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FOREWORD 

This report covers material from several different series of hearings 
held by the subcommittee during 1961 and the first half of 1962. 

During 1961 the committee held extensive hearings uuder the gen
eral subject "Communist Threat to the United States Through the 
Caribbean." 

Some of the areas covered in this report are documented from these 
hearings. (But this is not primarily a report on the threat to the 
United States through the Caribbean.) 

Security procedures in the State Department have been the subject 
of a number of hearings b10 the subcommittee, some of them under the 
general editorial head of ' State Department Security." The material 
covered in these hearings has been considered in the preparation of 
this report. 

A separate series of hearings was held between May 16 and June 
7, 1962, with respect to the State Department's new passport regula
tions and operations under these regulations. 

Other hearings of the subcommittee also have been considered in 
connection with the preparation of this report,and readers ,will find 
a few references to some of the subcommittee's earlier hearings. 

The report is adequately footnoted to the record and quotes exten
sively from the record so that the evidentiary basis for any factual 
statement made here can be readily checked. 

Because the subcommittee believes any Member of the Senate 
should be in a position to check the subcommittee's conclusions for 
himself, testimony on which this report is based and which has not 
already been made public is being released along with this report. 

In accordance with the subcommittee's usual custom, where testi
mony taken in executive session is being released, the entire testimony 
of the witness is printed in full, except for a few instances where dele
tions had to be made for security reasons (or because, as in one 
instance, particular testimony was indecent and pornographic). 
Wherever a deletion has been made, the printed record shows this fact. 

m 
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STATE DEPARTMENT SECURITY 

TESTIMONY OF SCOTT McLEOD 
• 

The subcommittee was privileged to hear the testimony of the late 
Scott McLeod, who was the first Administrator of the Bureau of 
Security and Consular Affairs of the Department of State and held 
that office until May 1957. Mr. McLeod's uDtimely death on Nov. 
7, 1961, only a few months subsequent to his appearance before this 
committee marked the departure of a loyal, capable, and dedicated 
public servant. His observations and comments merit the most care 
ful and deliberate consideration. His testimony clearly points to the 

of his understanding and grasp of the problems of 
security and administration: 

Selected excerpts from his testimony are quoted below. Others are 
cited in the text. 

The first thing I undertook to do was to reorganize the Office of Security, which 
was, I think it is fair to say, chaotic. For example, we found there were more 
files outside the file room than there were inside the file room, and in many CIL"''' 
of employees that had been on the rolls for years, there was no security file what-
ever. 

* * * . It was my idea that security should be a continuing process; that every time a 
man was promoted or transferred, the Security Office should bring his file up to 
date and should assure themselves that he still met the requirement of the order; 
so that we had pending during the 4 years I was there a great number of files, 
many more than 75. . 

* • • 
I found out that when we did have files on individuals down there, there waa 

no way of knowing who had made a decision either that they were a good or a bad 
security risk; in other words, who made a decision to keep them or who had made 
decision to fire them. 

• * * 
From my FBI experience, I know or knew that you could go on indefinitely 

investigating someone, but you had to make a decision when you had done enough 
on which to base a judgment. 

* * • 
Mr. SoUBWINJ:. Do you, Mr. MoLeod] have any recommendations for BOlvlnl 

or helping to solve the security problem m our State Department? 
Mr. McLzOD. I do not think that the problem is entirely scourity. I baM 

to the beginning. Security is a part of the personnel apparatus, and I the 
weakness in the Department is the personnel operation. I think there have 
too many changes in polioy over the years. There had not been a ' consisten' 
administration of the personnel. 

* • • 
• • • It it en outstanding job that the Conp'"_ baa done to try and · give 

emoluments and benefits to these people that will encourage thebel)t people to 
get into the Foreign Service, and, in my judgment, the Foreign Service of the 
United States should be the most elite organization that we have. 

• • • 
There should be strict and stringent tests all along the line; first to qualify for 

the Service· a very hardheaded training period; not perhaps like our service 
academies, but certainly something to indoctrinate these people not only with 
what we hope would become the traditions of the Service, but also the traditions 
of our oountry; and then a very strict, tough discipline to make sure that mal_ 
functions and mistakes and "'long decisions and 80 on are not condoned; that a 
person who demonstrates that he does not have good judgment is not promoted, 
but is either put in a place where he cannot hurt you, or else dlsmi&!ed from the 
Service. . 

* * • 
Mr. SOUBWINB. The Foreign Service is supposed to have certain educational 

standards as a prere.q.uisite to to appointment; is it not? 
Mr. McLzOD. I think so. I am sure that is true, but I simply submit that the 

fact that you can pass a written and oral examination is no measure of your 
judgment. I do not believe there have been any tests devised yet to determine 
whether or not you are prepared to make tough decisions. 

1 
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William Wieland Example 

Mr. William Wieland plays a lar~e part in this report. 
The case of William Wieland, like the majority of security cases, 

does not involve loyalty. It involves such factors as integrity and 
general sui tability. 

Mr. Wieland should be viewed (perhaps notjrimarily , but certainly 
most importantly) as an example: his recor and conduct and the 
handling of his security case combine to provide a case history which 
illustrates much of what is wrong with the State Department from a 
security standpoint. 

Mr. Wieland was not "responsible" for the Communists' Cuban 
takeover in the sense that he alone brought it about. Neither can he 
escape a share of the responsibility. . 

(The exact placement of blame for such faults or offenses as policy 
impedance, inadequate or incorrect intelligence, withholding of intel
ligence or information from higher echelons, misinformation of supe
riors, sabotage of policy papers, misuse or overstepping of author
ity, unauthorized affixation of the Secretary's name to documents or 
messages, and various other wrongful actions or failures to act, which 
can interfere not only with the effectiveness but with the basic security 
of the Department's operations, can never be established with cer
titude so long as executive rrivilege is asserted to prevent successful 
inquiry respecting individua actions. 

(When the head of an agency or one of its units accept,s the blame 
for an error made in the name of the unit, instead of seeking to escape 
personal blame by blaming an employee, this may be a noble action. 
But when such a man cries: "Whatever happens in my unit is my 
responsibilitl'" for the purpose of preventing any investigation of 
what any 0 his subordinates did at any time, he is not accepting 
blame; he is simply hiding wrongdoing. For instance, if the same 
policy should be followed uniformly to the top, the President of the 
United States would have to be held personally responsible for every 
security leak in Government which is patently absurd.) 

William Wieland is, then, to be considered, most importantly, as 
an example. 

He is by no means to be regarded as a typical example either of a 
Foreign Service officer or of a State Department employee. 

Mr. Wieland was appointed to a position at the State Department 
for which his qualifications were highly doubtful. (His starting salary 
was $7,000; 1 his salary in private employment at the time was $3,120.)2 

I State Department Security Hearings, pt. 6, p. 502 . 
• State OepartDlent SecUrity Hearings, pt. 5, p. 528. 

2 
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STATE DEPARTMENT SIOOORITY 3 

He was appointed without any security check. 
(His appointment actually was effective before he even filled out 

any form of an application.) 3 

He falsified his job application by omission. 
When he later filled out an expanded personal history form, he 

falsified that by direct misstatement. 
Mr. Wieland had It hand in shaping our policy with respect to Cuba 

both before and after Castro's takeover. 
He held a position which by definition made him one of the State 

Department's experts in Latin American affairs, and Cuban affairs 
particularly. One of the things the Department paid him for was 
his expertise his own judgment based on his own experience. Yet 
he never told his superiors officially or wrote in any Department paper, 
down to the very day when Fidel Castro stood before the world as a 
self-proclaimed Marxist, what he told friends privately as early as 
1958 or earlier that Castro "is a Communist" 4 and "is surrounded 
by Commies (and) * * * subject to Communist influences." 4a 

To Mr. Wieland's desk came, over a period of years, great quanti
ties of solid intelligence respecting the Communist nature and con
nections of the Castro movement, of Castro himself and his principal 
lieutenants. The committee was unable to document a sin~le instance 
in which Mr. Wieland passed any of this material up to his superiorS 
or mentioned it as credible in any report or policy paper. 

Mr. Wieland became an active apologist for Fidel Castro, even to 
the extent of openly contradicting intelligence officers who were 
attempting to brief Dr. Milton Eisenhow:er (then on an official trip 
to Mexico representing his brother, the President) 5 respecting com
munism in the Castro regime. 

Mr. Wieland eventually became the subject of a full-scale security 
investigation. He was "cleared" improperly (in the name of the 
Secretary) by an official who made no concurrent written record of 
either the clearance or the reasons therefor, and who at the time of 
the clearance had not read either the security file on Wieland, or even 
the official summary and evaluation of that file.6 (Or else State De
partment records were arranged after Mr. Wieland had been men
tioned at a Presidential press conference, so as to show that he had 
been cleared several months before. There is substantial evidence 
that this may have been the case.) 
• • 

Securtt7 HearInp, pt. 6, p. 602 . 

to tbe United States Tbrolllh the Caribbean," pt. 12, pp. '/OS, 807; State Depart-
1, pp. 9-20. ,.v" read .... a digest of the mmmBr7. 
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IRREGULARITIES IN SECURITY CLEARANCES 

• 
The State Department's personnel security regulations describe the 

Department's operations as very sensitive in terms of the national 
security. They detail procedures that must be observed at all times 
to maintain the maximum security of the Department's personnel and 
operation. The regulations prescribe a full field preappointment 
investigation of every person to be appointed to a sensitive position.7 

However, as an exception a sensitive position may be filled by a person 
regarding whom a full field investigation has not been made. This 
may be done only in case of an emergency and if the Secretary of State 
personally approves the waiver of the investigation. It is further pro
vided, in case the waiver is approved, that the full field investigation 
must be completed within 90 days after the appointment of the indi
vidual. The regulations, therefore, clearly impl~ a specific securit;r 
clearance in any event before a sensitive position 18 filled whether it 18 
by preappointment investigation or by a waiver. 

Prudent use of the waiver authority would not be properly subject 
to criticism. The subcommittee recognizes that vital operations of 
the Department should progress without delay. Evidence in our 
record makes it clear, however, that BOme offices in the Department, 
apparently without the SeCretary having full personal knowledge of 
the merits of each case, have resorted to the indiscriminate use of the 
waiver provisions. In many instances employees were known to be 
working in sensitive areas and had access to cla.ssified defense infor
mation before they had any specific security clearance from respon
sible persons in the Department. 

In considering requests for a waiver the first step is for the Office 
of Security to make a preliminary check on the individual, the results 
of which are evaluated to weigh the element of risk involved in the 
emergency clearance. N ext the Office of Security prepares st.a.ff 
papers for the signature of the Secretary which are routed through 
and must bear the recommendation of the Director, Office of Security 
(until recently the Administrator, Bureau of Security and Consular 
Affairs) and the Deputy Under Secretary for Administration.' 
. The subcommitte~ f?rst q.uestioned R~g~r W. Jones, Deputy. Under 
Secretary for AdmmlstratIOn, and WIlliam O. Boswell, DIrector, 
Office of Security, about their knowledge of irregularities in this 
process. Both originally stated they knew of no instance where a. 
waiver may have been signed by the Secretary after the person wa.s 
appointed and the security clearance required under the regulations 
was then antedatcd to coincide with the date the person entered on 
duty. On March 20, 1962, Mr. Jones notified the committee that 
instances of backdating waivers had been brought to his attention 

, See departmental regulatlona, State Department Securlly Hear1np pl. 4, PP. 404 ne. 
I By Executive order ot Aug. 8, 1962, the Offtce of Securtty "'88 tran;len ed out of the Bill ean of 8eonrit7 

8Ild Con5Ular A1faJrs and now reports directly to a Deputy Under Soaetary for AdmfnlsbltioD. 

4 
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STATE DEPARTMENT SFlCORITY 5 

on March 17, that he had directed the Inspector General to make a 
thorough investigation of the entire subject and would make known 
to the committee the results of the investigation. Subsequently, 
the Department provided the subcommittee with a list of persons 
appointed by waivers with the explanation that the Department had 
found that c, total of 152 waivers had been granted since January 
1961. Of this total 44 (more than 25 percent) had been backdated. 

The Department stated that backdating of waivers arose from five 
factors: 

(a) The pressure of work at the start of a new administrat.ion 
when many new appointments, particularly of consultants, were 
needed. 

(b) Unfamiliarity of new policy officers with security and 
appointment procedures and the desire of lower echelons to 
help new officers, and not to appear to impede them by rigid 
insistence on established administrative procedures. 

(c) Uncertainty as to the degree to which prior clearances 
could properly be substituted for new investigations. 

(d) Failure to record dates of telephonic clearances obtainl'd 
in priority handling of certain cases under the emergency pro
cedures for making national agency checks, and delay in paper
work after such clearances were obtained. 

(e) Assumption that the absence of any adverse finding justi
fied dating waiver papers as of the date of entrance on duty 
where such date was earlier than preparation of the waiver.' 

REnUCTIoN OF SECURITY PERSONNEL 

On October 13, 1961, the Department of State announced to its 
employees that it planned to eliminate and curtail some desirable but 

. operatlOns and activities which could require the abolition 
of many positions in the Department. 

On October 31, 1961, the Assistant Secretary for Administration, 
William J. Crockett, a Foreign Service officer, class 1, instructed the 
executive directors of each of the Del?artment's regional bureaus and 
offices to identify the positions within their respective bureaus and 
offices which shoUld be cut. In his instructions Crockett specifically 
asked that each bureau and office "simplify organization, eliminate 

layers, eliminate duplication between regional bureaus 
and offices, streamline procedures, and eliminate low pri
ority work." While Crockett included among the positions to be cut 
those occupied by Fore' Service officers together with those filled 

in . directive of the retention in the Department of the displaced 
civil service Regardin~ Fore~ Service officers, Crockett 
stated: "Foreign . officers m abolished positions will not be 
mOTed from their present positions until new assignments have been 
worked out." He a.lso reminded the bureaus and offices that if the 

The DeplJ.!'tment's mont y News Letter carried an explanation of 
the reduction in force in its November 1961 issue. It stated that 
Secretary Dean Rusk and Under Secretaries Chester Bowles and 

• Letla' of Apr. 30, 19112, to Senator F·.t1and Irom Rocer W.lone. (comment on p. 211). 
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6 STATE DEPARTMENT SECURlTY 

George Ball had relayed the budgetary situation, and the justification 
for the cuts to top officers at a meeting held on October 26, 1961.10 

The job of implementinl1' the "belt-tightening" P-lans was given to 
Crockett and Roger W. Jones, then Deputy Under Secretary for 
Administration, who, in turn, conveyed instruct.ions to the lower 
echelon functional offices. A chart printed in the News Letter listed 
the funded positions affected by the cut as 254 supported by mutual 
security appropriations (foreign aid programs), plus 233 supported by 
other appropriations by Congress." The News Letter said that For
eign Service officers whose positions would be affected would be re
assigned to other positions under the Department while other cate
gories of separated personnel would be assisted by the Office of 
Personnel in finding jobs in other agencies. 

One of the bureaus materially affected by the personnel reductions 
was the Bureau of Security and Consular Affairs. This Bureau had 
six major subdivisions: (1) Office of Securit , (2) Passport Office, (3) 

(5) Visa Office, and (6) Office of Refugee an Migration Affairs, each 
office headed b a director and each having a deputy director as second 

the Bureau of Security and nsular Affairs. The Bureau itself was 
headed by Salvatore A. Bontempo (full title "Administrator, Bureau 
of Security and Consular Affairs"), a controversial New Jersey politieal 
figure who had had no pertinent prior experience relating to the func
tions of either of the six offices, and the least experience with respect 
to matters handled by the Office of Security. Bontempo's top assist
ant, Michel Cieplinski, although suited by ability and by his exper
ience as an anti-Communist Polish editor, was also a new appointee, 
without experience in bureau functions. The second principal assist
antLHarris Huston, an experienced security administrator with a 
baCKground as an FBI agent, who had served as Deputy Administra
tor under three previous Administrators of the Bureau of Security IlJld 
Consular Affairs, had been allowed little voice in the Bureau's plan
ning under Bontempo because Huston was awaiting transfer to an 
obscure consular post that did not involve any security adminis-
tration. . 

