 
priate for security reasons, has sometimes been carried to extremes 
which prevent proper supervision and control. 

The Agency must rely on the discipline and integrity of the men 
and women it employs. Many of the activities we have found to be 
improper or unlawful were in fact questioned by lower-level employees. 
Bringing such situations to the attention of upper levels of manage- 
ment is one of the purposes of a system of internal controls. 

Recommendation (7) 
a. Persons appointed to the position of Director of Central 

Intelligence should be individuals of stature, independence, and 
integrity. In making this appointment, consideration should be 
given to individuals from outside the career service of the CIA, 
although promotion from within should not be barred. Experi- 
ence in intelligence service is not necessarily a prerequisite for 
the position; management and administrative skills are at least 
as important as the technical expertise which can always be 
found in an able deputy. 

b. Although the Director serves at the pleasure of the President, 
no Director should serve in that position for more than 10 years. 
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Recommendation (8) 
a. The Office of Deputy Director of Central Intelligence should 

be reconstituted to provide for two such deputies, in addition to 
the four heads of the Agency’s directorates. One deputy would 
act as the administrative officer, freeing the Director from day-to- 
day management duties. The other deputy should be a military 
officer, serving the functions of fostering relations with the mili- 
tary and providing the Agency with technical expertise on mili- 
tary intelligence requirements. 

b. The advice and consent of the Senate should be required for 
the appointment of each Deputy Director of Central Intelligence. 

Recommendation (9) 
a. The Inspector General should be upgraded to a status equiva- 

lent to that of the deputy directors in charge of the four director- 
ates within the CIA. 

b. The Office of Inspector General should be staffed by outstand- 
ing, experienced officers from both inside and outside the CIA, 
with ability to understand the various branches of the Agency. 

c. The Inspector General’s duties with respect to domestic CIA 
activities should include periodic reviews of all offices within the 
United States. He should examine each office for compliance with 
CIA authority and regulations as well as for the effectiveness of 
their programs in implementing policy objectives. 

d. The Inspector General should investigate all reports from 
employees concerning possible violations of the CIA statute. 

e. The Inspector General should be given complete access to all 
information in the CIA relevant to his reviews. 

f. An effective Inspector General’s office will require a larger 
staff, more frequent reviews, and highly qualified personnel. 

g. Inspector General reports should be provided to the National 
Security Council and the recommended executive oversight body. 
The Inspector General should have the authority, when he deems 
it appropriate, after notifying the Director of Central Intelli- 
gence, to consult with the executive oversight body on any CIA 
activity (see Recommendation 5). 

Recommendation (10) 
a. The Director should review the composition and operation 

of the Office of General Counsel and the degree to which this 
office is consulted to determine whether the Agency is receiving 
adequate legal assistance and representation in view of current 
requirements. 

b. Consideration should be given to measures which would 
strengthen the office’s professional capabilities and resources in- 
cluding, among other things, (1) occasionally departing from the 
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existing practice of hiring lawyers from within the Agency to 
bring in seasoned lawyers from private practice as well as to hire 
la-v school graduates without prior CIA experience; (2) occa- 
sionally assigning Agency lawyers to serve a tour of duty else- 
where in the government to expand their experience; (3) encourag- 
ing lawyers to participate in outside professional activities. 

Recommendation (II) 

To a degree consistent with the need for security, the CIA 
should be encouraged to provide for increased lateral movement 
of personnel among the directorates and to bring persons with 
outside experience into the Agency at all levels. 

Recommendation (12) 

a. The Agency should issue detailed guidelines for its em- 
ployees further specifying those activities within the United 
States which are permitted and those which are prohibited by 
statute, Executive Orders, and NSC and DC1 directives. 

b. These guidelines should also set forth the standards which 
govern CIA activities and the general types of activities which 
are permitted and prohibited. They should, among other things, 
specify that : 

-Clandestine collection of intelligence directed against 
United States citizens is prohibited except as specifically 
permitted by law or published Executive Order. 

-Unlawful methods or activities are prohibited. 
-Prior approval of the DC1 shall be required for any 

activities which may raise questions of compliance with the 
law or with Agency regulations. 

c. The guidelines should also provide that employees with in- 
formation on possibly improper activities are to bring it promptly 
to the attention of the Director of Central Intelligence or the 
Inspector General. 

D. Significant Areas of Investigation 

Introduction 

Domestic activities of the CIA raising substantial questions of com- 
pliance with the law have been closely examined by the Commission 
to determine the context in which they were performed, the pressures 
of the times, the relationship of the activity to the Agency’s foreign 
intelligence assignment and to other CIA activities, the procedures 
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used to authorize and conduct the activity, and the extent and effect 
of the activity. 

In describing and assessing each such activity, it has been necessary 
to consider both that activity’s relationship to the legitimate national 
security needs of the nation and the threat such activities might pose 
to individual rights of Americans and to a society founded on the 
need for government, as well as private citizens, to obey the law. 

1. The CIA’s Mail Intercepts (Chapter 9) 

Findings 

At the time the CIA came into being, one of the highest national 
intelligence priorities was to gain an understanding of the Soviet 
Cnion and its worldwide activities affecting our national security. 

In this context. the CIA began in 1952 a program of surveying mail 
between the t7nitecl States and the Soviet Union as it passed through 
a Xe\v York postal facility. In 1953 it began opening some of this mail. 
The program was expanded over the following t.wo decades and ulti- 
mately involved the opening of many letters and the analysis of en- 
velopes, or “covers,” of a great many more letters. 

The New York mail intercept, was designed to attempt to identify 
persons within the United States who were cooperating,with the Soviet 
Union and its intelligence forces to harm the United States. It was 
also intended to determine technical communications procedures and 
mail censorship techniques used by the Soviets. 

The Director of the Central Intelligence Agency approved com- 
mencement of the Sew York ma.il intercept in 1952. During the en- 
suing years, so far as the record shows, Postmasters General Summer- 
field, Day, and Blount were informed of the program in varying de- 
grees, as was Attorney General Mitchell. Since 1958, the FBI was 
aware of this program and rec.eived 5’i,OOO items from it. 

A 1962 CIA memorandum indicates the Agency was aware that the 
mail openings would be viewed as violating federal criminal laws pro- 
hibiting obstruction or delay of the mails. 