N ext to the Passport Office, the la est subdivision of the Bureau 

William . Boswell, Director. Second in command was Otto . 
Otepka, the Deputy Director. Boswell, like his immediate prede
cessor in that ~ob, was a class 1 Foreign Service officer. Neither 
Boswell nor hiS redecessor had had prior security experience. 

of service, 19 of them as a security officer. In his 9 years in the ate 
Department's Office of Security, Otepka had received only highly 
favorable annual performance ratings. He was also a recipient of a 
meritorious service award from the then Secretary of State Dulles 
for outstanding achievements in the administration of the Depart
ment's personnel security programs. Several months before the 
reduction in force Otepka had been given the job of personally evaluat
ing the important case of William Wieland, R class 1 Foreign Service 

10 State Department Security Hearings, pt. 2. p. 1M. 
II Ibid. 
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STATE DEPARTMENT SFX:;ORlTr 7 

officer. (A discussion of the Wieland case appears in a separate 
portion of the subcommittee's report.) 

Information furnished to the subcommittee indicates that from 
October 1961 until April 1962, when Boswell was to depart for an 
oversea post as a deputy chief of mission, plans for the reorganization 
of the Office of Security were carried out largely on the initiative of 
Boswell who dealt directly with Jones while bypassing his immediate 
superiors in the Bureau of Security and Consular Mairs. Boswell 
was allotted 25 positions of the approximately 500 positions in the 
Department that were to be abolished. The entire Bureau had three 
positions to be cut which were attributable to mutual security funds. 
In statements to his staff Boswell readily claimed the responsibility 
for identifying tbe specific positions to be abolished and for naming 
tbe incumbents of those positions who were to be affected as a 
consequence. 

The developments in the Office of Security preceding the reduction 
in force bear close attention. Approximately 1 year before November 
1961, Boswell, using hislrerogative as the head of an office, directed 
Otepka to undertake an personally supervise a special mission which 
he described to Otepka as of the highest priority and utmost signifi
cance in the effectIve administration of personnel security in the 
State Department. Boswell defined to Otepka the purposes and 
estimated duration of the mission. Also, as mentioned heretofore, 
during the same time Otepka was diverted by Boswell to the evalua
tion of the Wieland case, again because this assigllment was considered 
by Boswell to require Otepka's_personal talents. There was a mutual 
understanding between Boswell and Otepka that when these under
takings were .completed or when Otepka had trained others to supervise 
the day-to-daX operations on these special projects, Otepka would 
resume his full-time activity as Deputy Director. Notwithstanding 
this obedience to his superior, in November 1961 Boswell notified 
Otepka that he, Boswell, had now decided that he did not need the 
position of Deputy Director but could operate more effectively by 
direct contact with the chiefs of each of the then three divisions in 
the Office of Security: the Division of Evaluations, Division of 
Investigations, and Division of Physical Security, all clAssified at 
the 0S-15 level. 

Further, during the same period preceding November 1961, Boswell 
had recruited from the Foreign Service one Murray Jackson, It class 
4 Foreign Service officer, whom he located physically in his immediate 
offices, and whom he directed to function as the Executive Officer for 
the Office of Security. The position of Executive Officer for the 
Office of Security was nonexistent at the time, having been previously 
abolished through Boswell's own efforts after Boswell insisted he had 
no need for an Executive Officer. Boswell, however, had allowed 
Otepka no role in budget preparation, fiscal planning, and personnel 
management alter he had previously decided he did not need that 
position. Instead Boswell reserved the direction of these functions 
to himself, while confining Otepka to the "special assignments" until 
Boswell could avail himself of Jackson's services. 

One of Jackson's first assi~ents from Boswell in October 1961 
(and despite the fact that Ja.c n was organizationally &8'3igned as a 
security education officer in the Office of Security) was to assist 
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8 STATE DEPARTMENT SIOCURlTY 

Boswell in planning the reduction in force. Jackson prepared for 
Boswell a list of the retention groupings of all officer personnel in the 
Office of Security. From the information on this list Boswell orally 
notified Otepka that he (Otepka) would displace Elmer Hipsley, 
GS-15, a thoroughly experienced security officer, as Chief of the 
Division of Physical Security while, in turn, Hi ley who had less 

of Evaluations. Boswell further told Ote ka t at later b a so-called 

incumbent Chief of the Division 0 Evaluations, Emery J. Adams, 
GS-15, would voluntarily leave the Office of Security in the future), 
Otepka and Hipsley would be "switched", whereby Hipsley would 
reoccupy his original position as Chief, Division of Physical Security, 
and Otepka would be reassigned as Chief, Evaluations Division. 

Obviously, in this process of displacement Boswell was willing to 
accept the alternate result: Adams might not relinquish his position 
and therefore Otepka and Hipsley would both be misassigned, a con
dition easily bringing about frustration to two veteran security officers 
who had earned their laurels by dedicated service to their chosen 
specialties . 

The prospect of getting rid of Otepka and Hipsley by the above 
scheme is no specious conclusion, for one need only to examine the 
events that occurred in January 1962 under Boswell's direction. Dis
regarding the announced objectives of the reduction in force that is, 
economy, a simrlified organization, and the elimination of unnecessary 
layers Boswel accomplished the following: . 

(1) He formally . the position of executive officer in 
the Office of Security and had it classified at the GS-14 level. The 
new position was reserved only for a Foreign Service officer. Bos
well's choice for that position was Murray Jackson, FSO-4, to whom 
he immediately turned over budgetary matters, fiscal planning and 
personnel management. 

(2) He abolished the Division of Physical Security headed by 
Hipsley. What was one division became three separate divisions, 
each classified at the GS-15 level. Two of the new positions of Chief 
of Division were reserved only for Foreign Service officers . . Both 
designees to these positions were Foreign Service officers, each per
sonally chosen by Boswell. 

(3) Elmer Hipsley was as Chief of a new Division of 
Domestic Security and of nearly two-thirds of the authority 
and responsibilities he formerly had. 

(4) Otto F. Otepka was reassigned to the position of Chief, Division 
of Evaluations. . 

Other plans which Boswell laid down in January 1962 were fulfilled 
by hjm in April 1962. During the latter month he transferred four 
pelsonnel officers (evaluators) and their positions and func-
tions from the of Evaluations to the jurisdiction of the 
Executive Officer. In effect this placed several personnel security 
evaluation functions directl:r. under the Executive Officer. If care
fully scrutinized under classification procedures, this should prove to 
be not only a misassignment of personnel but an administratively 
unsound practice of du~licating functions between offices. Apparently 
Boswell had other motives for this move. . 

Stolen from the Archive of Dr. Antonio R. de la Cova 
http://www.latinamericanstudies.org/cuba-books.htm



STATE · DEPARTMENT S.:r::;OlUl'r 9 

In suin; Boswell's plans, with the assistance of his new Executive 
Officer, were designed not to eliminate unessential operations but, as 
events seem to bear out, were directed at individualS so that Boswell 
could reorganize and entrench the entire security organization under 
Foreign Service controL He carried out his objectives almost 
unrestrained under a weak and confused Bureau of Security and 
Consular Affairs . . Boswell and others in the Department were quick 
to defend cutbacks in the domestic operations of the Office of Security 
to the extent of 25 positions (almost all persons cut were veteran 
civil service employees) while increasing the number of security 
officer positions at posts abroad, all under the Foreign Service. The 
immediate administrative supervision over all the positions in foreign 
operations was placed in the hands of Foreign Service officers. 

Boswell further sought to jus~ify the domestic cuts on grounds of 
decreased workloads. The fact IS that not only have workloads not 
decreased but all of the abolished domestic positions have been re
stored in order to enable the Department to handle increases in investi
gative caseloads. The unfortunate results of such p'?or planning, for 
which Boswell must bear a major share of responsibility, were the im
pamnent of the morale and efficiency of thll dedicated 'professional 
security officers in the Department who have chosen secunty adminis
tration . as their careers. Althou h Boswell did not schedule clerical 

ecause of the disruptions caused by t e shifts of personnel and func
tions due to the implementation of Boswell's reorganization policies 
and practices. 

The reduction in force in the Office of Security was not followed by 
any drop in the workload, and personnel were detailed from the field 
to Washington to liquidate backlogs: . 

Mr. SOUBWINII. Mr. Otepka, are you familiar . with the reduction in force 
which you mentioned here a moment ago? . 

Mr. OTJ:PXA. Yes, sir. . . . 
Mr. SOUBWINJ:. Can you tell us anything about what savings hJlve heen 

effected as a result of that reduction in force? 
Mr. OTJ:PXA. Well I, of COUlse, am not in a .position of executive officer or 

director of SY, and i' am not privy to such information relating to budgetary or 
fiscal matters. However, I have recently heen informed that our staffing pattern 
as of too time is about the same as it was when the reduction in force was ordered. 

Mr. SoUBWINE. Has the workload dropped? 
Mr. OTIIPXA. It has not, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINII. Have any personnel been assigned from the field to do ·work in 

the Security l>ivision here in Washington? .. . 
Mr.OTIIPXA. Yes, sir. During the months of December 1961, and also 

January 1962. 
Mr. SOUBWINII. How many people from the field, if you know? 
Mr.' OTJ:PXA. To the best of my knowledge, during December I believe there 

were about 10 persons brought in from the various. field offices outside Washington 
to liquidate backlogs in the Washington field office. Subsequently, an additional 
six or more persons were brought in after the original detail returned. 

Mr. SOURWINE. How many persons were cut out or dismissed as a result of the 
reduction in force in the Office of Security? 

Mr: OTIIPJtA: The reduction in force order required the cutting of 25 positions 
in the Office of Security. 

Mr. SOUBWINE. Were those positions, in fact, cut? · - . 
Mr. OTEPXA. Ass I mentioned awhile ago, because of factors indicating that the 

workloads in fact were not going to diminish and have not diminished, there had 
heen a considerable saving of most of the positions which were originally scheduled 
to be cut. Some persons, sir, if I may continue, some persons, however, as a 
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result of the reduction in force, availed themselves of the opportunity of the 
retirement laws and they heve, in fact, lost their positions whioh they otherwise 
might have remained in had it not been for the reduction in force order. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Is the total working staff of the Security Division at the 
present time larger or smaller than it was before the reduction in force, counting 
the persons who have been assigned from the field? 

Mr. OTEPKA. I was told that it is equal to the staffing pattern which we had 
as of December 1, 1961, which at that time officially showed 278 funded positions 
in the Office of Security." 

At least some of the positions eliminated by the reduction in force 
have been requested for reinstatement or replacement: 

Mr. SOURWINE. Are you knowledgeable with respect to whether there have 
been any requests for new positions to replace those which were supposed to have 
been cut as the result of the reduction in force? 

Mr. OTEPKA. Yes. I am aware that some requests have been made to replace 
persons who have lost their positions as a result of the reduction in force. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Do you know how many new positions have been requested? 
Mr. OTEPKA. That, sir, I don't know." 

An increased workload in the United States has had to be handled 
without any substantial increase in personnel, but positions abroad 
have been increased considerably: 

Mr. SOURWINE. What is the situation with regard to the field offices? Has 
the workload there increased or decreased? 

Mr. OTEPKA. The workloads have, to the best of my knowledge, indicated 
increases in the number of investigations that had to be performed under the 
personnel security program. . 

Mr. SOURWINE. And has the staff in the field been inoreased? 
Mr. OTEPKA. They have had to piok up this lag in some of our field offices 

through these various details that had to be made. I would say that the staff, 
the funded the number of funded positions in our field office, Washington field 
office particularly, has not been increased. 

Mr. SOURWINE. How about positions abroad. Have they been increased or 
decreased? 

Mr. OTEPKA. There has been a considerable increase in the positions abroad. 
Mr. SOURWINE. To meet an Increased workload? 
Mr. OTEPKA. To contend with situations that are prevalent abroad, requiring 

the services of technicians in the field of physical security. 
Senator HRUSKA. Such as what? 
Mr. OTEPKA. The Department of State has long been aware of the ability of 

foreign intelligence agencies to penetrate our missions abroad by various mechani
cal listening devices. And since December 1961, there have been increases in the 
number of people which were required to combat the effectiveness of the foreign 
intelligence service to penetrate. 

Senator HRUSKA. Is that a one-shot deal, or will it mean constant surveillance? 
Mr. OTEPKA. It will mean constant surveillance." 

The evaluation Division in the Office of Security the key division 
in the whole personnel security operation was cut by more than 
20 percent: 

Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Otepka, what is the present size of the Evaluation Division 
of which you are functioning as Chief? 

Mr. OTEPKA. I have 32 funded positions assigned to me, including myself. 
Mr. SOURWINE. All filled? 
Mr. OTEPKA. All the officer positions are filled. However, we have a con

tinuing turnover in clerical personnel. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Is this a larger number or a smaller number than the Evalua· 

tion Division had a year ago? 
U State Department Security Bearings, pt. 2, pp. 189-190. 
II State Department Security Hearings, Pt. 2, p. 190. 
U State Department Security Hearings, pt. 2, pp. 190-191. 
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Mr. OTEPltA. This is a sm&ller number, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. By how much? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Ten positions. 

11 

Mr. SOURWINE. Have you received any indication that the sile of your or
ganization in the Evaluation Division is to be increased or decrseB'!d in the near 
future? 

Mr. OTEPKA. I have received an indioation that it is not to be increaslld in 
the near future. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Not to be. 
Mr. OTEPltA. Not to be. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Had you requested an increase? 
Mr. OTEPltA. I very recently requested an increase of two officer positions and 

two clerioal positions. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Was this denied? 
Mr. OTEPltA. I am told that because of the finanoial situation in the Depart

ment for this fiscal year and with the plans for the next fiscal year that I will 
not get those positions." 

It appears the Division of Evaluation was to be still further cut: 
Mr. SoURWINE. Are you familiar, Mr. Otepka, with the order of April 6 with 

regard to a further reorganization of the division to take effect on April 11? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Is this the order? 
Mr. OTEPltA. That is the order, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINIl. Have you receIVed a copy of this? 
Mr. OTEPltA. Yes; I did. 

• • * * • * * 
Mr. SOURWINE. What does that do to your Division? 
Mr. OTEPltA. This to me was a rather hasty and unnecessary implementation 

of an understanding that I had with the Director of the Office of Security and 
the executive officer of the Office of Security in January 1962, when I was given 
the s.P':cial task of taking functional activities which were in other divisions; that 
is, divisions other than the Evaluation Division in the Office of Security, and 
inoluding one section which was in my division, taking these and molding these 
into a single component in order to improve their operating efficienoy and effec
tiveness. There were a lot of cross-6xchanges of papel'work and functions be
tween divisions which rendered a lot of unnecessary work. 

Now, my understandin~ was that in the near future, after a reasonable trial 
period with this new functIOn, that we would then sit down and determine whether 
or not this operation should or should not be retained in the Division of Evalua
tions. I was not given the oP.I?ortunity to sit down and talk this thing over, and 
I was rather taken aback qUIte by surprise by this memorandum which in its 
literal context meant to me that I would lose something like seven officer or 
evaluator J?ositions which had always belonged to the Evaluation Division, that 
these positIOns would instead come under the jurisdiction of the executive offioer. 

Mr. SOURWINE. I just asked you a little while ago if you had any knowledge 
of any pending reduction in your foroe, and I understood you to say no. 

Mr. OTI!:PltA. I am fully aware of that, sir. I should have qualified my answer 
in this manner I am qualifying it now because, and if I may continue furtherr"-

Mr. SOURWINIl. Go ahead. 
Mr. OTEPltA, As I said, this was a rather hasty move and since this order was 

issued, I have had a series of discussions with the Director of the Office of Security 
and the executive officer, and I hope we can reach some sort of an understanding 
that I will not lose from my division any of these professional personnel security 
officers. Those jobs properly belong in my Division. 

• • • • • • • 
Mr. SOURWINE. Now, if this move is made and you say it is now undel'way, 

what will be the result on the efficiency of your Division? 
Mr. OTEPKA. My feeling is that the executive office will be performing funo

tions in the field of personnel security that is evaluation of substantive data on 
officerS or, rather, on employees of the Department of State, applicants for the 

u Stale Department Security Hearings, pt. 2, p. m . 
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Department of State as well as other individuals who will have some official 
relationship with the Department of State where they may need to have access 
to the Department's classified information or perform duties of a sensitive nature. 

Mr .. SOURWINE. Are you telling us that the result of this order will be to place 
the responsibility for certain evaluations outside the Division of Evaluations? 

Mr. O'l'EPItA. I am telling you that. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Does that make sense? 
Mr. OTEPKA. It does not make any sense to me, sir." 

Otepka to War College - In a move directed from the top echelon, Mr. Otto Otepka, Chief 
of the Division of Evaluation of the State Department's Office of 
Security, was given a 10-month assigllment to the National War 
College soon after he had testified before us. 

Senator Mundt had addressed a letter to Mr. Jones on this subject. 
In this letter, Senator Mundt wrote: . . 

* * * I have just learned that Otto Otepka is currently being slated for a 
100month assignment at the National War College. While I feel that it is vitally 
important that top-level personnel in our national seourity agencies undergo 
broad-spectrum training in all phases of the cold war, I am, nevertheless, dis
turbed to learn the Mr. Otepka is being taken away from his important respon
sibilities at the very time that a new man is "breaking in" to the job of Director 
of the Office of Security. In the recent aftermath of the Scarbeck case it seems to 
me that we can ill afford to take a veteran security officer like Mr. Otepka off the 
firing line. Because of the critical role which Mr. Otepka plays in the security 
program at State, I sincerely hope that you will make a personal review of his 
proposed to the War College. His transfer at this particular time 
does not look wise to me, and I trust that you will &glee with this view once 
you've had a chance to study this matter. 

Mr. Jones' testimony about this on April 12 follows: 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Is it true, Mr. Jones, that Mr. Otepka was MRigned to the 

National War College? 
Mr. JONIlS. He was _igned to it up to the day before yesterday and he ac

cepted the assignment by letter to the personnel office. The day before yesterday, 
in the afternoon, the personnel office told me after I received Senator Mundt's 
letter that Mr. Otepka had been in and requested his lL"8ignment be canceled. 
and it was forthwith canceled because we don't send people to senior training 
against their wishes. 

Mr. SOUBWINE. Why was he lLosigned to the National War College can you 
tell us? 

Mr. JONES. Yes. Three considerations were involved. Mr. Otepka 
carried a terrific workload, trying to tidy up all the outstanding 
committee knows, for a very considerable period of time. He has 
great stress. He has worked against impossible deadlines at times, 
in connection with appointments at the start of the new administration. 

He seemed to his prior supervisor, Mr. Boswell, and his present supervisor, Mr. 
Reilly, to be a tired and worried man on whom responsibility had closed in to 
the point where he needed a break. 

It was our belief that it would be highly useful for a man of Mr. Otepka's 
demonstrated value in the security field to have the opportunity to undertake 
senior training at the National War College, so as to have a chance to ree-harge his 
battery, to get a new overview of our entire strategic situation, to have an oppor
tunity for time to re1lect and to study and to map out for himself the course of his 
future career. . . 

Mr. SOURWINE. The purpose was primarily to give him a break and a rest? 
Mr. JONES. Primarily to give him a break and a rest from duties which were 

confining and where he was under very heavy pressure. . 
Mr. SOURWINE. What is the normal procedure; how are candidates selected 

for the National War College? 

II State Department Security Hearings, pt. 2, pp. 192-19lS. 
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Mr. JONES. They are .;z!<;>cted in two ways. First, nominations are received 
from the individual bureaus well, may I say, One way is for the nomination to be 
made by the bureau or the departments and the second is for the personnel office 
in consultation with the Department officers to select a top group for each one of 
the institutions like the National War College, or like our Own Foreign Service 
Institute and the seminar under Professor Bowie at Harvard. They come up with 
suggested names both of principals and alternates and then the availabilities of 
the principals and alternates is checked "ith the bureaus and interviews are held 
"'ith the man if he is in this country, and, if not, by letter, if he would like to have 
this training, and then the assignments are made by the personnel office. 

Mr. SOURWINE. How many State Department employees are sent' to the War 
College annually.? ' 

Mr. JONES. We send 18 at the present time. 
Mr. ,SOURWINE. I have here, Mr. Chairman, a copy of a memorandum to Mr. 

Leahy from Mr. Pollack which Mr. Leahy furnished us. Do you have a copy of 
this? 

Mr. JONES. I think this is the same, sir; ye~. And may I ask, Mr. Counsel, 
to insert one word here to make it clear? It reads now, "the Department of Stat,e 
assigns officers to advanced career training at the following institutions," and the 
word "now" really goes in before "assigns officers" because in the next paragraph 
he refers to "in the past, when the Department ~ent about half the present num
ber of officers." 

Mr. SOURWINE. May that go in the record, Mr. Chairman? 
Senator HRUSKA. It may go in the record with that notation as a correction. 
(The document referred to reads as follows:) 

Memorandum for: H Mr. Leahy. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
A88ISTANT SECRETARY, 

MOil 31, lOBe. 

Reference is made to your inquiry from the Senate Intemal Security Subcommittee. 
The Department of State [now) assigns officers to advanced career training at 

the following institutions: 18 to the National War College, 15 to the senior 
seminar at FSI, 3 to the Industrial College of the Armed Forces, 16 to the fol
lowing schools: Army War College, Air War College, Naval War College, the 
Armed Forces Stall College, the Imperial Defense College, the Canadian Defence 
College, and Harvard University. 

In the past, when the Department sent about half the present number of 
officers to training, 30 to 40 percent were civil service officers. Sinoe 1957, after 
many civil service officers had been integrated into the Foreign Service, sub
stantially fewer civil service officers have been trained. In 1959, 1960, and 1961, 
two civil service officers have been sent to advanced training annually. 

It has been determined that it would be desirable to increase the number of 
('ivil service employees recehing such training. Therefore, our target for the 
coming academic year was set at five civil service officers. To date we have been 
able to obtain agreement on the assignment of four. 

I hope this information will be helpful. 
HERMAN POLLACK. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Is it true, Mr. Jones, that you instructed that Mr. Otepka be 
designated for assignment to the War College? 

Mr. JONES. No, sir . . 
Mr. SOURWINE. Was he recommended for this assignment by his immediate 

superior? 
Mr. JONES. This possibility was discussed by his then immediate supervisor, 

Mr. Boswell and me, and was also discussed by me with the chief of the Personnel 
Division. Suh8equently after Mr. Reilly succeeded Mr, Boswell and Mr. Boswell 
went to,the hospital for surgery, I discussed-

Mr. SOURWINE. It was not initiated by Mr. Boswell, though, was it? 
Mr. JONES. The specific assignment was not initiated by him. 
Mr. SOUR WINE, The question of sending him to the War College was not 

initiated by him? 
Mr. JONES. No; the question of what we could do to get him out from under 

stress was. ' 

87116G 62 2 
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Mr. SOURWINJIl. What you could do to get him out from under 
future do you foresee for Mr. Otepka in the State Department, Mr. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Otepka is a very valuable security officer in the 
sonnel security'--

What 

of per-

Mr. SOUR WINE. Do you think it would be good administration to take him out 
of the field of security in which he spent his lifetime? 

Mr. JONES. Well, may I go on and answer your question a little more? 
Mr. SOURWINE. Of course. 
Mr. JONES. I have had a lot of experience with security personnel over a very 

long period of time and I have been particularly concerned, growing out of my 
experience in the Civil Service Commission, that good personnel security officers 
not be permitted to get stale. 

This is a very, very difficult kind of a job, Mr. Chairman, because on their 
shoulders rests the responsibility for seeing to it that just so far as they can prevent 
it their bosses do not ever make a mistake of judgment. This requires them to 
have a very high order of themselves and when they are constantly dealing with 
files in which there are all kinds of information, from good, to bad, to indifferent, 
it is only natural to begin to turn in on themselves and begin worrying about their 
own competency, aftcr a certain length of time, their own capacity to be judges. 

In the Civil Service Commission we had a program for the promotion of the 
best evaluators to administrative responsibilities in connection with the operation 
of the whole Government-wide system of personnel investigations, and in fact 
at times we deliberately yanked them out of that kind of work and put them into 
other work, assigning them work on review of criteria used in agencies for the 
application of the civil service laws and things of that sort. 

In the State Department we don't have that breadth or latitude for people 
primILrily trained in security matters. I had felt for some time that one of Mr. 
Otepka's difficulties or problems was that he had not had enough of an overview 
of the entire job of the Department of State to make it possible to recognize 
and to utilize his full potential. He has been pretty well locked to the job in 
which he had topped out and he was too young a man to have topped out. When 
Mr. Boswell and I reviewed all of the cases of security ~ople on his staff, there 
were several people who were marked by us for potential advancement, but we 
thought their potentials had to be raised, their vistas broadened, and Mr. Otepka 
was one of these. 

He had had a long time as chief of evaluation work and we wanted to find 
other fields in which he might be interested. 

Mr. SOURWINE. How about my question? Do you think it would be good 
administration to take him out of the field of security which had been his lifetime 
profession? 

Mr. JONES. If the job had closed in on him, I do, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Is that what you contemplate, getting him out of that field? 
Mr. JONES. No, what we contemplated was to ~ve him an opportunity to 

reassess this thing after a year of being completely dIVorced from it. 
Mr. Otepka, in his conversations with Mr. Boswell, and one conversation with 

me, expressed some doubt what he really wanted to do from here on out. He 
had made a contribution and we agreed that he had, but he was not sure he 
wanted to stay in that work for the rest of his career. 

Mr. SOURWINE. In the security field, what jobs higher than the one that he 
holds might be open? . 

Mr. JONES. Only the job of Chief of Security, unless he switched into another 
field and went into the field of physical security, which I don't think he considers 
himself qualified to do. 

Mr. SOUR WINE. He could be switched to that,..-
Mr. JONES. That is the only'--
Mr. SOUR WINE. If it were reestablished? 
Mr. JONES. If the job should be reestablished. 
Mr. SOUR WINE. Or he could be, I suppose, assistant administrator of the 

Bureau of Security and Consular Affairs or Administrative Affairs -I am not saying 
he is fit for this job or that you would put him there, but it is in line with security 
work or is it not? 

Mr. JONES. No, those jobs are primarily administrative jobs and Mr. Otepka, 
if he is going to undertake that kind of thing, needs to get some of the background 
of administration, in my judgment. 
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Mr. SOUBWINE. You don't consider him an able administrator? 
Mr. JONES. I will have to answer that categorically; no, I don't think he is at 

the present time; no. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Would the job that you say is the only one possibility ahead 

of him require National War College training? 
Mr. JONES. It would be highly desirable but it doesn't require it. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. How would National War College training help fit him better 

for theJ·ob of chief of security? 
Mr. ONES. To give him a broad overview of our national strategy, of our 

relationship to many questions that affect a neat balance between the political 
and the substantive on issues affecting the bloc and in giving him an opportunity 
to read and to get up to date on the current thinking of Government and outside 
leaders about the nature of our contest with communism and the place of the 
State Department and the overall national security picture of the country,give 
him an opportunity to work on a specific project and to travel. 

Mr. SOUBWINE. And you think the National War College would teach Otepka 
anything about communism that he does not already know? 

Mr. JONES. Yes, I do, sir." 

Mr. Otepka refuted aspersions cast on his record by Deputy Under 
Secretary Roger Jones. Counsel asked: 

Mr. Otepka, in testifying before the House committee, Mr. Roger Jones, when 
asked by Representative Walter about Mr. Boswell's assistant, said this: 

"He (meaning Boswell) doesn't have an operating deputy. On the organization 
chart for the last couple of years his operating deputy has been Mr. Otepka, but 
his job as deputy has not been that of full deputy. He has continued to devote 
practically 100 percent of his time to the Division of Evaluations, and conse
quently, in blunt terms, I considered the job was a phony and we abolished it." 

Now, Mr. Otepka, how long were you in the job of deputy? 
Mr. OTEPKA. From April 1957 through January 20, 1962. 

• • • * * * * 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Had you always devoted practically 100 percent of your time 

to the Division of Evaluations? 
Mr. OTEPKA. During that period of time? 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Yes. 
Mr. OTEPKA. No, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Did you ever devote practically 100 percent of your time to 

the Division of Evaluations while you were Deputy Director? 
Mr.OTEPKA. Never, sir, I--
Mr. SOUBWINE. Have your efficiency reports always been high? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Does your job description call for you to devote most of your 

time to the Division of Evaluations? 
Mr. OTEPKA. No, sir. . 

* * * * • • 
Mr. SOURWINE. In your judgment, is that a fair job description? 
Mr.OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWlNE. It recites what your duties in fact were? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. As Deputy Director; yes, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. And you did perform those duties? 

• 

Mr. OTEPKA. I performed substantially all of those duties enumerated in that 
job description. There may be some difference of opinion on percentage ofltime 
because of special assignments. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Is that a phony job description? 
Mr. OTEPKA. No, sir . 

• • • • 
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Mr. SOURWINE. Under that job description which you are going to supply for 
the record, if you had spent practically 100 percent of your time devotmg it· to 
the Division of Evaluations, would you have been satisfactorily performing your 
duties? 11 . . . 

Mr. OTEPKA. Would you restate the question, Mr. Sourwine? 
Mr. SOUR WINE. Yes. If during the time you were Deputy Director under the 

job description you have just agreed to furnish you had spent practically 100 
percent of your time handling the Division of Evaluations, would you have been 
satisfactorily performing your duties as Deputy Director? 

Mr. OTEPKA. No· I would not have. 
Mr. SOURW'INE. bid you in fact willfull! and of JOur own volition devote 

practically 100 percent of your time to the Division Evaluations in disregard 
of the requirements of your job description? 

Mr. OTEPKA. No, sir; I did not. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did any of your superiors at any time tell you you were not 

performing your job satisfactorily. 
Mr. OTEPKA. They did not, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. How did it come that you took on a heavy additional respon

sibility in connection with the work of the Division of Evaluations? Were you 
ordered to do this? 

Mr.OTIiPKA. I was never aware that, made aware by any of my superiors that 
I was taking on any additional duties relating specifically to the Division of 
Evaluations. I undertook to perform special functions and missions in connec
tion with my capacW as Deputy Director. 

Mr. SOUllWINE. hen you took on additional work, was it because you were 
ordered or asked by your superior to do this? 

Mr. OTIiPKA. I was specifically requested by my superior. 
Mr. SOUBWINIi. That was Mr. Hanes or Mr. Boswell? 
Mr. OTEPKA. · Initially Mr. Hanes and next Mr. Boswell. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Was any reason given for picking you for this job? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes sir. 
Mr. SOUllWINIi. What was the reason? 
Mr. OTIiPKA . . Well, I don't want to flatter myself here, sir, but I was told that 

this was a highly important mission which needed to be done and that I was the 
only man in tne DeplU1;ment of State who could perform this mission satisfactorily. 