In the last year before the termination of this program, out of 
4,350,OOO items of mail sent to and from the Soviet Union, the New 
York intercept examined the outside of 2!.300.000 of these items, 
photographed 33,000 envelopes, and opened 8,700. 

The mail intercept was terminated in 1973 when the Chief Postal In- 
spector refused to allow its continuation without an up-to-date high- 
level approval. 

The CL4 also ran much smaller mail intercepts for brief periods 
in San Francisco between 1969 and 1971 and in the territory of Hawaii 
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during 1954 and 195.5. For n short period in 1957. mail in transit 
between foreign countries w-ns iiitcrccpted in Sew Orleans. 

Cod usions 

While in operation, the CI,$‘s domestic mail opening programs 
were unlawful. I-nited States statutes specifically forbid opening the 
mail. 

The mail openings also raise Constitutional questions under the 
Fourth Amendment guarantees against unreasonable search, and 
the scope of the Sew York project poses possible difficulties with the 
Fi’rst Amendment rights of speech and press. 

Mail cover operations (examinin, v and copying of envelopes only) 
are legal when carried out in compliance with postal regulations on 
a limited and selective basis involving matters of national security. 
The New York mail intercept did not meet these criteria. 

The nature and degree of assistance given by the CIA to the FBI 
in the New York mail project indicate that the CIA’s primary pnr- 
pose eventually became pa.rt.icipation with the FBI in internal security 
functions. Accordingly, the CIA’s part,icipation was prohibited unde’r 
the National Security Act. 

Recommendation (13) 

a. The President should instruct the Director of Central In- 
telligence that the CIA is not to engage again in domestic mail 
openings except with express statutory authority in time of war. 
(See also Recommendation 23.) 

b. The President should instruct the Director of Central Intelli- 
gence that mail couer examinations are to be in compliance with 
postal regulations; they are to be undertaken only in furtherance 
of the CIA’s legitimate activities and then only on a limited and 
selected basis clearly involving matters of national security. 

2. Intelligence Community Coordination (Chapter IO) 

Findings 

As a result of growing domestic disorder, the Department of Justice, 
starting in 1967 at the direction of Att0rne.y General Ramsey Clark? 
coordinated a series of secret units and interagency groups in an effort 
to collate and evaluate intelligence relating to these events. These 
efforts cont.inued until 19’73. 

The interagency commit,tees were designed for analytic and not 



22 

operational purposes. They were created as a result of White House 
prrssurr which began in 196’i. because the FI3I perfornlcd only lim- 
ited evaluation ant1 analysis of the information it collcctetl on these 
events. The stated purpose of CIA’s participation was to supply 
relevant foreign intelligence and to furnish advice on evaluation 
techniques. 

The CIA was reluctant to become unduly involved in these commit- 
tees, which had problems of domestic unrest as tbrir principal focus. 
It repeatedly refused to assign full-time personnel to any of them. 

The most active of the connnittces was the Intelligence Evaluation 
Staff, which met from ,January 1971 to May 1973. -1 CT,\ liaison 
officer 4 attended over 100 weekly meetings of the Staff, some of which 
concerned drafts of reports which had no foreign aspects. With the 
cxcept,ion of one instance, there is no evidence that he acted in any 
capacity other than as an adviser on foreign intelligence, and, to some 
degree, as an editor. 

On one occasion the CIA liaison officer appears to have caused a 
CIA agent to gather domestic information which was reported to the 
Intelligence Evaluation Staff. 

The Commission found no evidence of other activities by the CIA 
that were conducted on behalf of the Department of Justice groups 
except for the supplying of appropriate foreign intelligence and 
advice on evaluation techniques. 

Conclusions 

The statutory prohibition on internal security functions does not 
preclude the CIA from providin, v foreign intelligence or advice on 
evaluat.ion techniques to interdepartmental intelligence evaluation 
organizations having some domestic aspects. The statute was intended 
to promote coordination, not compartmentation of intelligence 
between governmental departments. 

The attendance of the CIA liaison officer at over 100 meetings of the 
Intelligence Evaluation Staff, some of them concerned wholly with 
domestic matters, nevertheless created at least the appearance of im- 
propriety. The Director of Central Intelligence was well advised to 
approach such participation reluctantly. 

The liaison officer acted improperly in the one instance in which he 
directed an agent to gather domestic information within the United 
States which was reported to the Intelligence Evaluation Staff. 

‘The liaison officer was Chief of the CIA’s Special Operations Group which ran Opern- 
tion CHAOS, discussed in Chapter 11 of this Report. 
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Much of the probleni stemnletl front the abscncr in povernnient 
of airy organization capable of atleqtu~tely analyzing intelligence col- 
lected by t.he FBI on matters outside the purview of CIA. 

Recommendation (14) 
a. A capability should be developed within the FBI, or else- 

where in the Department of Justice, to evaluate, analyze, and co- 
ordinate intelligence and counterintelligence collected by the FBI 
concerning espionage, terrorism, and other related matters of in- 
ternal security. 

b. The CIA should restrict its participation in any joint intelli- 
gence committees to foreign intelligence matters. 

c. The FBI should be encouraged to continue to look to the CIA 
for such foreign intelligence and counter-intelligence as is rele- 
vant to FBI needs. 

3. Special Operations Group--“Operation CHAOS” 
(Chapter 11) 

Findings 

The late 1960’s and early 1970’s were marked by widespread violence 
and civil disortlers.” I>en~onstrations. n~arclies and protest assenlblies 
were frequent in a number of cities. Many universities and college 
campuses became places of disruption and unrest. Government facil- 
ities were picketed and sometimes invaded. Threats of bombing and 
bombing incidents occurred frequently. In Washington and other 
major cities, special security measures hacl to be instituted to control 
the access to public buildings. 

Responding to Presidential requests made in the face of growing 
domestic disorder, the Director of Central Intelligence in August 1967 
established a Special Operations Group within the CL1 to collect, co- 
ordinate, evaluate and report on the extent of foreign influence on 
domestic dissidence. 

The Group’s activities. which later came to be known as Operation 
CHAOS, led the CIA to collect information on dissident Americans 
from CIA field stations overseas and from the FBI. 