Mr. SOUBWINE. Who told you that? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Mr. William O. Boswell. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Do you think that is the real reason you were given this extra 

load of duty? 
Mr. OTIiPKA. I was led to believe that was the reason. 
Mr. SOUllWINE. Now, in line with what you know now, Mr. Otepka, are you 

sure there was no desire on the part of anyone to so load you with responsibilities 
other than the normal responsibilities of operating Deputy Chief that you could 
be sidetracked? 

Mr. OTEPKA. I have since I undertook to perform this mission at the instruc
tions of my superior, I have more recently developed a reservation that perhapa 
this was deliberately used as a device to my detriment so that at some future 
time it could be said that I was not, in fact, perforilling my functions as Deputy 
Director." . . 

II The text 01 the job description will be lonnd at p. 2011, Pt. 3, State Deportment _t1 BOIU'IDp • . 
JI State Department Security Heariogs, pt. 2, pp. 206-207 . 

... ., . ' 
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Otepka'8 title, authority reduced 
Not only Mr. Otepka's title, but also his actual authority, has been 

reduced: 
Mr. SOURWINE. Now, you told us you were formerly Deputy Dir~ctor of the 

Office of Security. You are now acting as head of a division. Did that invoh'e 
a reduction in the scope of your authority? 

Mr. OTEPKA. It certainly did. 
Mr. SOUR WINE. Now, does this memorandum involve further reduction in the 

scope of your authority? . 
Mr. OrEPKA. I think it is a further diminution of my authority and respon

sibility. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Can you tell us why your authority and responsibility is being 

continually and progressively diminished? 
Mr. OrEPKA. I am afraid I can't answer that, sir. 

• • • * • • • 
Mr. SOURWINE. Has Rnyone chRrged you with any offenses for which you might 

be punished by this diminution of authority? 
Mr. OrEPKA. No sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Has anyone superior to you expressed dissatisfaction with the 

way. you performed your work? 
Mr. OTEPKA. No, sir. Not to me, sir." 

The committee has not yet learned whether the hope expressed by 
Mr. Otepka for saving the positions referred to on page 11 has roved 

. Otepka will be upheld, because the committee believes Mr. 
Otepka's testimony that the efficiency of the Division would be hurt 
by the changes proposed in the memo of April 6, 1962. 

The committee agrees with counsel's conclusion, as in 
the record, that the conduct of Mr. Otto Otepka in the . case 
and other cases, and his insistence upon what he considered good secu
rity, has, without fault on bis part, brougbt harm to his career in the 
State Department, and that this is a situation greatly to be deplored. 
The committee urges that, as a minimwn, Mr. Otepka be restored to 
his fonner position of De uty Director of the Office of Security, 

ence as a securit officer will be 0 inestimable value to the Depart-

Since we close our recor on this matter, the Office of Security 
has been transferred out of the Bureau of Security and Consular 
Affairs, where it had been placed by statute, and is under a new Under 
Secretary for Administration. This new job has been filled by 
William H. Orrick, Jr., a former employee of the Department of 
Justice. The Office of Security is now headed by John F. Reilly, 
who was once an FBI agent. He has the title of Deputy Assistant 
Secretary for Securit. -

toward accomplishing coordination of security and personne 
functions, which is very important, the subcommittee hOfes these 
changes are for the better, and p~age a gener~ tightening 0 sec~ty 
at the State Department. We will be watching developments wlth 
interest . 

• 8tate Deputment Secorlty Hesrlnp, pt. 2, p. 196. 

• 
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SECURITY PROCEDURES AT THE STATE DEPARTMENT 

The differing, and sometimes conflicting, testimony given before 
the subcommittee makes clear that gaps exist in administration, 
procedures, and methods of Department of State security. The evi
dence raises a serious question as to whether these gaps do not en
danger overall security. 

Some of these gaps are partly technical, involving the excessive use 
of waivers on security investigations and the deplorable backdating 
of both these 90-day waivers and of final clearances. The use of 
lower echelon employees (and particularly stenowaphers) on classified 
material pending clearance creates another ObVIOUS gap. Insufficient 
original personneJ. data, and failure, in updating clearanccs, to consider 
carefully the scantiness of the original data that does exist, create 
still another gap in security, endangering the whole. 

In considering the security techniques employed in the State De
partment, the existence of an atmosphere adverse even to reasonable 
security must be noted, as well as what the recent British white paper 
on security termed "public apathy." Thus technical gaps must be 
considered in the light of testimony indicating that the accent in 
State is so heavily upon protecting the individual that security needs 
tend to be subordinated. This was evidenced both in testimony 
about individual cases and in the downgrading of the security func
tion itself in reorganizations and appointments. Those seeking to 
uphold administratively eve!: existing seccl.rit.y standards have been, 
according to the evidence, frequently shunted aside or, iD many 
cases, eliminated. 

The merely technical aspects of State Department security must be 
considered, too, in the light of disclosures that the Foreign Service is 
now, to a subst,a.ntial degree, policing itself, instead of bein~ subject to 
unprejudiced checking by non-Service security authonty, Quite 
apart from the consequent problem of finding sufficient trained per
sonnel, it was conceded by at least one responsible witness that a 
Foreign Service officer on a relatively short tour of duty on security 
work, and knowing he will return to regular Foreign Service assign
ments, may yield to the human tendency to please superiors in the 
Department under whom he may have to work later, This is not a 
question of integrity, but of inherent predisposition, involving esprit 
de corps a.nd even discipline, 

The tremendous importance of proper securit organization and 

testimony of one former ranking security 0 cer that the current 
Soviet major effort is to place agents in policy positions, ('i'his 
same objective also was noted by the British white paper on security, 
which indicated some progress had been made in Great Britain by 
unrelenting Communist efforts in this direction, No such success 
with respect to our own State Department was conceded by any 
witness before the subcommittee although the presence of "sleepers" 
in the Department was deemed possible,) 

Discussion in detail of some of the more glaring security deficiencies 
of the State Department seems justified at this point. 
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THE ISSUANCE OF WAIVERS 

The wide use of the temporary waiver of security investigation as 
a device to permit new State Department employees to start work 
immediately came out in the questioning of Roger W. Jones, then 
Deputy Under Secretary of State for Administration. 

Question. Do you have any people working in the State Department with 
access to classified material who have not been investigated? 

Mr. JONES. The temporary people in the period of their 9O-day employment 
on a waiver basis would have access to classified information. 

Question. For 90 days? 
Mr. JONES. For 90 days. 
Question. Without being investigated? 
Mr. JONES. The investigation would be going on simultaneously. 
Question. Would this be true: These would be people who have not been 

cleared? 
Mr. JONES. They have been given a waiver, a security waiver is what we call it. 
Question. Who gives the waiver? 
Mr. JONES. The waiver is given by the Secretary of State. 
Question. In his discretion, or is this a routine thing? 
Mr. JONES. Well, no, it is in his discretion, on the basis of a recommendation 

which, again, comes up through channels, through SCA (Bureau of Security and 
Consular Affairs) to me, thence from me to the Secretary. 

Mr. Otto Otepka, Chief of Evaluations, explained that a waiver is 
an interim clearance; that it lasts only until the full investigation is 
completed . 

. Deputy Under Secretary Jones indicated that the. waiver. normally is 
given employees onl;r after a "name check" With maJor Federal 
security agencies to mdicate there is nothing adverse known about 
them; except, sometimes, in cases where the person has had previous 
security clearance of one kind or another. He stated this was true in 
the case of the waiver granted for Assistant Secretary of State Harlan 
Cleveland. 

The questioning continued: 
Question. Well, are there persons working in the State Department with access 

to classified material whose emplor,ment has never been reported to the Office 
of Personnel or the Office of Security? 

Mr. JONES. I cannot answer that question. I do not think so, but I do not 
know." 

Mr. Otepka's testimony respecting persons not investigated who 
have access to classified material, and persons having such access 
whose o.toyment has never been reported to the Office of Personnel 
or the ce of Security, was as follows: 

Mr. SOURWINE. It must be true that. there are many people working in the 
State Department with access to classified material who have not been inves-
tigated? . 

Mr. OTEPKA. That is correct. 
Mr. SOUllWINE. And that would be true both at the level of GS 4 and below, 

and at the officer level? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOUllWINE. Is it true that there are persons working in the State Depart

ment with access to classified material whose employment has never been reported 
either to the Office of Personnel or the Office of Security? 

Mr. OTEPItA. I am not aware of any such case at this time, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you ever know of such a case? 
Mr. OrEPKA. Yes, sir . 

.. State Department Security Hearings, pt. 4, p. 38.\. 
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Mr. SOURWlNE. Can you tell us about that case, if it would faU within your 
limitation? 

Mr. OU.I'KA. It would faU within my limitation insofar as names are concerned. 
Mr. SOURWlNE. Can you identify that case in the Department sufficiently so 

that they will know about it so we can get it? 
Mr. OTEPKA. I have identified those cases to the Department. 
Mr. SOURWlNE. How? How have you identified it to the Department? 
Mr. OTEPKA. By bringing to the attention of my superiors the fact that there 

were some persons on duty who were apparently brought in by other individuals 
who assumed that they had the appointing power and ther did not, they simply 
committed these persons to an appointment without pnor notification of the 
Office of Personnel. 

Mr. SOURWINE. You did this by memorandums? 
Mr. OTEPItA. I did this by memorandums. 
Mr. SOURWINE. How long ago? 
Mr. OTEPKA. I believe, sir, the first memorandum I wrote on this subject was 

dated in the latter part of February or early March 1962. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And when was the last one, the last memorandum of this 

nat.ure? 
Mr. OTEPKA. After my initial written report to my superior on this subject. 

He thereafter di8cussed it at a higher le\'el and the Deputy lInder Secretary for 
Administration caused a full-scale inquiry to be conducted into this matter to 
identify each and every such case. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Well, now, do you want to tell us that your own memorandums 
in this regard are classified, and therefore YOll cannot tell us about them? 

Mr. OTEPKA. I will say that my memorandum in this case is within the admin
istrative control de8ignations, that I cannot, at this time, under the restrictions 
I feel are imposed on me, give you the names. 

Mr. SOURWINE. May we ask for a copy of the memorandum and any other 
memorandums on this SUbject? 

Senator HRUSKA. l es. I think that it would fall into that category earlier 
discussed. However, because of the level which I understand is G8-4 or under, 
I don't know that would be in the same category--

Mr. SOURWINE. Well, these people are 
Senator HRUSKA. Excuse me. I thought you were talking of blanket waiver. 
Mr. SOURWINE. "'0, sir. 
Mr. OTEPKA. These would be brought at the officer level and--
Senator HRUSKA. Let us put them in the same category, the same inquiry.1I1I 

Mr. Otepka testified independently, and without knowled~e of Mr. 
Jones' test.!IDony, that there were people working in State WIth access 
to classified material about whom the appropriate offices knew nothing. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Otepka, what is the difference between a waiver and a 
clearance. 

Mr. OTIiPltA. Well, of course, the terms, in a sense, are synonymous. I would 
like to describe what a waiver is. 

Mr. SOURWINE. All right. 
Mr. OTEPltA. A waiver is an action by the head of a departm,ent or agency 

in writing to waive the requirements of a preapp<?intment full-field investigation 
in case an individual is being appointed to a sensitive position. Once that waiver 
is signed by the head of the agency, the person gets an Interim olearance, pending 
the completion of the full-field Investigation. 

Mter the full-full investigation is completed, on a postremployment basis, 
the person then has his clearance finalized. 

Mr. SOURWIIIIII. Is there always an adequate Investigation In a waiver case? 
Mr. OTEPKA. The investigation in a waiver case is a full backgiOund Investi

gation which is the same as is required for any other case where the person is 
going to be appointed in a sensitive position. However, I must qualify this in 
this : Whenever you give a waiver, you are waiving the preappointment 
investigative requirement. You are appointing the person on the basis of no 
investigation at aU or some preliminary check which, of course, doesn't meet the 
requirements of a full field. 

Senator HBusKA. Does that mean that waiver is always an Interim thing? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 

D State Depertm ... t 8eoilrtty H-mp. pt. 4. PP. f6g 171. 
IS No memorandum. were lOO6tved In (oopoora to tbta inquiry. 
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Senator HBU8J[A. And it lasts only so long until the full and fine.! investigation 
can be completed which will then make the tentative clearance a fine.! clearance? 
Is that the proper office of a waiver? 

Mr. OTEPXA. y~ sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. t;an a person who has been appointed under a waiver and has 

thereby received an intenm clearance go ahead and give clearances for persons 
appointed subordinate to him? 

Mr. OTJ:PKA. No .... sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINIl. He cannot? 
Mr. OTJ:PKA. No, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Suppose a man is appointed under a waiver at the head of a 

bureau. Can't he appoint subordinates? 
Mr. OTJ:PKA. Well, of course, if he is given the authority to administer the 

Bureau and then is empowered to effect appointments, I would say that he can 
appoint persons subordinate to him, but he has 

Mr. SOUBWINJ:. Can you conceive of a man being appointed as an Assistant 
Secretary or Under Secretary or Deputy Under Seoretary under a waiver? 

Mr. OTBPKA. Well, it certainly-I can conceive that it might happen, but it 
certainly in the Department of State I would say it would not be a good security 
practice. 

Mr. SOUBWINJ:. Do you know of any instance in which it has ever happened? 
Mr. OTEPXA. Well, there, sir, again I must defer my comment on the thing 

because I have been out of this channel of review and if there were appointments 
at the Deputy Under Secretary level on the basis of waiver, I was not personally 
familiar with them. Certainly if such matters oame to my attention, if I had 
been consulted, I would have felt that for that high-ranking position, there should 
be a full field preappointment investigation. 

Mr. SOURWINE. All I asked you is whether you ever knew of anyone at the 
Assistant Secretary level or higher who was appointed under a waiver. 

Mr. OTEPKA. There have been some waivers at the AfI8\stant Secretary level. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Can you tell us in what cases? 
Mr. OTBPKA. No sir. I can't speoifically identify cases at this time. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Well, how do you know there have been waivers if you don't 

know in what oases they have beenT 
Mr. OTBPKA. Well, there have been persons who were candidates for positions 

of the Assistant Seoretary of State where prior to oompletion of their full 
field FBI investigation, they were entered on duty on the basis when given a so
c-ned consultant position in the interim. 

Mr. SOUBWINB. Who were the individuals you are referring to? 
Mr. OTBPXA. Well, sir, I must respectfully refer you to our regulatiOns on that 

point 118 to identifying those cases. I think I would have to get the permission 
of my superiors to identify names, sir." 

In connection with the above, the following testimony by Mr. 
Elmer Hipsley, former aBSistant to Scott McLeod and one of the few 
"old line"· !lecurity officers left in the State Department, is highly 
pertinent: 

Mr. SoURWINE. Is it true that there are persons working in the State Depart
ment with &0_ to classified matsrieJ whoee employment has never been reported 
either to the Office of Personnel or the Office of Security? 

Mr. HIPSLlty. This I would not know, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Could it be? 
Mr. HIPSLlty. I would hope not. 
Mr. SOUBWINJ:. Well, from what you know of departmente.! procedures, if the 

procedures are followed as \a.id down, could this happen? . 
Mr. · HIPSLlty. No, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And yet you cannot say it has not happened? 
Mr. UIP.LEY. I can only say I know of no such case. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You know of no such case; e.!1 right. 
Is it common practice in the State Department to antedate security clearances? 
Mr. HIPSLEY. N<.>t sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINB. lJO you know of any case or cases in which this has been done? 
Mr. HlPSLEY. No, sir . 

.. State Department s .... rtty Hear!np, pt. 4, pp. _. 
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Mr. SOURWINE. You do not know of any single case in which a security clear
ance has been antedated? 

Mr. H,PSLEY. No, sir. 
Mr. SOUR WINE. Would this be contrary to departmental regulations and 

procedure? 
Mr. H,PSLEY. I could not say that it would be contrary. It certainly would 

not be in keeping with them. I would certainly not endorse such a practice. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Well, suppose the Secretary of State wanted a man's record to 

show that he had been cleared 3 weeks ago, come Sunday, and he instructed that 
the record be made to so show, would he be violating any rules or regulations of 
the Department? 

Mr. H,PSLEY I do not think he would be violating any rules or regulations. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Would he be doing violence to good security procedures? 
Mr. HIPSLEY. That could be; yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. What do you mean, it could be? How could you run a secu

rity system if you could antedate security clearance and date them back 3 weeks 
or 3 months or any other time? 

Mr. H,PSLEY. Well, of course, here you have done this on the instruction of 
the Secretary of State, sir. 

Mr. SOURWINE. I have not done it. I am just talking about its being done. 
Do you think the fact that the Secretary of State did it would mean that it would 
not be violence to security procedure? 

Mr. H,PSLEY. I think it would be in violation of the intent of the securi~y 
procedure. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Why, of course it would, no matter who did it. 
Mr. H,PSLEY. Yes, sir." 

Deputy Under Secretary Jones and William O. Boswell had both 
testified that it was not State Department policy to backdate security 
clearances, and both had denied knowing of any such cases. 

Question. Is it common practice in the State Department to antedate securit y 
clearances? 

Mr. JONES. To antedate, to backdate them? 
Question. Yes. . 
Mr. JONES. No, sir. 
Question. Do you know of any case in which it has been done? 
Mr. JONES. I do not recall of any case in which it has been done. 
Question (to Mr. Boswell). Do you know of any single cMe? 
Mr. BOSWELL. No, sir. 

On March 20, however, Deputy Under Secretary Jones wrote Chair
man James O. Eastland of the subcommittee that, on information 
from Mr. Otepka, relayed through Mr. Boswell, he had ordered an 
investigation of this matter of backdating waivers and clearances. 

On April 12, 1962, asked about this, when he appeared, Mr. Otepka 
gave the following test.imony: 

Mr. SOUBWINE. • • • 
The committee has been advised, Mr. Otepka, by another officer of the De

partment who communicated with a member of the committee, that you recently 
informed Mr. Boswell respecting the antedating of security clearances. Can you 
tell us how many cases of that nature there were in the information you gave 
Mr. Boswell? 

Mr. (}rEPKA. I identified in that memorandum something like 30 cases. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. How long has that investigation been going on of all such 

cases in the Department? 
Mr. (}rEPItA. Approximately 3 weeks. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Do you know how many cases have been uncovered 80 far? 
Mr. (}rEPKA. I do not. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Can you tell us who is conducting this investigation? 
Mr. (}rEPItA. Members of the Foreign Service Inspection Corps. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Again, can you name them? 
Mr. (}rEPKA. I don't think I would be privileged to recite the names of the 

inspectors. 

" State Dep&rtment Security Hearlnp, pt. 4, pp. 41H20. 
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Mr. SOURWINE. I will say for the record, Mr. Chairman, I have asked for this 
information and we don't have it yet. I would like to have the request remade, 
if it be the pleasure of the Chair, so that it will be on the committee record, as to 
the names of the individuals conducting this investigation. 

Senator HRUSKA. Was any acknowledgment made of the request? 
Mr. SOURWINE. Yes, sir. 
Senator HRUSKA. Was any word received on it, whether it was going to be 

complied with or going to be denied? 
Mr. SOURWINE. I was told, sir, and I will ask Mr. Leahy to check me if I am 

correct, that Mr. Jones was conducting this investigatiQn personally and the 
personnel were only used or were only employed ad hoc. 

Is that correct, Mr. Leahy? 
Mr. LEAHY. That is correct. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Now it appears from Mr. Otepka's testimony the investigation 

is in fact being conducted by a team from the Inspector General's Office. 
Senator HRUSKA. Maybe you are talking about two different things. 
Mr. SOURWINE. No· we are talking about the same thing, I am sure. 
Senator HRUSKA. Well, I will instruct counsel to renew his request. 
Mr. SOURWINE. I may prefer it not to be transferred back to the Department 

but to express my opinion, while I am sure Mr. Jones would have control over 
the investigation, I was quite sure he was not personally doing the work and if 
he delegated it to others, there is somebody in charge of it and we should be 
able to get the names of those doing it, so that is a further request. 

Mr. LEAHY. Yes so noted." 
Mr. SOURWINE. When did you first go to Mr. Boswell with a complaint about 

either the antedating of a security clearance or the antedating of a waiver? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Well, I mentioned, sir, that it was-I cannot give you the specific 

date, but it was in the latter part of February or first week in March. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Of this year? . 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. In other words, your memorandum of about that time was 

the first occasion you had to call this to Mr. Boswell's attention? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Weill.. my recollection, sir, is that I orally informed Mr. Boswell 

in the latter part of J<·ebruary after I identified a specific case and then I subse
quently wrote a memorandum to him in which I identified other cases." 

The Kotschnig case 
Deputy Under Secretary Jones was questioned at some length about 

several cases involving waivers, or where important appointments 
were made without completed security investigations. Testimony 
regarding the case of Mr. Walter M. Kotschnig is worthy of particular 
attention. 

Mt. SOURWINE. Mr. Jones, can you tell us about the handling of the security 
case of Mr. Kotschnig? 

Mr. JONaB. I was completely unaware of the case of Mr. Kotschnig until I got 
the little pink slip which came from you. 

Mr. SOURWINE. When I knew I was going to ask about this cape I asked Mr. 
Leahy to hand it to you so you would not come here unprepared. 

Mt. JONES. I did ask the Office of Security to prepare a summary of the Kot
schnig case for me which could be compared with the records of my own office. 
In brief, this situation is as follows: 

On April 4 ... the part of my office which handles Presidential appointments re
quested the uffice of Security to review Mr. Kotschnig's file. When I say "re
view"-this Mr. Kotschnig is a longtime employee of the Department. In con
nection with his consideration for a Presidential appointment requiring Senate 
confirmation-that was the appointment as U.S. representative to the plenary 
session of the Commission for Europe of the Economic and Social Council of the 
United Nations, and the dates of the meetings were from April 24 until May 10. 

As soon as this got to our Security Office they advised that there was not a cur
rent updated investigation by the FBI and that in the light of some of the ma
terials in the files it would have to be referred to the FBI and the file was reviewed 
and the referral to the FBI was made April 10, 1962. 

Mr. SOURWINE. That meant, did it not, that there were questions, unresolved 
questions of a special order? 

• The information .,::~d WRS not furnished to the subcommittee. 
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Mr. JONES. In the judgment of the Office of Security there were matters which 
required FBI attention. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Well, that is what I meant when I said that, as requiring FBI 
attention. 

Mr. JONES. Yes. The employment, however, of Mr. Kotschnig in the De
partment indicated it was appropriate to go ahead with the appointment by virtue 
of the fact that Mr. Kotschnig had had prior FBI investigations, in fact three, 
under 10450 and all of the data developed by these investigations including inter
views with Mr. Kotschnig were considered under the standards of Executive Order 
10450 and he had been given clearance for employment and continued employment 
under those standards March 28, 1955. 

So what was involved in the referral of the case to the FBI was in effect an up-
dating from the time of the last FBI report. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Was there any waiver involved in this case? 
Mr. JONES. No, there was no waiver because the 10450 had never withdrawn. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And he was appointed, then, before the FBI report had been 

received? 
Mr. JONES. Yes. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Has he been confirmed? 
Mr. JONES. Well, he I Can only assume so, because he attended the meetings. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Yes. Do you know whether the Foreign lUllations Committee 

was advised with respect to the pending FBI investigation? 
Mr. JONES. They were. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Is this the same Dr. Kotschnig who was the general secretary 

of the International Student Service? 
Mr. JONES. I assume he must have been because the files indicate he was 

involved with the International Student Service. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And this same man is reported in the New York Times of 

September 7, 1931, as having told a so-called world rally at Mount Holyoke College 
that: "It is the students' responsibility to get away from this sentimental na.tional
ism," and he spoke against, and I quote this, "cheap patrintic societies which 
exist everywhere in the world." 

Mr. JONES. That quotation was given to me in the summary of the Kotschnig 
case which waa handed me laat night. 

• • • • • • • 
Mr. JONES. Trus was in 1931, September 7? 
Mr. SOURWINE. This is correct. He came to the United States from Austria 

in 1937. . 
Mr. J6io:9. In 1936; yes, sir. 
Mr, SoURWINE. And he was brought into the Division of International Affaire 

of the Office of Special Political Affairs of the State Department by Mr. Hiss who 
was then the Deputy Director of that Office? . 

Mr. JONES. I would have to find out, I would have to check this. I don't 
know whether I have this information or not. I do know the record reveals he 
did serve under Mr. Hiss' supervision at one time. . 

Mr. SOURWINE. Have you seen the security file, has the report come in? · 
Mr. JONES. The report from the FBI? 
Mr. SOORWINE. Yes. 
Mr. JONES. I have not seen it. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Do you know whether the allegations that Kotsohnig was a 

former Nazi have been satisfactorily resolved? . 
Mr. JONES. I don't, sir, and there is no reference to his being a former Nazi 

in the summary given to me. 
Mr. SoURWINE. There is not? 
Mr. JONES. No, air. 
Mr. SoURWINE. Does that summary contain numerous allegations by State 

Department officials and employees expressing the opinion that Mr. Kotschnig 
was pro-Communist? . 

Mr. JONES [after examining documents). May I apologize, Mr. Chairman, 
but I have to go through these. 

I find no allegations in this file by the Department of State people against 
Mr. Kotsohnig except by one employee 

Mr. SOORWINE. May I ask, when you say "this file," what file is that? 
Mr. JONES. I am looking at the summary of the Kotschnig security file pro-

vided me last night. . 
Mr. SOORWINE. Will you give us the date of that summary? 
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Mr. JONES. This was given me last night. 
Mr. SovawINE. It is the only summary? 
Mr. JONES. I don't know that, sir. I asked for a special summary. 
Mr. SouawINE. Is the only one furnished you? 
Mr. JONES. Yes, sir, dated June 6. 

25 

Mr. SOVEWINE. I see. All right. Is it poBIIible for this summary to be 
furnished to this committee? 

Mr. JONES. No, sir, I could not furnish this under the restrictions placed upon 
us with respect to furnishing security data. 

Mr. SouawINE. Does that reflect that, in Kotschnig's opinion, Mr. Hiss was 
im£[~perly convioted and was, in fact, innocent? 

. JONES. No, sir. 
Mr. SouawINE. Do you know what his position is in that regard independeDtly 

of the fileT 
Mr. JONES. As given to me, it indicates that Mr. Kotschnig under interrogation 

indicated that he was surprised when the Hiu case broke, that he had been 
condemned by proper proOONles and that he "had been found guilty and that is 
good enough for me." 

Mr. SouawINE. Do you know whether he still holds the position he is innocent? 
Mr. JONES. I don't know." 

Under date of April 30, 1962, Mr. Jones again wrote Senator East
land and disclosed that, as of that date, "the present Secretary of 
State," Dean Rusk, had granted 152 individual security waivers (to 
persons above the rank of FSS--4 and GS-13). 

"It was established," wrote Mr. Jones, "that there have been in
stances where both security waivers and security clearances have been 
backdated. " 

Backdatinq;, he reported, had occurred in 25 cases with regard 0 
waivers and m 19 cases involving final clearances. . 

The information, together with a generalized explanation, did not 
satisfy the subcommittee chailman, and under date of May 7, 1962, 
Senator Eastland wrote asking more detail. 

It was disclosed that 12 cases of backdating 90-day waivers for 
"temporary consultants" involved the following: 
Adolf Berle ____________________________________ Waiver backdated 20 days. 
Clarence RaDd .... L ______________________________ Waiver backdated 21 days. 
Arthur Wexler _________________________________ Waiver backdated 12 days. 
David Green ___________________________________ Waiver backdated 5 days. 
David CottreU _________________________________ Waiver backdated 7 days. 
John Hoving ___________________________________ Waiver backdated 18 days. 
Charles Marsb .... L ______________________________ Waiver backdated 9 days. 
Warren Roberts ________________________________ Waiver backdated 8 days. 
William Diebold ________________________________ Waiver backdated 8 days. 
Thomas Scbe1lingn _____________________________ Waiver backdated 38 days. 
Peter Davies ___________________________________ Waiver backdated 28 days. 
WarIen Christophern ___________________________ Waiver backdated 27 days. 

Seven consultants had their final clearances backdated by periods 
of from 8 to 135 days. Specific data was given in other cases as to 
the time element; but it was asserted that no records were made of 
those who asked for the backdating. 

The investigation producing all material on this subject was con
ducted by a Foreign Service inspection team for Mr. Jones and not 
by the Security Office. 

"In every case," Wlote Mr. Jones, "a senior policy officer stated 
that there was urgent need for the individual concerned." 

He referred to his letter of April 30 in which he had that 
the for the backdating were: 

• 1MaCe~' s-rt&7 x ..... pt. 4, PP. fIIHIl. 
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The pressure of work at the start of a new administration when many new 
appointments, particularly of consultants, were needed. 

Unfamiliarity of new policy officers with security and appointment procedures 
and the desire of lower echelons to help new officers and not to appear to impede 
them by insistence on established administrative procedure. 

Uncertainty as to the degree in which prior clearances could be properly sub
stituted for new investigations. 

Failure to record dates of telephonic clearances obtained in priority handling 
of certain cases under emergency procedures for making national agency checks, 
and delay in paperwork after such clearances were obtained. 

Assumption that the absence of any finding justified dating waiver papers as 
of the date of entrance on duty where such date was earlier than preparation of 
the waiver. 

All of these reasons appear to involve administrative confusion. 
The granting of so many waivers, and the backdating of such waivers 
and of final clearances after thorough investigation, allowed unauthor
ized personnel, not provably safe, to handle classified material at all 
levels except those requiring special clearance and then served as a 
"cover-up" for this laxity. Such administrative confusion itself, 
which is capable of causing mistaken actions such as the appointment 
of personnel without the knowledge of the Personnel Office, let alone 
the Security Office, must be regarded as a danger to security. 

The waiver provision in Executive Order 10450 obviously exists to 
deal with the very special and occasional case where an expert is 
needed at once. No evidence was adduced to show how many, if any, 
of those granted waivers in 1961-62 were either experts or essential; it 
was merely explained that "senior officers" (an ambiguous and, there
fore, virtually meaningless term) said they desired them. 

In some of these cases, it is obvious the backdating of waivers 
enabled a man, or woman, to be put on the payroll at once pending 

aperwork and the backdating of final clearances to cover the period 

on the payroll while obscuring the true facts. Mr. ones reported 
that, in 13 cases of backdating waivers, 3 days or less were involved 
and that the same was true of 3 final clearances. This timelag is not 
the point. Mr. Jones said under oath that he was unaware of back
dating and, when challenged by the committee and subsequently 
informed the practice did exist, he halted it, at least for the moment. 

This, in itself, shows the degree of administrative confusion and 
points to another fault in security: the current dependence on indi
viduals, rather than on method and organization. 

There are two particularly significant points to make in connection 
with this waiver and backdating procedure: 

1. The tendency is to resolve doubts in the case of final clearance 
in favor of a person already working on a job, a point underlined by 
Mr. Jones' testimony during the hearings when he said that good and 
bad points in a personnel record sometimes were "balanced off." The 
natural tendency has always been in Government to resolve uncer
tainties in favor of an incumbent. 