Although the stated purpose of the Operation was to determine 
whether there were any foreign contacts with ,1merican dissident 
groups. it resulted in the accumulation of considerable material on 
domestic tlissitlents and their activities. 

During six years, the Operation compiled some 13,000 different files, 
including files on 7,260 ,\mrrican citizens. The documents in these files 
and related mat,erials included the names of more than 300,000 persons 
and organizations, which were entered into a computerized index. 

6 See Appendix V. 
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This information was kept closely guarded within the CL4. Using 
this information. personnel of the Group prpparrd 3.500 memoranda 
for. internal use : 3,000 J~cI~oJ~:IJ~~:~ for dissemination to the FBI ; and 
37 JIICJ~OI~~JK~:I for distribution to White ITouse and other top level 
offic~ials in the go\-ernment. 

The staff assipnetl to the Operation was steadily enlarged in response 
to repeated Presidential requests for additional information, ulti- 
mately reaching a maximum of 52 in 1971. Recause of excessive isola- 
tion. the Operation was substantially insulated from meaningful I-C- 

view \vitliiu the Agency. including review by the Counterintelligence 
Staff-of \vhich the Operation was technically a part. 

Commencing in late 1969, Operation CHAOS used a number of 
agents to collect intelligence abroad on any foreign connections with 
,4merican dissident groups. In order to have sufficient “cover” for 
thesr agents, the Operation recruited persons from domestic dissident 
groups or recruited others and instructed them to associate with such 

groups in this country. 
Most of the Operation’s recruits were not directed to collect infor- 

mation domestically on American dissidents. On a number of occa- 
sions, however, such information was reported by the recruits while 
they were developing dissident credentials in the United States, and 
the information was retained in the files of the Operation. On three 
occasions. an agent of the Operation was specifically directed to collect 
domestic intelligence. 

No evidence was found that any Operation CHAOS agent used or 
was directed by the Agency to use electronic surveillance, wiretaps 
or break-ins in the United States against any dissident individual or 
group. 

Acti\-ity of the Operation decreased substantially by mid-19’72. The 
Operation was formally terminated in Biarch 1974. 

Conclusions 

Some domestic activities of Operation CHBOS unlawfully exceeded 
the CI,Q’s statutory authority, even though the declared mission of 
gathering intelligence abroad as to foreign influence on domestic dis- 
sident activities was proper. 

Most significantly, the Operation became a repository for large 
quantities of information on the domestic activities of American citi- 
ZCJIS. This information was tlerived principally from FBI reports 01 
from overt sources and not from clandestine collection by the CIA, 
and much of it was not directly related to the question of the existence 
of foreign connections. 
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It was probably necessary for the CIA to accumulate an information 
base on domestic dissident activities in order to assess fairly whether 
the activities had foreign connections. The FBI would collect infor- 
mation but would not evaluate it. But the accumulation of domes- 
tic data in the Operation exceeded what was reasonably required to 
make such an assessment and was thus improper. 

The use of agents of the Operation on three occasions to gat.her 
information within the United Stattes on strictly domestic matters was 
beyond the CIA? authority. In addition the intelligence dissemina- 
tions and those portions of a major study prepared by the Agency 
which dealt with purely domestic matters were improper. 

The isolation of Operation CHAOS I\-ithin the CIA and its inde- 
pendence from superl-isi.Jn by the regular chain of command within 
the clandestine service made it possible for the activities of the Opera- 
tion to stray over the bounds of the Agency’s authority without the 
knowledge of senior officials. The absence of any regular review of 
t,hese activities prevented timely correction of such missteps as did 
occur. 

Recommendation (15) 
a. Presidents should refrain from directing the CIA to perform 

what are essentially internal security tasks. 
b. The CIA should resist any efforts, whatever their origin, to 

involve it again in such improper activities. 
c. The Agency should guard against allowing any component 

(like the Special Operations Group) to become so self-contained 
and isolated from top leadership that regular supervision and 
review are lost. 

d. The files of the CHAOS project which have no foreign intelli- 
gence value should be destroyed by the Agency at the conclusion 
of the current congressional investigations, or as soon thereafter 
as permitted by law. 

4. Protection of the Agencg Against Threats of Vio- 

lence-Office of Security (Chapter 12) 

Findings 

The CIA was not inmlunc) from the threats of violence and disrup- 
tion during the period of domestic unrest between 1967 and 1972. The 
Office of Security was charged throughout this period with t,he respon- 
sibility of ensuring the continued functioning of the CIA. 

The Office therefore. from 1967 to 1970, had its field officers collect 
information from published materials, law enforcement authorities, 
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other agencies and college officials before recruiters were sent to some 
campuses. JIonitoring and commuiiica1 ions support was provided to 
recruiters when trouble was cspec~tetl. 

The Office was also responsible, with the approval of the Director 
of Cent.ral Intrlligence. for a program from February 196f to I>c- 
cember 1968, which at first monitored, but later infiltrated, dissident 
organizations iii the Washington. I>.(‘ ,~ area to determine if thr groul)s 
plaiined any acti\-ities against CI.1 01’ other go\-crnmcnt installations. 

Ilt no time were more than 12 persons performing these tasks, and 
they performed them on a part-time basis. The project was termi- 
nated when the JVashington Metropolitan Police Department devel- 
oped its own intelligence capability. 

In December. 1967, the Oflice began :I continuing stntly of dissident 
activity in the Ilnited States, using information from published and 
other voluntary knowledgeable sources. The Office prodlwetl weekly 
Situation Information Reports analyzing dissident activities and pro- 
viding calendars of future events. Calendars were given to the Secret 
Service. but the CIA made no other disseminations ontsitlc the A1pency. 
About 500 to 800 files were maintainctl on tlissrnting organizations 
and individuals. Thousands of names in the files were intlexed. Report 
publication was ended in late 1972: ant1 the entire project was cntlrtl 
in 1978. 

Conclusions 

The progranl under which the Office of Security rendered assistance 
to Agency recruiters on college campuses was justified as an exer- 
cise of the Agency’s responsibility to protect its own personnel and 
operations. Such support activities were not lllltl~lYtilk~ll for the pur- 

pose of protecting the facilities or 0l)erations of other governmental 
agencies, or to maintain public order or enforce laws. 

The .4gcncy shonltl not infiltrate a dissident group for security 
l)urposrs unless there is a clear danger to -1gency installations. opera- 
tions or peiwmnel. and in\.rstignti\-c co\~crngc of the threat by the 
FBI and local law enforcement authorities is inadequate. The 
.+encp’s infiltration of tlissidcnt groups in the Washington area went 
far beyond steps necessary to protect the Agency’s own facilities, per- 
sonnel and operations. ant1 therefore csceedecl the CL4’s statutory 
authority. 

Tn atltlition. the Aige~i~y iiiitlrrtooli to protect other gowrnmrnt tlc- 
partments and agencies-a police function prohibited to it by statute. 

Intelligence activity directed toward learning from what sources a 
domestic dissident group receiws its financial support within the 
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United States, and how much income it has, is no part of the authorized 
security operations of the Agency. Keithrr is it the function of the 
Agency to compile recortls on who attends peaceful meetings of such 
dissident, groups, or what each speaker has to say (unless it re1ate.s to 
liisruptive or violent activity which may be directed against the 
Agency). 

The Agency’s actions in contributing funds, photographing people, 
activities and cars. and following people home were unreasonable 
under the circumstances and therefore exceeded the CL4’s authority. 

With certain exceptions, the program under which the Office of 
Security (without infiltration) gathered, organized and analyzed 
information about dissident groups for purposes of security was 
within the CIA’s authority. 

The accumulation of reference files on dissident organizations and 
their leaders was appropriate both to evaluate the risks posed to the 
Agency and to dewlop an understanding of dissident groups and 
their differences for security clearance purposes. But the accumulation 
of information on domestic activities went beyond what was required 
by the Agency’s legitimate security needs and t.herefore exceeded the 
CIA’s authority. 

Recommendation (16) 
The CIA should not infiltrate dissident groups or other orga- 

nizations of Americans in the absence of a written determination 
by the Director of Central Intelligence that such action is neces- 
sary to meet a ,clear danger to Agency facilities, operations, or 
personnel and that adequate coverage by law enforcement agen- 
cies is unavailable. 

Recommendation (17) 
All files on individuals accumulated by the Office of Security in 

the program relating to dissidents should be identified, and, ex- 
cept where necessary for a legitimate foreign intelligence activity, 
be destroyed at the conclusion of the current congressional inves- 
tigations, or as soon thereafter as permitted by law. 

5. Other Investigations by the Office of Security (Chap- 
ter 13) 

A. Secwrit,y Clearance Investigations of Prospective 
Employees and Operatives 

Findings and Conclusions 

The Office of Security routinely conducts standard security invcsti- 
gations of persons seeking affiliation \vith the Agency. In doing so, the 



Office is performing the necessary function of screening persons to 
whom it will make available classified information. Such investigat’ions 
are necessary, and no improprieties mere found in connection with 
them. 

B. Investigations of Possible Breaches of Security 

1. Persons Investigated 

Findings 

The Office of Security has been called upon on a number of occasions 
to investigate specific allegations that intelligence sources and methods 
were threatened by unauthorized disclosures. The Commission% in- 
quiry concentrated on those investigations which used investigative 
means intruding on the privacy of the subjects, including physical and 
electronic surveillance!, unaut.horized entry, mail covers and intercepts, 
and reviews of individual federal tax returns. 

The large majority of these investigations were directed at persons 
affiliated with the Agency-such as employees, former employees, and 
defectors and other foreign nationals used by the -1pcncy as intelli- 
gence sources. 

A few investigations involving intrusions on personal privacy mere 
directed at subjects with no relationship to the -1gcncy. The Commis- 
sion has found no evidence that any such investigations were directed 
against anv congressman. judge. or otller public oflicial. Five were 
directctl against, newsmen. in an effort to tlcterminc their sources of 
leaked classified information, and nine ~crc tlirrctc(1 against other 
United States citizens. 

The CIA% investigations of newsmen to determine their sources of 
classified information stemmed from pressures from the White House 
and were partly a result of the FBI’s m~rrillingness to undertake such 
investigations. The FRI refused to l~rocecd without an advance opinion 
that t,he Justice Department would prosecute if a case were developed. 

Conclusions 

Investigations of allegations against -1gcncy employees and opera- 
tives are a reasonable exercise of the Director’s statutory duty to pro- 
tect intelligence sources and methods from unauthorized disclosure if 
the investigations arc la7vfullv condncttd. Such inrcstig::tion5 also as- 
sist the Director in the exercise of his unreviewable authority to termi- 
nate the employment of any -1gency employee. They are proper unless 
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their principal purpose becomes law-enforcement or the maintenance 
of internal security. 

The Director’s responsibility to protect intelligence sources and 
methods is not so broad as to permit investigations of persons having 
no relationship whatever with the ,‘qency. The CIA has no authority 
to investigate nen-smen simply because they have published leaked 
classified information. Investigations by the CIA should be limited 
to persons presently or formerly affiliated n-ith the Agency, clirect’ly or 
indirectly. 

Recommendation (18) 
a. The Director of Central Intelligence should issue clear guide- 

lines setting forth the situations in which the CIA is justified in 
conducting its own investigation of individuals presently or for- 
merly affiliated with it. 

b. The guidelines should permit the CIA to conduct investiga- 
tions of such persons only when the Director of Central Intelli- 
gence first determines that the investigation is necessary to 
protect intelligence sources and methods the disclosure of which 
might endanger the national security. 

c. Such investigations must be coordinated with the FBI when- 
ever substantial evidence suggesting espionage or violation of 
a federal criminal statute is discovered. 

Recommendation (19) 
a. In cases involving serious or continuing security violations, 

as determined by the Security Committee of the United States 
Intelligence Board, the Committee should be authorized to rec- 
ommend in writing to the Director of Central Intelligence (with 
a copy to the National Security Council) that the case be referred 
to the FBI for further investigation, under procedures to be devel- 
oped by the Attorney General. 

b. These procedures should include a requirement that the FBI 
accept such referrals without regard to whether a favorable pros- 
ecutive opinion is issued by the Justice Department. The CIA 
should not engage in such further investigations. 