2. The criteria of final clearance were, in a practical sense, modified 
during the peliod waivers were in force. This modification occurred 
because of-

(a) Attempted reorganizations, and actual reorganization, of 
the State Department's Security Office itself; .. 

(b) The absence of trained, experienced personnel at the top 
in the Bureau of Security and Consular Affairs (SCA), normally 
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t.he supervisory and review office for t.he Security Office, the 
Administrator of SCA having the weight of Assistant Secreta.ry 
rank; 28. 

(c) The pressure on individual security officers as a result of 
action attempted against them and the example of this on other 
security officers; and 

(d) The willingness of ranking departmental officers to over
rule the experienced security experts who were their subordinates. 

All four of these points were the subject of exhaus~ive testimony 
before the subcommittee, centering upon the possibility that a person 
who might not have been clearable at the time of granting a waiver 
could be cleared before his waiver expired. 

In his testimony April 12, Mr. Otepka, the professional with the 
longest experience in security work to have held high rank (that of 
Deputy Director of the Security Office) had testified that there were 
certain blanket waivers. He said: 

The Department of State, because of the competition it has encountered from 
private industry and other Government agenCIes for the services of <\ualified 
clerks, has found it necessary to waive the full-scale investigations required for 
clerical personnel, GS-4 and below, in order to secure these people immediate 
aPEOintment. 

I.,luestion. So all these, GS-4 and below, are appointed with blanket waiver? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Question. It must be true that there are many people working in the State 

Department with acce88 to classified material who have not been investigated? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 

In his letter of May 28 replying to questions by Chairman Eastland, 
Deputy Under Secretary Jones disclosed that "comparable grades in 
the Foreign Service" also were exempted and that in April 1962 the 
Secretary of State had raised the blanket waiver to cover grade G8-6 
and the Foreign Service equivalent. 

With the only slightly reassuring note that "persons so appointed 
are not assigned to particularly sensitive areas such as cryptography 
and atomic energy", Mr. Jones revealed that, under this blanket 
waiver, 616 civil service personnel were hired from January 23, 1961, 
to MayJ7, 1962, to work on classified material if necessary. Full 
field investigations had not, as of the latter date, been finished on 70 
of the civil service or on 3 Foreign Service Staff employees, Mr. Jones 
stated. 

INADEQUATE CONSIDERATION OF SECURITY CASES 

1. Lack oj cooperation between Per80nnel and Security OjJice8 
One of the most disconcerting facts developed by the subcommittee 

was the lack of more than minimal cooperation between the State 
De artment's Security and Personnel offices. 

offices and facts in t e possession of one may not come into possession 
of the other. This is particularly true with respect to the Personnel 
Office which has failed to develop a "selection out" system for the 
Foreign Service, to get rid of deadwood or otherwise unsuitable per
sonnel, as is the case with the armed services. Instead, the effort 
has been to protect all those who have become members of the Foreign 

. 
.. The Oftloo or Security was moved out of SeA by order or the Secretary of State in 1962. State De· 

partment Security Hearings, Pt. 4, p. 426. 
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Service, irrespective of merit to a degree unprecedented in other 
pennanent services, including the military. 

The late Scott McLeod, former Administrator of Security and 
Consular Affairs and former Ambassador to Ireland, testified: 

I know of no instance in which the board of the Foreign Service has fired a 
Foreign Service officer. 

Question. Never is a long, long time. 
Mr. MeLlloD. Well, this act (the current Foreign Service Act) has been in 

effect since 1946. 

2. D01JYngrading oj security ca8es not involving loyalty. 
Correctly speaki~, a loyalty case is only one class of security case. 

But there is a grOWing tendency to regard "loyalty" and "security" 
as synonymous. 

In a loyalty case, a person's loyalty to the United States is involnd. 
Other security cases may involve anything from freq uent intemperance 
to criminal conduct, and embrace any of such diverse factors as drug 
addiction, various types of immorality, and sexual perversion. 

As a result of the Supreme Court decision in Gole v. Young, testi
mony showed, the Civil Service Commission has issued instructions 
that, unless loyalty is involved, dismissal should he for reasons of 
suitability, not of security per se. (This, too, points to the need for 
closer cooperation between security and personnel organizations.) 
GSG vrder substitutes "suitability" for "security" 

Mr. OTEPKA. * * * today as a result of a Supreme Court decision in which 
they attempted to identify what they call loyalty oriented facts and nonioyalty 
oriented facts, suitability then consists of matte,.. which I related a while ago, 
criminal conduct, sex perversion, immorality, and other forms of personal mis
conduct which have no bearing on the national security per se. 

Mr. SOURWINJIl. What Supreme Court decision was that, do you know? 
Mr. OTJIlPKA. Co~ v. Young. 
Mr. SOURWINJIl. You are saring that suitability factors such as you have named 

are not considered in connection with security. 
Mr. OTIIPItA. The Civil Service Commission, as a result of the Co/e v. Young 

decision, issued an instruction to all departments and agencies that where they 
uncover these suitability factors, that the department or agency utilize either the 
civil service regulations or other regulations to remove the person on grounds of 

unfitness for the Federal service rather than on grounds of national 

. . You are not saying that these things are no lo~ger security 
factors. are simply saying there is an instruction from the Civil Service 
Commission that where you find such matters. you are to proceed under suitability 
rather than proceeding under security. 

Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. Where separation may be walianted. 
Mr. SOURWlNJIl. It would be possible to proceed either way. 
Mr. OTJIlPKA. It would be possible to proceed either way. 

• * • • • * * 
Mr. SOURWlNJIl. • • • What are the factors which enter into a determination 

with respect to a loyalty case? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Evidence of sabotage, espionage, treason, membership in sub

versive organizations, affiliation with a subversive organization, sympathetic 
association with SUbversive individuals, and 10 forth. 

Mr. SOURWINII. What are the other factors which enter into the determination 
of a security case! 

Mr. OTEPKA. Criminal conduct, immorality, habitual use of intoxicants to 
excess, drug addiction, and any form of behavior or activity or association which 
indicates the person may not be reliable. 

Mr. SOURWINZ. How about misuse of classified information? 
• 
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Mr. OTEPKA.' The intentional disclosure of cl9.BBified information to unauthor
ized person, to the detriment of the United States, may be a ground for separation 
of a person as a security risk on the ground of disloyalty to the United States if 
he intended to harm the United States. If it is merely a negligent or careless 
disregard of security regulations where a person forgets to lock his safe or some
thing like that, or careleBBly leaves a cl9.BBified document on his desk, and he has 
a recurring 'record of this, according to the understanding that we have from the 
Civil Service Commission admonitions you separate the person on grounds of 
negligent conduct unreliability, for there was no intention to harm the United 
States. 

Mr. SOURWINE. What I am trying to get at, intention is sometimes hard to 
prove. It is subjective rather than objective. Can you tell us what are the 
factors which enter into the determination of a security case other than those 
which would be factors in determination of a loyalty case and which you are not 
required to separate out and consider as a suitability factor. You see what I am 
trying to get at? Is there anything left in the security cJ9.BBmcation-leBS than 
disloyalty but more than suitability? 

Mr. OTEPKA. No. I wouldn't think so. 
Mr. SOURWINE. In other words, under the instructions of the Civil Service 

Commission, if it isn't a loyalty case, you handle it as suitability. 
M1": OTEPKA. You invoke the separation powers which are given to the agency 

by the Civil Service Act. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Yes. But you don't put him out as a security risk. 
Mr. OTEPKA. No. You don't put him out as a security risk. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Even though you have factors that your own regulations 

would authorize doing so. 
Mr. OTEPKA. That is correct. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You proceBS it as a suitability matter rather than &8 a security 

matter. In other words, security has been milked over into suitability until there 
is no such thing as a security case any more unless it is strong enough to be a 
loyalty case. ' 

Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, air." 
, 

TOP LEVELS OVERRIDE SECURITY OFFICERS 

The gap in security caused by lack of close cooperation between 
State security and personnel organizations is complicated by clear 
deficiencies in obtaining the records of personnel and in considering 
all the information when it is available, plus a current tendency at 
high department levels to overrule trained security personnel. 

Adverse recommendations in security cases by the State Depart
ment's Office of Security were made in a good deal more than the num
ber of cases (four) of security separations by removal under Public 
Law 733, during Mr. Otepka's service with the Department of State: 

Mr. SOUBWINE. Mr. Otepka, how many adverse decisions in security cases 
have you been aware of while you have been with the Department of State? 

Mr. OTEPKA. I can state this for the record, that since I have been with the 
State Department, that there have been four persons removed from the Depart
ment of State as security risks, after the full proceedings prescribed by Public 
Law 733. 

Mr. SOURWINE. That included Mr. Service, 
Mr. OTEPKA. Well, no, sir, that does not include Mr. Service. 
Mr. SOURWINE. My question W&8, How many adverse decisions? 
Mr. OTEPKA. I don't think I can testify as to that. On adverse decisions, final 

deci.ions to separate. there were four. 
Mr. SoUBWINE. Maybe I can start afresh. In how many instances to your 

knowledge while you have been in the State Department has the Office of Security 
found adversely? 

Mr. OTEPKA. I don't feel I am authorized to give that. 
Mr. SOURWINE. A good deal more than four, isn't it? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir . 

• State Department Security Bearings, pt . .f, pp. 456-457. 
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Mr. SOURWINE. Is it as much as 10 times 4? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Mr. Sourwine, I could not give you that figure. That would 

have to be obtained from the Department. 
Senator HRUSKA. I think that we should make a request for it. It may have 

some bearing on the effectiveness of the procedures. Will counsel be guided 
accordingly? 

Mr. SOURWINE. Very good. You have it noted? 
Mr. LEAHY. I would like to clarify exactly what it is. 
Mr. SounwINE. During Mr. Otepka's period of service with the State Depart

ment In how many security cases has the Office of Security recommended adverse 
decision? It is 40 or 30 or whatever?.... . 

* . • • • * * * 
Now; "ilre there any fixed procedures in the Department which have been 

reduceqtc;>. writipg, involving the handling of security cases? 
Mr. RIl'SLEY. Oh, yes, sir. , 
Mr. SOURWINE. How can we get at these I think we would like to have them 

for our record. Where can we get them? . 
. Mr. ·HII'SLEY. In the Department's "Manual of Regulations and Procedures." 
Mr; SOtlRWINE. Are you familiar with this manual? 
.Mr. HIPSLEY. Yes, sir.n 

'. ' , . , 

* * * * * ,* * 
Mr. SOURWINE. Does it say anything about who shall handle the case and who 

shall put their recommendations on it before it gets to the Deputy Under 
Secretary? 

Mr. HIPSLEY. Yes, it does. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Does it say anything about whether, the case once having been 

submitted to the Under Secretary level or above, the person at that higher level 
has to make some written disposition of it? 

Mr. HIPSLEY. Yes, sir; I think it does. 
Mr. SOURWINE. It does? 
Mr. HIPSLEY. I think this is the administrative procedure, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Would you undertake to go to that manual and excerpt for us 

the portions bearing on the questions I have just asked? 
Mr. HIPSLEY. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Will you do this? 
Mr. HIPSLEY. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Any objection from the Department? 
Mr. LEAHY. I am sure there is not. 
Mr. SOURWINE. May that go in the record at this point? 
Senator DIRKSEN. ' Yes, without objection. 
(The documents referred to are as follows:) 

EXCEPTS FROM FOREIGN AFFAIRS MANUAL 

* * 
1911 Definitiom 

* * 

PERSONNEL (DEPARTMENT) 

1900 SECURITY OF EMPLOYEES 

* * * 

* * * 

* * 

* * 
c. As used herein, . the term "sensitive position" shall mean any position 

in the Department of State the occupant of which could bring about, be
cause of the nature of the position, a material adverse effect on the na
tional security. Such positions shall include, but shall not be limited to, 
any position the occupant of which (1) may have access to security in
formation or material classified as "confidential", "secret'.' f or "top secret", 
or any other information or material having a direct bearing on the national 
security, and (2) may have opportunity to commit acts directly or in
directly adversely affecting the national security. In view of the highly 

ao The material requested had not been made available to the suboommlttee when the testimony waR 
sent to the printer. 

'1 State Department Security Bearings, pt. 1, pp. 110, 111. 
a State Department Security Bearings, pt. 4, p. 403. 
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sensitive nature of the operations and activities of the Department, all posi
tions shall be considered "sensitive" within the meaning of the above defini
tion; except such positions as may be specifically designated otherwise by 
the administrator, Bure&U of Security and Consular Affairs. 

11112 Pol;"l1 
The Department of State, because of its responsibility for the conduct of foreign 

aAfairs, is a vital target for persons engaged in espionage or subversion of the 
United States Government. Owing to this fact and because of the great number 
of highly communications which pass through the Department, the 
security of which is essential to the maintenance of peaceful and friendly inter
national relations, it is highly important to the interests of the United States 
that no person be employed in the Department who constitutes a security risk. 
It shall be the policy of the Department to employ and retain in employment 
only those persons whose employment or retention in employment is found to 
be clearly consistent with the interests of the national security. Further. it 
shall be the policy of the Department to require the maximum obtainable secu
rity of ita operations and personnel consistent with the efficient discharge of its 
responsibilities. 

• * * • • • • 
1914 l_tigaUte lUquirement8 . '. 

1914.1 Every appointment made within the Department of State shall be 
made subject to a full field investigation: Except, that to the extent authorized 
by the Civil Servioe Commiesion, a less investigation may suffice with respect to 
per diem, intermittent, temporary, or seasonal employees, or aliens employed out
side the United States. 

1914.2 No sensitive position in the Department of State shall be filled or 
occupied by any pers~n with respect to whom a full field i!,~estiga~i~n has not 
been conducted: ProVlded, that employee occupymg a sensitive positIOn on the 
effective date of these regulations may continue to occupy such position pending 
the completion of a full field investigation, subject to the other provisions of thelWl 
regulations; and provided further, that in case of emergency a sensitive position 
may be filled for a period not to exceed 90 days by a person with respect to whom 
a full field preappointment investigation has not been completed if the Secretary 
of State find. that such action is necessary in the national interest. Such finding 
shall be filed in both the investigation and personnel records of the person 
concerned. 

* * * .. .. .. .. 
1920 SECURITY STANDARDS AND PRINCIPLES 

1921 &curitll Standard 
The standard for refusal of employment or removal from employment In the 

Department of State under the authorities referred to in section 1913 .haIl be 
that, b9.-"ed on all the available information, the employment or continued em
ployment of the person concerned is not clearly consistent with the interests of 
the national securit y. 
1922 Stcuritll Factors 

Information regarding an applicant or employee of the Department of State 
which may preclude a finding that his employment or continued employment is 
clearly consistent with the interests of the national security shall relate but 
shall not be limited to the following: 

a. Depending on the relation of the Government employment to the 
national security: 

(1) Any behavior, activities, or associations which tend to show that 
the individual is not reliable or trustworthy. 

(2) Any deliberate misrepresentations, falsifications, or omissions of 
material facts. 

• * * * * * * 
g. Performing or attempting to perform his duties, or otherwise acting, so as 

to serve the interests of a!lother government in preference to the interests of the 
U ni ted States. 

* * * * * * * 
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1923.2 No decision shall be made to employ or retain in employment a person 
if there is a reasonable doubt as to whether such employment or retention in 
employment is clearly consistent with the interests of the national security. 

• • • * * * * 
1933 If the reports of investigation, as referred to in 3 FAM 1932, contain de

rogatory information relating to any of the matters referred to in 3 FAM' "1922 
indicating that the continued employment of the person concerned is not clearly 
consistent with .the interests of the national security, the reports, together with 
the entire file in the case, shall be forwarded to the Administrator, Bureau of 
Secllritv and Consular Affairs . • 

1934 Upon receipt of the investigative record, the Administrator, Bureau of 
Security and Consular Affairs, shall make an immediate evaluation as to the 
necessity for suspension of the employee in the interests of the national security. 
If .the Administrator deems suspension necessary, he shall so recommend to 
the Secretary (or his designee) who shall make a positive determination as to 
the necessity for such suspension in the interests of the national security. If 
suspension is not deemed necessary, a written statement to that effect by the 
officer making such determination shall be made a part of the investigative file 
of the person concerned. 