Recommendation (20) 
The CIA and other components and agencies of the intelligence 

community should conduct periodic reviews of all classified ma- 
terial originating within those departments or agencies, with a 
view to declassifying as much of that material as possible. The 
purpose of such review would be to assure the public that it has 
access to all information that should properly be disclosed. 
Recommendation (22) 

The Commission endorses legislation, drafted with appropriate 
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safeguards of the constitutional rights of all affected individuals, 
which would make it a criminal offense for employees or former 
employees of the CIA wilfully to divulge to any unauthorized per- 
son classified information pertaining to foreign intelligence or the 
collection thereof obtained during the course of their employment. 

2. Znvestigative Techniques 

Findings 

Even an investigation within the CIA:s authority must be con- 
ducted by lawful means. Some of the past investigations by the Office 
of Security within the rnited States were conducted by means which 
were invalid at the time. Others might have been lawful when con- 
ducted. but would be impermissible today. 

Some investigations involved physical surveillance of the indi- 
viduals concerned, possibly in conjunction with other methods of in- 
vestigation. The last instance of physical surveillance by the Agency 
within the United States occurred in 1973. 

The investigation disclosed the domestic use of 32 wiretaps, the 
last in 1965 ; 32 instances of bugging. the last in 1968 ; and 12 break-ins, 
the last in 1971. Sane of these activities was conducted under a judicial 
warrant, a,nd only one with the written approval of the Attorney 
General. 

Information from the income tax records of 16 persons was obtained 
from the Internal Revenue Service by the CIA in order to help de- 
termine whether the taxpayer was a security risk with possible con- 
nect.ions to foreign groups. The CIA did not employ t.he existing 
statutory and regulatory procedures for obtaining such records from 
the IRS. 

In 91 instances. mail covers (the photographing of the front and 
back of an envelope) were employed, and in 12 instances letters were 
intercepted and opened. 

The state of the CIA records on these activities is such that it is 
often difficult to determine why the investigation occurred in the first 
place. who authorized the special coverage. and what the results were. 
Although there was testimony that these activities were frequently 
known to the Director of Central Intelligence and sometimes to the 
-4ttorney General, the files often are insufficient to confirm such 
information. 

Conclusions 

The use of physical surveillance is not unlawful unless it reaches 
the point of harassment. The unauthorized entries described were 
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illegal when conducted and would be illegal if conducted today. Like- 
wise, the review of individuals’ federal tax returns and the inter- 
ception and opening of mail violated specific statutes and regulations 
prohibiting such conduct. 

Since the constitutional and statutory constraints applicable to 
the use of electronic eavesdropping (bugs and wiretaps) hare been 
evolving over the years, the Commission deems it impractical to apply 
those changing standards on a case-by-cwxz basis. The Commission 
does believe that while some of the instances of electronic eavesdrop- 
ping were proper when conducted, many were not. To be lawful today, 
such activities would require at least the written approval of the 
Attorney Genera,1 on the basis of n finding that the national security 
is in\-olvrd and that the case has signi,ficaut foreign connections. 

Recommendation (22) 
The CIA should not undertake physical surveillance (defined 

as systematic observation) of Agency employees, contractors or 
related personnel within the United States without first obtain- 
ing written approval of the Director of Central Intelligence. 

Recommendation (23) 
In the United States and its possessions, the CIA should not 

intercept wire or oral communications (i or otherwise engage in 
activities that would require a warrant if conducted by a law en- 
forcement agency. Responsibility for such activities belongs with 
the FBI. 

Recommendation (24) 
The CIA should strictly adhere to established legal procedures 

governing access to federal income tax information. 

Recommendation (25) 
CIA investigation records should show that each investigation 

was duly authorized, and by whom, and should clearly set forth 
the factual basis for undertaking the investigation and the results 
of the investigation. 

C. Handling of Defectors 

Findings 

The Office of Security is charged with providing security for per- 
sons who hare defected to the I-nited States. Generally a defector 

BAs defined in the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, 18 U.S.C. Sets. 2510-20. 
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can be processed and placed into society in a few months, but one de- 
fector was involuntarily confined at a CIA installation for three years. 
He was held in solitary confinement under spartan living conditions. 
The CIA maintained the long confinement because of doubts about 
the bona fides of the defector. This confinement was approved by the 
Director of Central Intelligence ; and the FBI, Attorney General, 
United States Intelligence Board and selected members of Congress 
were aware to some extent, of the confinement. In one other case a 
defector was physically abused; the Director of Central Intelligence 
discharged the employee involved. 

Conclusions 

Such treatment of individuals by an agency of the IJnited States 
is unlawful. The Director of Central Intelligence and the Inspector 
General must be alert to prevent, repetitions. 

6. Involvement of the CIA in Improper Activities for 
the White House (Chapter 14) 

Findings 

During 1971. at the request of various members of the White House 
staff, the CIA provided alias documents and disguise material, a 
tape recorder, camera. film and film processing to E. Howard Hunt. 
It also prepared a psychological profile of Dr. Daniel Ellsberg. 

Some of this equipment was later used without the knowledge of 
the CIA in connection with various improper activities, including 
the entry into the office of Dr. Lewis Fielding, Ellsberg’s psychiatrist. 

Some members of the (‘1,1’s medical staff who participated in the 
preparation of the Ellsberg profile knew that one of its purposes was 
to support a public attack on Ellsbe~ ‘g. Except for this fact, the in- 
vestigation has disclosed no evidence that the CIA knew or had rea- 
son to know that the assistance it gave would be used for improper 
purposes. 

President Sisou and his staff also insisted in this period that the 
CIA turn over to the President highly classified files relating to the 
T,ebanon landings. the Bay of Pigs, the Cuban missile crisis, and 
the Vietnam War. The request was made on the ground that these 
files were needed by the President in the performance of his duties, 
but the record shows the purpose, mldisclosed to the CIA, was to 
serve the President’s personal political ends. 

The Commission has also investigated the response of the CIA 



33 

to the investigations following the Watergate arrests. Beginning in 
June 1072, the CL4 received various requests for information and 
assistance in connection Fit11 these investigations. In a number of 
instances, its responses were either incomplete or delayed and some 
materials that may or may not have contained relevant information 
were destroyed. The Commission feels that this conduct reflects poor 
judgment on the part of t,he CIA, but it has found no evidence that 
the CL4 participated in the Watergate break-in or in the post-Water- 
gate cover-up by the White House. 

Conclusions 

Providing the assistance requested by the White House, including 
the alias and disguise materials, the camera and the psychological 
profile on Ellsberg, was not related to the performance by the Agency 
of its authorized intelligence functions and was therefore improper. 

No evidence has been disclosed. however, except as noted in con- 
nection with t.he Ellsberg profile, that the CIA knew or had reason 
to know that, its assistance, would be used in connection with improper 
activities. Nor has any evidence been disclosed indicating that the 
CIA participated in the planning or carrying out of either the Field- 
ing or Watergate break-ins. The CIA apparently was unaware of the 
break-ins until they were reported in the media. 

The record does shorn, however, that individuals in the Agency 
failed to comply with the normal control procedures in providing 
assistance to E. Howard Hunt. It also shows that the Agency’s failure 
to cooperate fully with ongoing investigations following JVTatergate 
was inconsistent, with its obligations. 

Finally, the Commission concludes t.hat the requests for assistance 
by the White House reflect. a pattern for actual and attempted misuse 
of the CL4 by the Nixon administration. 

Recommendation (26) 
a. A single and exclusive high-level channel should be estab- 

lished for transmission of all White House staff requests to the 
CIA. This channel should run between an officer of the National 
Security Council staff designated by the President and the office 
of the Director or his Deputy. 

b. All Agency officers and employees should be instructed that 
any direction or request reaching them directly and out of regu- 
larly established channels should be immediately reported to the 
Director of Central Intelligence. 
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7. Domestic Activities of the Directorate of Operations 
(Chapter 15) 

Findings and Conclusions 

In support, of its responsibility for the collection of foreign intel- 
ligence ant1 conduct of covert operations overseas, the CIA’s Direc- 
torate of Operations engages in a variet.y of activities within t,he 
United States. 

A. Overt Collection of Foreign Intelligence within the 

United States 

One division of the Directorate of Operations collects foreign intel- 
ligence within the United States from residents, business firms, and 
other organizations willing to assist the Agency. This act,ivity is con- 
ducted openly by officers who identify themselves as CIA employees. 
Such sources of information arc not compensated. 

In connection with these collection activities, the CL4 maintains 
approximately 50,000 active files which include details of the CIA’S 
relationships with these voluntary sources and the results of a federal 
agency name check. 

The division’s collection efforts have been almost exclusively con- 
fined to foreign economic, political, military, and operational topics. 

Commencing in 1960, howrer, some activities of the division re- 
sulted in the collection of limited information with respect to Amer- 
ican tlissidents and dissident groups. hlthough the focus Tvas on 
foreign contacts of these groups. background information on domestic 
dissidents was also collected. I3ctween 1969 and 19’74, when this ac- 
tivity was formally terminated. MO reports were made to Operation 
CHAOS. 

In 1972 and 1973. the division obtained and transmitted, to other 
parts of the CIA. infornlation about telephone calls between the 
Western Hemisphere (including the United States) and two other 
countries. The information was limited to names, telephone numbers, 
and locations of callers and recipients. It did not include the content 
of the conversations. 

This division also occasionally receives reports concerning criminal 
activity within the United States. Pursuant to written regulations, 
the source or a report of the information received is referred to the 
appropriate law enforcement agency. 

The CT,4’s efforts to collect foreign intelligence from residents 
of the United States willing to assist the Cl_4 are a valid and neces- 
sary clement of its responsibility. Not only do these persons provide 
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a large reservoir of foreign intelligence: t.he;v are by far the 1llOSt 

accessible source of such information. 
The division’s files on ,1mericxn citizens and firms representing 

actual or potential sources of information constitute a necessary part 
of its legitimate intelligence activities. They do not appear to be 
vehicles for the collection or communication of derogatory, enlbar- 
rassing. or sensitive information about American citizens. 

The division’s efforts. with few exceptions. have been confinetl to 
legitimate topics. 

The collection of information with respect to Ame~rican dissident 
groups exceeded legitimate foreign intelligence collection and was be- 
yond the proper scope of CIA activity. This impropriety was recog- 
nized in some of the division’s own memoranda. 

The Commission was unable to discover any specific purpose for 
the collection of telephone toll call information or any use of that 
information by the Agency. In the absence of a valid purpose. such 
collection is improper. 

B. Provision and Control of Cover for CIA Personnel 

CIA personnel engaged in clandestine foreign intelligence activities 
cannot travel, live or perform their duties openly as Agency employ- 
ees. Accordingly, virtually all CIA personnel serving abroad and 
many in the United States assume a “corer” as employees of anot’her 
government agency or of a commercial enterprise. CIA involvement in 
certain activities? such as research and development projects, are also 
sometimes conducted under corer. 

CIA’s cover arrangements are essential to the CIA’s performance 
of its foreign intelligence mission. The investigation has disclosed 
no instances in which domestic aspects of the CIA’s cover arrange- 
ments involved any violations of law. 

By definition. however, cover necessitates an element of deception 
which must be practiced within the United States as well as within 
foreign countries. This creates a risk of conflict with various regula- 
tory statutes and other legal requirements. The ,Ygency recognizes this 
risk. It has installed controls under which cowr arrangements are 
closely supervised to attempt to ensure compliance \yith applicable 
laws. 

C. Operating Proprietary Companies 

The CIA uses proprietary companies to provide cover and perform 
ndministratir-e tasks without. attribution to the Agency. JIost of the 
large operating proprietaries-primarily airlines-hare been liqui- 



D. Development of Contacts With Foreign Nationals 

111 cwnnectioii wi-itli the (‘1-1’s foreign intellipencc responsibilities, 
it swl~s to de\-clap contacts with foreign nationals within the United 
Stilttls. ,\mericau tit izcus roluntarily assist in developing these con- 

tacts. ,1s far as the Comi~ission can find, these activities have not 
ill\d\-ecl corrci\-c methods. 

These activities :~ppcar to lx directed entirely to the production 
of foreign intclligcncc ant1 to 1~ within the authority of the CIA. We 
fount1 no cl-idcnw that an\- of these, activities have been directed 
against ,1nicricaii citizens. 