• • • • • • • 
1960 NOTICE OJ' PERSONNJ!lL ACTION 

Copies of all notices of personnel action taken in security cases shall be imme
-diately supplied by the Administrator, Bureau of Security and Consular Affairs, 
~ the Umted States Civil Service Commission." 

There has been a.la.mentable tendency not to look fully enough into 
the AATly backgxound of those who ca.me into the service prior to 
World War II or before there was great of the need for 
security. For exa.mple, in the case of Willia.m Wieland, a full field 
investigation, when finally undertaken, immediately revealed that he 
had lived both as a boy and in early adulthood in Cuba under his 
stepfather's name, Montenegro. His life under this name had never 
been investigated until a blanket of years had fallen and then only 
after the Red takeover in Cuba during which this man was a respon
sible officer of the Department. 

We found that there were more (8ecurity) filea outaide the file room than imide the 
file room, and in many caae8 (oj) employeu who had been on the rolla for yeara, there 
were no aecurity filea whataoever. 

This was the statement of Scott McLeod, former Administrator of 
the Bureau of Security and Consular Affairs, as to conditions when 
he took over that top State security position in 1953. With 11,000 
cases to be investigated under Executive Order 10450, Mr. McLeod 
made clear, some fairly thin files had to be used at times, to reach 
judgments. The situation has improved greatly, but not enough. 
Apparently most of the improvement was during Mr. McLeod's 
tenure. Updating of clearances for senior officers of State b~an 
sometime after 1958 and it has proved impossible, as a practIcal 
matter, to update the files of those in the middle ranks. The tendency 
to accept initial data on those who were in the service before the 
present security system required more cOfitete checksl and the 
failure in some cases even to look at such es as exist, Dave both 
contributed to pet:petuation of a lax security situation. 

Deputy Under Secretary Jones said on this point: 
In years past, long before I came to the Department of State, people were 

appointed without investigation. The investigative part of employment came 
into being roughiy at the start of the World War or defense period • 

.. State Department Secnrity Hearinp, pt. 4, pp. 404: fIe. 
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Various kinds of clearances, moreover, exist for various types or 
personnel in State. . . 

Mr. Otepka, in response to questioning, testified that Foreign 
Service officers entering upon their careers in the lower grades do not. 
customarily have FBI investigations, but are investigated, instead, 
by the State Department Security Office . . 

Question. I!I a Foreign Service officer normally subjected to FBI investigation 
in the lower grades? 

Mr. O'X<&PJ[A. Normally not. 
Question. How are they investigated? 
Mr. OTEPJ[A. They are investigated by the [State Department) Office of 

Security-full background investigations. 
Question. Don't you see anything wrong or dangerous in having Foreign 

Service officers evaluating for a security clearance other Foreign Service officers 
who have been, or are likely to be in the future, their superiors? 

Mr. OTEPJ[A. Yes, I do. 
• 

Mr. Otepka testified he saw dan~er in having Foreign Service 
officers evaluating other Foreign SerVIce officers for security; 

Mr. SOUBWINIl .• * * Mr. Otepka, is there any aspect of the State Depa~ 
ment's security mission which of necessity had to be handled by Foreign Service 
officers? 

Mr. OTEPIA. As of necessity, sir? . 
'Mr~ SoUBWlNE. Yes, sir. 
Mr. OTEPIA. I don't think there is any security operation in the State Depart

ment that as of necessity must be handled by a Foreign Service officer. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. All right, sir. 
Are there any good reasons why certain security functions of the Department 

should not be handled by Foreign Service officers? 
Mr. OTEPIA. I will say that if a Foreign Service officer is qualified professionally 

in the field of security, I see no reason why he could not be assigned to duties as a 
security officer. . . 

Mr. SOOBWINE. Don't you see anything wrong or dangerous in having Foreign 
Service officers evaluating for security other Foreign Service officers who have 
been or are likely to be in the future their superiors? 

Mr. OTEPIA. Yes, I do. 
Mr. SOURWINIC. In this respect do you bave an opinion as to whether the evalua

tion of Foreign Service officers with respect to security should be done by persOIlll 
who are not in the Foreign Service? . 

Mr. OTEPIA. We are talking about evaluation of security investigated cases? . 
Mr. SOURWINE. Yes, sir. . 
Mr. OTEPKA. Well, my feeling on this is purely my personal opinion. ' 
Mr. SOUBWINE. All right. 
Mr. OTEPKA. And from my experience I have found that we must, I think 88 

of necessity here, have an individual evaluating who is sufficiently steeped in aU 
aspects of the nature of the Communist movement as well 88 other totalitarian 
movements, that he must have a well-rounded background in other aspects of 
security as well, such as investigations. Otherwise, if he doesn't have this back
ground knowledge and furthermore if he is in the job only on a temporary rota
tional basis, then I think his thinking will be motivated in other directions than 
trying to do a real bangup job 88 a professional security officer. - ; 

Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Otepka, I am not trying to put words in your mouth. 
There are those who feel that evaluations from a security standpoint of Foreign 
Service officers and perhaps even investigations for security of Foreign Service 
officers should be handled by individuals who are not in the Foreign Service and 
are never going to have to work under the people that they are investigating Or 
evaluating. ' . 

I will be ' perfectly frank to say I happen to have that view myself. I am. not 
trying to get you to adopt it if you don't have it. I am simply trying to .fincJ 
out if you share that view. . 

Mr. OTEPJ[A. I understand, sir, and I-in my comments on this subject, I 
didn't want to question the qualifications of those in the Foreign Service ,,'he 
have had security backgrounds. 
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Mr. SOURWINE. No. It is not a matter of questioning anybody's qualifica
tions. It is exactly the same as when the argument was made that the Safety 
Bureau to investigate air accidents shouldn't be under the control of the same 
Bureau that made the regulations and administered them. This is the same 
kind of thing. I am not trying to put you on the spot. If you don't want to 
state your opinion on that matter, I won't force it. I simply ask the question. 

Mr. OTEPItA. I mentioned this morning, off the record, that there is a need for 
continuity and stability in the security program and you are not going to get it 
by thie turnover system which operates under the Foreign Service system ... • 

Deputy Under Secretary Roger Jones testified as follows: 
. The eecurity investigations are handled in several different ways. First we 

have our own Office of Security; they handle the large bulk of our security 
investigations. 

The Presidential appointees" in State, under the standard rule which has 
prevailed for a good many years, are investigated by the Fed~ral Bureau of 
Investigation under what is commonly called a full field investigation. 

Occasionally, when the workload is more than we can keep current, we will 
contract with either the Civil Service Commission or the Federal Bureau of In
vestigation to conduct an investigation which the)' can appropriately conduct. 

Neither of these agencies operates overseas. Neither of these agencies ever 
uses the technique of interrogation of the individual, eo they are noi in a poeltion 
to do a complete inve.tigation from our point of view. 

The Civil Service Commission has authorit to interrogate when it 

in interro~ating suspecte homosexuals. Likewise, w en t e FB 
is conductmg a secunty case involving a State Department empflee, 
it may use the technique of interrogation of the individual. ow
ever, this is done with the permission of the employing agency.36 

On the question of investigation of Presidenti&l appointees in the 
Department of State, also, Mr. Otepka's testimony was contrary to 
the testimony given by Deputy Under Secretary Roger Jones: 

Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Otepka, are all Presidential appointees in the Department 
of State subjected to a full field investigation? 

Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Are all Presidential appointees in the Department investigated 

bv the FBI? . 
• Mr. OTEPKA. Well, I will have to draw a line of demarcation there, sir. When 

we talk about all Presidential appointees, certainly_ the initial of For-
eign Service officer in the Foreign Service of the United States 
appointment. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Correct. , 
Mr. OTEPKA. He does not have to have a full field FBI investigation for an 

entry into the Foreign Service. 
Mr. SOURWlNE. Is a Foreign Service officer subjected to an FBI investigation 

normally in the lower echelons at alIT 
Mr.OTEPItA. Normally not. 
Mr. SOORWINE. How are they investigated? 
Mr. OTEPKA. They are investigated by the Office of Security, full background 

Investigation. 
Mr. SOURWINE. If the Office of Security is controlled and substantially staffed 

by Foreign Service personnel, then they are investigated by Foreign Service per-
'BOlIne!. Isn't this true of necessity? , 

Mr. OTEPKA. Yes. That could occur providing all of our domestic positions 
'w,,-eelre filled by Foreign Service officers. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Has the State Department ever contracted with the Civil Serv
ice Commission to oonduct an Investigation or part of an investigation in a security 
eee Involving a State Department officer or official? 

Mr. OTEPItA. Not to my knowledge. 
, ... State Department Securily aeer1nP, pt. 4, pp. ~ . 

.. EDITOR'S Non:: Foreign Servlce omcers are Presidential employees, 90 Mr. 10nes' testimony here 
COI)Dlets with Ihe testlmony of Mr. Otepka, elted above. 

N EDITOR'S NOTE: See testimony of Otto Otepkalmmedtate1y (onowln" that both agencies do use this 
~chnlqtl8. 
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Mr. SOUR WINE. Did the State Department ever contract with the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation to conduct an investigation or a part of an investigation 
with respect to a security case involving a State Department officer or official? 

Mr. OTEPKA. Well, yes. Last year the Department contracted with the FBI 
because of backlogs that the Department had created and we needed the services 
of another Government agency to perform these investisations for us, routine 
personnel-type investigations. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Does the Civil Service .Commission ever USe the technique of 
interrogation of the individual? 

Mr. OTEP·KA. Yes, sir. . . . . 
Mr. SOURWINE. Does the FBI ever use this technique? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Tho FBI would interrogate an applicant or a,n employee of the 

Department of State only upon the expreos permission from the Department of 
State. They do not normally interview.1e 

It is to be noted that maintenance of high standards in security 
proceedings (particularly since all appraisalS are made by . the State 
Department's Security Office) involves less importantly the differing 
forms of investigation than it does the question of whether, as now 
seems the case in State, there is a tendency at top levels to minimize 
the security function. As Mr. McLeod told us, the most important 
factor in good security is motivation. 

SECURITY OPERATION SERIOUSLY DAMAGED 
, 

The subcommittee heard evidence about action which tended to do 
serious damage to security operations. As discussed earlier in this 
report, reduction in force :procedure was used, under the excuse of 
lack of funds, to abolish the Jobs of 25 trained security men. Evidence 
was also adduced that at least one ranking political officer who, after 
being subpenaed, testified before the subcommittee under oath about 
a fellow Foreign Service officer, thereafter had been brought home 
from a post in a class I embassy abroad and relegated to teaching in 
a school here. 

Disturbing evidence also was heard respecting key officials in the 
State Department's chain of command being bypassed in matters 
going up to and down from the Deputy Under Secretary, the ranking 
State Department official dealing with security matters under the 
Secretary of State himself. . 

Testimony revealed that, on occasion, summaries [and even digests 
of summaries) rather than complete files were reviewed by ranking 
officers, and important I?ersonnel security decisions made without 
reference to available basiC security matenal, or even to the security 
report and evaluation prepared in each instance by the Evaluation 
Division of the Office of Security. 

Cases were cited to the subcommittee of vital information on 
movements and personalities in foreign countries, as collected by the 
FBI and CIA, failing to reach such officials as the Secretary of 
State and the President because of a breakdown in the transmission 
system at one of a number of points. Thus an attempt was made to 
defend one man from allegations of misconduct on the ground that he 
had merely followed established policy with respect to a certain 
country, when the fact is there was reason to believe that he did not 
forward to the Secretary, the President, and the National Security 
Council information they needed to set a sound policy.37 

.. State Department Security Hearings, pt. 4, p. 459. 
11 The subcommittee look .. me testimony under a top .. , .. I c1ass1ficatlon which make, it una.anabi. 

lor 1'\'18'98. 
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Where John Stewart Service jailed 

Otto Otepka's testimony shed new light on the John Stewart Seroice 
case: 

Mr. SOUBWI.NE. Now, referring to the John Stewart Serviu case, how long were 
you at that job? How much time did it take you? 

Mr. OTEPltA. Well, the case took ap'proximately-that Is, from the moment I 
commenced my review of the case until I sent it to the higher authorities for their 
final determination approximately 8 or 10 months. . 

Mr. SOUBWI.NE. You gave this your personal attention? 
Mr. OTEPKA. I gave it a portion of my personal attention. I supervised the 

evaluation of the oase as Deputy Director. I had the assistance of the evaluators. 
Mr. SOUBWI.NE. Let's .get the background. Mr. Service had been separated 

from his position in the State Department by order of the Secretary of State? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWI.NE. Secretary Dulles? 
Mr.OTEPKA. Secretary--
Mr. SOUB"II.NE. Herter? 
Mr.OTEPKA. 1950, sir 1949-50-Mr. Acheson. 
Mr. SOUBWI.NE. And he had subsequently been reinstated by order of the 

Supreme Court of the United States? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Y~ sir. 
Mr. SOUBWI.NE. The State Department had issued a publio statement that he 

would be given a position of nonsensitivity or a nonsensItive position? 
Mr. QTEPltA. I read such a statement in the newspapers. 
Mr. ~OUBWI.NE. You had nothing to do with the issuance of it? 
Mr. OTEPltA. No sir. 
Mr. SOUBWI.NE. You didn't see it in official channels? 
Mr. OTEPKA. I never saw anything in official channels. 
Mr. SOUBWI.NE. All right. Now, he had, in fact, been reemployed. 
Mr.OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWJNE. And was he in fact placed in a nonsensitive position? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Mr. Sourwine, all positions in the Department of State are 

sensitive unless they are specifically designated as nonsensitive by the Adminis
trator of the Bureau of Security and Consular Affairs. I never saw the designation 
of the position occupied by Mr. Service as nonsensitive at any time. 

Mr. SOUBWI.NE. Well, during the time that you were evaluating his case, this 
was a full security case, I presume, a full security evaluation. 

Mr.OTEPKA. Yes. 
Mr. SOURWI.NE. What position did he occupy? 
Mr. OTEPKA. He was assigned to the Office of Operating Facilities, as I under

stand, and he handled travel matters, travel-that is, all matters attendant to 
the travel of Department personnel to and from abroad. 

Mr. SOUBWINE. He was in that assignment during the entire time ·that you 
were evaluating or reevaluating his case? 

Mr. OTEPKA. I believe he was, sir. 
Mr. SOURWJNE. Now, what conclusion did you reach with regard to Mr. 

Service? Did you clear him? . 
Mr. OTEPKA. There I must get into matters which relate to the differentiation 

between lovalty, security, and sIJitability. In my analysis and conclusions on the 
case, I made a specific recommendation both as to security and suitability. That 
recommendation was reviewed by the then Director of the Office of Security who 
concurred with one of my recommendations and disagreed with the other. 

Mr. SOURWI.NE. Who was he? 
Mr. OTEPKA. E. Tomlin Bailey. The case then, following in the normal course, 

channel of review, next went to the Administrator of the Bureau of Security and 
Consular Affairs. He in turn disagreed with all of us and he made a recommenda
tion to the Deputy Under Secretary for Administ.ration. 

Mr. SOURWI.NE. Who was he? 
Mr. OTEPKA. The Administrator'--
Mr. SOURWINE. The Chief of the Bureau--
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Mr. OrEPKA (continuing). Of the Bureau of Security and Consular Affairs 
was at that time Mr. Roderic O'Connor. 