E. Assistance in Narcotics Control 

Tllc IXrcctornte of Operations 1)rovidcs foreign intelligence sup- 
port to thr gn1~17inirnt‘s rtt’ofts to control the flow of narcotics and 
other dange~~~us drays into tllis countr?. Tllc CIA1 coordinates clandes- 
tine intclligmcc collection o\-c~wws ant1 provides otlici* govcrnnicnt 
agencies with fowipn intclligencc on drug traf%c. 

From the beginning of sllc11 efforts in 1%8. the CL1 Director and 
otlier officials have instrlictctl rmplopes to make no attempt to gather 
information on L\niericails allcp~lly tixflicliing in drugs. If such in- 
formation is 0l)taincd incidentally, it is transinittccl to law enforce- 
mcnt agencies. 

Conc~crns that the CIA’s narcotics-related intelligence activities may 
inwlw thr Agency in law enforcement or other actions directed 
against -1iiicrican citizens thus appear unwarranted. 
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Heginning in the> fall of 19X. the Directorate monitoretl conver- 
sations lwt.wPen the I-nitctl States and Latin ,1mcrica iii an eflort, to 
itlciitif!- narcotics tlilffi(‘lt~‘l5. Three lllontlls after the progr:1m begall. 

the. (;ciieral (‘onnsc~l of tlic (‘I_\ was consultccl. 11~ issnctl an opinion 
that the program was illegal. and it was immediately terminated. 

This nlonitoring. although n source of valuable information fOl> 

t~nforccmtnt, officials. was :I \-iolation of a statute of the Ynitccl States. 
(‘ontinuation of the operation for over thrrr months without the 
knowledge of the Office of the (<enera (‘o~mscl demonstrates the 
iirctl for inil)ro\-cd internal consliltation. (Sre Rcconiniciitlation 10.) 

8. Domestic Activities of the Directorate of Science and 
Technology (Chapter 16) 

Findings and Conclusions 

The CIA’s Directorate of Science and Technology performs a va- 
rirty of research and clcl-clopment and operational support functions 
for the ,1gency’s foreign intelligence mission. 

Many of these activities are performed in the Gnitcd States and 
inr-olrc cooperation with private companies. -1 few of these activities 
were improper or qucstionablc. 

,Ys part of a program to test. the influence of clrugs on humans, re- 
srxrcli incliiclcd the nclministr:~tioa of LSD to persons who were UU- 

anarc that they wrc being tested. This was clearly illegal. One 
person died in 195X L ~pparcntl;v as n result. In lN%, following the In- 
spector General’s discovery of these events. new stringent criteria 
were issued prohibiting drug testing by the CIA on unknowing per- 
sons. All drug testing programs were ended in 1967. 

Tti the process of testing inonitoriiig cquipiiient for use overseas, the 
CTA1 has overheard conrersations between Americans. The names of 
the spr:lkcrs were not identified ; the contents of the conversations were 
not dissemitiatcd. -111 recordings were clestrovcd when testing w-as con 
clnclcd. S11ch testing shonld not be directed against unsuspecting per- 
sons in the I’nited States. Most of the testing undertaken by the Agency 
conIt easily have been performed using only -1gency personnel and 
with the frill knowledge of those whose conversations were being re- 
corded. This is the present ,&ncy practice. 

Other activities of this Dircctorntc include the manufacture of alias 
credentials for use by CIA employees and agents. ,%lias credentials 
are ncc*essnry to facilitate CL% clandestine operations, but the strictest 
controls and accountability must be maintained over the use of such 
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tlocunlcnts. Recent plichlinvs cst;tblishrtl by the Ikputy l)irector foi 
Operations to control the use of alias tlocllnicnt:ltioli appear adequate 
to 1)revent abuse in the future. 

A1S part of another program. l~liotograpl~s taken 1)y CT*1 aerial 
l~llotograpliy equipnicnt arc provided to civilian agencies of the 
gorernment. Such l~liotograplis arc usetl to assess natural disasters, 
conduct, route wr\-cys and forest in~cntorits. and detect crop blight. 
Permitting civilian use of aerial pl~otography systems is proper. 
The economy of operating but one aerial photography program dic- 
tates the use of these photographs for appropriate civilian purposes. 

Recommendation (27) 
In accordance with its present guidelines, the CIA should not 

again engage in the testing of drugs on unsuspecting persons. 

Recommendation (28) 
Testing of equipment for monitoring conversations should not 

involve unsuspecting persons living within the United States. 

Recommendation (29) 
A civilian agency committee should be reestablished to oversee 

the civilian uses of aerial intelligence photography in order to 
avoid any concerns over the improper domestic use of a CIA-de- 
veloped system. 

9. CIA Relationships With Other Federal, State, and 
Local Agencies (Chapter 17) 

CIA operations touch the interest of many other agencies. The CIA, 
like other agencies of the government, frequently has occasion to give 
or receive assistance from other agencies. This investigation has con- 
centrated on those relationships which raise substantial questions un- 
der the CIh’s legislatirc mandate. 

Findings and Conclusions 

A. Federal Bureau of Investigation 

The FBI counterintelligence operations often have positive intelli- 
gence ramifications. Likewise, legitimate domestic CIA activities occa- 
sionally cross the path of FIST investigations. Daily liaison is there- 
fore necessary between the two agencies. 

JInch routine information is passed back and forth. Occasionally 
joint, operations are conducted. The relationship between the agencies 
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has. liowrver, not been uniformly satisfactory over the years. Formal 
liaison WIS cut off front February 1970 to November 1972, but rela- 
t ionships have improved in recent years. 

The relationship between the (‘IA and the FRI needs to be clarified 
and outlined in detail in order to ensure that the needs of national 
security are met without creating conflicts or gaps of jurisdiction. 

Recommendation (30) 
The Director of Central Intelligence and the Director of the 

FBI should prepare and submit for approval by the National 
Security Council a detailed agreement setting forth the juris- 
diction of each agency and providing for effective liaison with 
respect to all matters of mutual concern. This agreement should 
be consistent with the provisions of law and with other applicable 
recommendations of this Report. 

Findings and Conclusions 

B. Narcotics Law Enforcement Agencies 

Ikginning in late 1970, the CIA assisted the Bureau of Karcotics 
and I>angerous Driips (BSDD) to uncover possible corruption within 
that organization. The CIA used one of its proprietary companies to re- 
cruit agents for I3KDD and gave them short instructional courses. 
Over two and one-half years, the CIA recruited 19 agents for the 
BXDD. The project was terminated in 1973. 

The Director vvas correct in his written directive terminating t.he 
project. The CL1‘s participation in law enforcement activities in the 
COUIW of these activties was forbidden by its statute. The Director 
and the Inspector General should be alert to prevent involvement of 
the A&wcy in siniilar enterprises in the future. 

C. The Department of State 

For niorc than ‘30 years. the CIA through a proprietary conducted 
a training school for foreign police and security officers in the United 
States under the auspices of the Agency for International Development 
of the Department of State. The proprietary also sold small amounts of 
licensed firearms and police equipment to the foreign officers and their 
tlepartments. 

The CIA’s activities in providing educational programs for for- 
eign police were not improper under the ,1gency’s statute. Akhough 
the school was conducted within the United States through a CIA 
proprietary, it had no other significant donlestic impact. 
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Engaging in the iirearms business was a questionable activity for a 
government intelligence agency. It should not be repeated. 

D. Funding Requests From Other Federal Agencies 

In the spring of 1970, at the request of the White House, the CIA 
contributed $33,655.68 for payment, of stationery and other costs for 
replies to persons who wrote the President after the invasion of 
Cambodia. 

This use of CIA funds for a purpose unrelated to intelligence is 
improper. Steps should be taken to ensure against any repetition of 
such an incident. 

E. State and Local Police 

The CIA handles a variety of routine security matters through liai- 
son with local police departments. In addition, it offered training 
courses from 1966 to 1973 to Knited States police officers on a variety 
of law enforcement techniques, and has frequently supplied equipment 
to state and local police. 

In general, the coordina,tion and cooperation between state and’ 
local law enforcement agencies and the CIA has been exemplary, 
based upon a desire to facilitate their respective legitimate aims and 
goals. 

Most of the assistance rendered to state and local law enforcement 
agencies by the CIA has been no mow than an effort to share with law 
enforcement authorities the benefits of new methods, techniques, and 
equipment developed or used by the Agency. 

On a few occasions, however, the ,ipency has improperly become 
involved in act.ual police operations. Thus, despite a general rule 
against providing manpowr to local police forces, the CIA has lent 
men. along with radio-equipped vehicles? to the Washington Metropoli- 
tan Police Department to help monitor anti-war tlemonstrations. Tt 
helped the same. Department surveil a police informer. It also provicled 
an interpreter to the Fmairfax County (Virginia) Police Department to 
aid in a criminal investigation. 

In compliance with the spirit of a recent Act of Congress. the CIB 
terminated all but routine assistance to state and local law enforcr- 
ment agencies in 1973. Such assistance is now being l~rovidcd state and 
local agencies by the FRI. There is no impropriety in the CI,!‘s fur- 
nishing the FBI with information on new technical clcvelopments 
which may be useful to local law enforcement. 

For several years the CIA has given gratuities to local police offi- 
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cers who had been helpful to the -4gency. Any such practice should 
be terminated. 

The CIA1 has also received assistance from local police forces. Aside 
from routine matters, officers from such forces have occasionally 
assisted the Office of Security in the conduct of investigations. The 
CL4 has occasionally obtained police badges and other identification 
for use as cover for its agents. 

Except for one occasion when some local police assisted the CL4 
in an unathorized entry, the assistance received by the CIA from state 
and local law enforcement authorities was proper. The use of police 
identification as a means of providing cover, while not strictly speak- 
ing a violation of the Agency’s statutory authority as long as no police 
function is performed, is a practice subject to misunderstanding and 
should be avoided. 

10. Indices and Files on American Citizens (Chapter 18) 

Findings 

Biographical information is a major resource of an intelligence 
Iagency. The CIA maintains a number of files and indices that include 
biographical information on hmericans. 

,4s a part of its normal process of indexing names and information 
of foreign intelligence interest, the Directorate of Operations has in- 
dexed some 7,000,OOO names of all nationalities. An estimated 115,000 
of these are believed to be American citizens. 

Where a person is believed to be of possibly continuing intelligence 
interest, files to collect information as received are opened. an esti- 
mated 57,000 out of a total of 7503000 such files concern ,4merican 
citizens. For the most part, the names of Americans appear in indices 
and files as actual or potential sources of information or assistance to 
the CL4. In addition to these files, files on some 7,200 American 
citizens, relating primarily to their domestic activities, were, as already 
stated. compiled within the Directorate of Operations as part of 
Operation CHL40S. 

The Directorate of Administration maintains a number of files on 
persons who have been associated with the CIA. These files are main- 
tained for security. personnel. training, medical and payroll purposes. 
Very fern arc maintained on persons unaware that they have a rela- 
t,ionship with the CIA. However, the Office of Security maintained 
tiles on American citizens associated with dissident groups who were 
never affiliated with the 14gency because they were considered a threat 
to the physical security of ,4gency facilities and employees. These 
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files were also maintained, in part, for use in future security clearance 
determinations. IXssemination of securit,y files is restricted to persons 
with an operational need for them. 

The Office of Legislative Counsel maintains files concerning its rela- 
tionships with congressmen. 

Conclusions 

Although maintenance of most. of the indices, files, and records of 
the Agency has been necessary and proper, the standards applied by 
the Agency at some points durin g its history have permitted t.he ac- 
cumulation and indexing of materials not needed for legitimate intelli- 
gence or security purposes. Included in this category are many of the 
files related to Opcrat~ion CH-YOS and the act.ivit,ies of the Office of 
Security concerning dissident groups. 

Constant vigilance by the Agenc,y is essential to prevent the collec- 
tion of information on J7nited States citizens which is not needed for 
prnprr intelligence activities. The Executive Order recommended by 
the Commission (Recommendation 2) will ensure purging of non- 
essential or improper materials from Agency files. 

11. Allegations Concerning the Assassination of Presi- 
dent Kennedy (Chapter 19) 

Numerous allegations hare been made t.hat the CIA participated in 
the assassinat,ion of President ,John F. IGxmedy. The Commission staff 
investigated these allegations. On the basis of the staff’s investigation, 
the Commission concl~~les that there is no credible evidence of CIA 
involvement. 