Mr. SOURWI"E. And the individual to whom he made his recommendation? 
Mr. OTEPKA. The Deputy Under Secretary for Administration was Mr. Loy 

Henderson. 
Mr. SoURWINE. What did he do? 
Mr. OrEPKA. Mr. Henderson cleared Mr. Service on all counts. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did that constitute a reversal of the recommendation made 

to him by Mr. O'Connor? . 
Mr. OrEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did Mr. O'Connor's recommendation constitute a reversal of 

the recommendation which had come up to him? 
Mr. OrEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. In full? 
Mr. OrEPKA. In full. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Well, then, the recommendation which came up to him must 

have been to clear the man, is that right? 
Mr. OrEPKA. My recommendation was that insofar as the security standards 

and principles were -concerned, that I found that Mr. Service was not disloyal, 
that he was not a Communist, but that there were other factors relating to his 
judgment and conduct which I felt must be considered under the regulations per
taining to the performance and conduct of members of the Foreign Service of the 
United States. That is, as to whether or not Mr. Service in furnishing classified 
documents, which he admitted he furnished to an unauthorized person, did so 
with the intention of harming the United States or did so for other reasons. And 
this is why I had to make the differentiation. I felt that he was clearable on a 
security standard, but the other factors had to -be adjudicated separately through 
the chain of command. 

Mr. SOURWINE. And your superior reversed you in what respect? 
Mr. OrEPKA. Well, he felt that Mr. Service was also clearable on the factors 

of judgment and suitability. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And Mr. O'Connor reversed this in both respects and sent up 

a recommendation adverse on both security and suitability? 
Mr. OrEPKA. Mr. O'Connor felt that the matter should be procesaed adversely 

under the provisions of Public Law 733. 
Senator HRUSKA. That would have been in confirmation of your own conclu

sions, would it not, Mr. O'Connor's judgment? 
Mr. OTEPKA. No, because as I said, my feeling was in that case that taking all 

factors into account, including passage of time, when the initial offense occur.-ed, 
which was in 1945, that if any adverse action was in order in this case, and I felt 
it was, it s~ould be taken not under the provisions of Public Law 733 but under 
the provisions of the regulations relating to the conduct and performance of 
ForeIgn Service personnel. 

Mr. SOURWlNE. All right. And the mau at the top, then, reversed again and 
cleared in both instances. 

Now, did each of these people who made a decision indicate his decision in 
wl'iting? 

Mr. OTEPKA. Certainly. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And the reasons therefor? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. This was in accordance with the standard procedure in the 

Department? 
Mr. OTEPKA. That is correct, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you know the position that Mr. Service is occupying at 

the present time? 
Mr. OrEPKA. I believe he is still consul general in Liverpool, England." 

-

THE TESTIMONY OF DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY JONES 

Mr. Roger Jones has served in responsible capacities in various 
Government departments for many years. He was Chairman of the 
Civil Service Commission prior to his assignment with the Department 

• State Department S"",rjty Hearings, Pt. 2, p. 199. 
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of State. As Deputy Under Secretary for Administration, Mr. Jones 
was responsible for the management and organization of the Depart
ment and of the Foreign Service. Decisions as to the loyalty, suita
bility, and general fitness of diplomatic and Foreign Service personnel 
were within the area of his responsibility as was the administration of 
security practices and procedures within the Department. He testi
fied before the subcommittee March 8, 1962. 

Mr. Jones described the chief elements involved in security cases as 
the suitability of the individual, his . loyalty, and "factors that per-
tain to him as a security risk." . 

Suitability, he said, is determined by whether the af,plicant "is a 
person of good character, good moral standards, social y acceptable, 
pro er education, background, and so on." 

bility" has never been explained to .the committee. Mr. ones did 
not elaborate on the point. 

The witness also explained. 
Security has to do with his reliability and his judgment and discretion in 

handling matters which are claSSified (secret). 

Reliability and judgment are matters of suitability, not security. 
For example, indiscretion in handling classified material without 
intent to disclose to an unauthorized person would be handled under 
suitability rather than security. In this connection the Foreign 
Service sharply criticized the late Secretary Dulles for basing an 
"adverse security" finding re John Paton Davies on "judgment, dis
cretion and reliability," contending that these are performance factors. 

He added: . 
Loyalty, of course, has to do with associations in relationship to his belief in 

our forms of government." 

This sounds like" guilt by association." The standard of "belief" 
is subjective, therefore unsatisfactory. 

"The Presidential appointees in the Department of State, under the 
standard rule which has prevailed for a good many years, are investi
gated by the Federal Bureau of Investi~ation, under what is com
monly known as a full field investigation, ' Mr. Jones said. 

AU Foreign Service officers are Presidential appointees, but they are 
not subject to FBI investi~ation until they get some kind of top job. 
Until then they are investigated by the State Department's Office of 
Security. 

Mr. Jones continued: 
Occasionally, when the workload is more than we can keep current, we will 

also contract with either the Civil Service Commission or the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation to conduct an investigation which they can appropriately conduct. 

The committee learned that this was only done once last year, when 
a case was turned over to the FBI. It has never been done with the 
Civil Service Commission. A natural question presents itself at this 
point: If the workload permits a sharp cutback l!l the Office of Secu
rity, what then is the need for contracting anything? 

This report has pointed out (p. 34) Mr. Jones' error when he said: 
Neither of those agencies operates overseas. Neither of those a~encies ever 

uses our technique of interrogation of the individu~, 80 they are not 10 a position 
to do a complete investigation from our point of vIew. 

It State Department Security Hearings, pt. 4, p. 380. 

• 
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Mr. Jones improperly downgraded the Federal Bureau of Investiga-· 
tion very early in his testimony. Here is what he said: 

. 

Mr. JONES. * * * Occasionally, when the workload is more than we can keep 
current, we will also contract with either the Civil Service Commission or the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation to conduct an investigation which they CIIn 
appropriately conduot. 

Neither of those agencies operates overseas. Neither of those a~encies ever 
uses our technique of interrogation of the individual, so they are not lD a position 
to do a complete investigation from our point of view.'" 

SOME OTHER CONFLICTS OF TESTIMONY 

Identical questions answered differently by different alwa s 

positi?n of Deputy irector of the State Department's Office of 
Secunty: 

(Mr. Jones was, at the time of his testimony, Deputy Under Secre
tary for Administration; Mr. Hipsley, one of the old-line security 
officers of the State Department and a former assistant to Scott ' 
McLeod as Administrator of the Bureau of Security and Consular 
Affairs, was at the time Chief of the Division of Physical Security in 
the State Department's Office of Security.) 

Mr. SOURWINE. Until the recent reorganization of the Office of Security, the 
Office always had a Deputy Director who is a career civil servant; is that correot? . 

Mr. HIPSLEY. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. In your opinion, did the fact that the Deputy Director was a 

career civil servant tend to give a measure of stability and continuity to the 
operations of the Office. 

Mr. HIPSLEY. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. That was a desirable thing? 
Mr. HIPSLEY. I believe so; yes, sir . 

• • • • • • • • 
Mr. Jones, Deputy Under Secretary for Administration, expressed 

this view: 
Mr. SOUIIWINE. Mr. Jones, until the recent reorganization in the Office of 

Security, did the fact that the Deputy Director was a career civil servant tend to 
give a measure of stability to the continuity of the operations of that office? 

Mr. JONES. I don't think so, sir; no. 
Mr. SOUIIWINE. You have expressed yourself, I know, as believing it desirable 

to have a greater degree of continuity in the Office of Security than can be obtained 
through rotation of Foreign Service officers into the job of Director? 

Mr. JONES. Generally, this is correct, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You do not think that having a career civil servant as an ' 

operating deputy did anything to lend stability and continuity to the operations of 
the Office? . 

Mr. JONES. It might have, Mr. Sourwine, had the requirements of the Office, 
as I assessed them after I came to the State Department in the light of the work
load and in the light of the other needs, permitted him to be a full, operating 
deputy. They did not." 

Questioned by the chairman, Deputy Under Secretary Jones testi-
fied Mr. Wieland had not been promoted. 

The CHAIRMAN. Should he have been promoted if he was pro-Castro? 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Wieland has not been promoted, sir." 

But Mr. Wieland told the committee he had been promoted to 
.r'oreign Service officer class 1 in the carly part of 1959 (shortly after 
Castro came to power in Cuba). 

40 State Department Security Hearings, pt ... , p. 
41 State Department Security Hearings, pt. 2, p. 
d State Department Security Hearings, pt. 1, p. 
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Jones and Boswell don't know about emergency casu 
Neither Deputy Under Secretary Jones nor Mr. Boswell, Chief of 

the Office of Security, was able to answer a question about the State 
Department's rule or regulation controlling emergency appointments. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Do you have any system in the Department to handle what you 
might call emergency appointments? 

Mr. JONES. Yes. In the llmerg!lncy appointment, we do what is popularly 
known as a name check. We check the individual against the records, the central 
records which are maintained in various places, the Civil Service Commi8!lion, the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, the CIA, the committees here on the HiD, and 
so on. 

Mr. SouawINE. Are you saying that is done before the individual goes to work? 
Mr. JONES. I could not give you a completely categorical answer on that, sir. 

I do not know in each instance, but I know that it is done just as fast &8 it is possible 
to do so. .. 

Mr. SOURIVINE. Do you not have some appointees occasionally that come into 
an emergency category that go right to work and then you set to work to clear 
them while they arc working? 

Mr. JONES. I think this is correct, but I do not happen to remember any sucn 
eases at the present time. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Is there a criterian or arc there criteria for the person who falls 
into such an emergency category? 

Mr. JONES. Well, in the cases of which I know, Mr. Sourwine, the criteria have 
been chiefly the urgency of the job and the degree of expertise of the individual. 

Mr. SOURWINE. I am trying to find out if you have some written rule or regula
tion to cover this, or whether it is a matter that is discretionary with the appointive 
authority. 

Mr. JONES. I cannot answer this question definitively . 
Mr. BOSWELL. Nor can I. . 
Mr. SOURWINE. You say you cannot, either? 
Mr. BOSWELL. I don't know. 
Mr. JONES. I don't recall anything in our manual, but that doesn't mean it is not 

here, Mr. Sourwine." 

Mr. Hipsley's testimony regard~ the existence of a ,rule or regula
tion governing _waiver cases was m sharp contrast to the doubt 
evidenced by Mr. Jones and Mr. Boswell in their testimony on this 
J)Oint. 
- Mr. SOURWINE. Is there any written procedural directive in the Department 
for handling these waiver cases or emergency appointments? . 

Mr. HIPSLEY. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. What i8 this system? 
Mr. HIPSLEY. The Secretary must sign the waiver. 
Mr. SOURWINE. That is all? 
Mr. HIPSLEY. Or direct that it be done; yes. Nobody at a lower level can 

decide to appoint a person to the rolls without a clearance. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Well, what are the requirements for an appointment to come 

into this emergency or waiver category? 
Mr. HIPSLEY. One is the need for the man's services, in the national interest. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Well, now, from the basis of what you have just said, I would 

think the only requirement is that the Secretary would sign the paper. 
Mr. HIPSLEY. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Now, the Secretary does not initiate all these cases, obviously? 
Mr. HIPSLEY. No, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. If somebody farther down wants to appoint somebody on an 

emergency basis, if they can get the Secretary to sign the paper, that is all right, 
is it not? 

Mr. HIPSLEY. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Mayan Under Secretary sign? 
Mr. HIPSLEY. As I understand the procedures; no, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. A Deputy Under Secretary may not sign? 
Mr. HIPSLEY. Unless the Secretary has delegated the authority, no, sir. 
Mr. SouawINE. A waiver cannot be signed by an Under Secretary or a Deputy 

Under Secretary who would note, "By direction of the Secretary"? 

.. State Department Security Hearings, pt. 4, p. 38.!. 
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Mr. HIPSLJ:Y. That QOuld happen; yes, .sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. That would be sufficient, would it not? 
Mr., HIP8LEY. Yee,Jlir. 

41 
" • 

Mr. SOURWINE. Could an ,AB8istant Secretary 8ign it and note on it "By 
direction of the Secretary"? " . 

" 

Mr. HIP8LEY. I would believe 80. 
Mr. SOO.WINE. Could the Chief of the Bureau of Security and Corniular 

Affairs sign a waiver and note "By direotion of the Secretary"? . . 
Mr. HIP8LIilY. Yes, sir. . 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Could you sign a waiver for a person in your department and 

note "By direction of the Secretary"? 
Mr. HIP8LEY. I would if the Secret&l'Y told me to do it; yes, sir. ' . 
Mr. SOUBWINE. You would have no compunetions about signing a waiver and 

noting that? .' . .' . . . . 
Mr. HIPSLEY. If the Secretary told me. . ',' "" , 
Mr. SOUBWINE. The only authority would be your word that the Secretary told 

you to? ' . ' . ' . : 
Mr; HIp8LEY. My word .as an officer that he told me to do it; yee, sir; and fill 

out the neoxaary papers to write a 9O-day ·waiver. . . ' . '0 ,< ,; . 
Mr. SOUBWINE. When you told us earlier that ·there was a requirementthlit a 

wai~r be approved by the Secretary, you did not mean approved.!n wtiting? 
Mr. HIP8LEY. When I was in a position to see these thinp, it ·was approved in 

writing; yes, sir. But I could see no reason why the Secretar,Y of State could hot 
tell Mr. Smith, whoever it might be, all right, go ahead; you illgn this man up and 
I will approve it. : . ' . : . 

Mr. SoUBWINE. If he is going to run the Department, he· can do anything' he 
wants, can he not? . . . . .. ,. 

Mr. HIP8LEY. Yes, sir; within the powers reserved to him as Secretary of State. 
He is the Depattment of State. . ... . . ' . . 

Mr. SOUBWINB. Do you know ·of epees where waivers have been approved 'by 
perllops othQr than the Secretary? .. ' . ' . . : 

Mr. HIPSLIilY. When you 8ay "the ~cretary," this would inolude the.·,A.ctlng 
Secretary in the absence of the Secretary? ' . " . . ': 

Mr. SOUBWINE. Yes. ' . ' , 
Mr. HIPSLEY. No, sir; I do not." 

. . 

Legal Adviser Chayes confessed unfamiliarity with statutory re
quirements respecting investigation for loyalty and suitability: 

Mr. SOUBWINE. Mr. Chayes, in addition to Executive Order 10450 with regard 
to the investigation of appointees to positions in the Department of State, are 
there any stat\ltory requirements respecting investigation for loyalty and suit-
ability? . 

Mr. CRAYES. I assume there are, but I have not myself examined any. I saw 
the reference to a particular one in Mr. Lowenfeld's testimony. . ' 

Mr. SOUBWINE. Were you familiar with that particular one? 
Mr. CBAYES. I had not myself considered the language of it. In ' the one case 

in which we were consulted, the consultation-the contact was made with me 
direotly. I referred the question to Mr. Lowenfeld. When he came back to me 
with the conclusion that a full field investigation was required, I siinply approved 
that without further consideration, since it did not seem to me we would be doing 
anything that was likely to lead to trouble or criticism if we followed that path." 

Like Mr. Jones and Mr. Chayes, Mr. Andreas Lowenfeld 
hirnseH unfamiliar with statutory requirements respecting mvestiga
tions for loyalty and suitability. But he testified he had once given 
an opinion involving one of these statutes. 

Mr. SOUBWINE. In addition 
investigation of appointees to 
statutory requirements 

. 
to Executive Order 10450 with regard to ·the 

in the Department of State, are there any 
investigations for loyalty and suitability? 

t4 Stati ·Department Security Hearinp, pt. 4, pp. 417-418 . 
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Mr. LowENFELD. I am afraid I am not really prepared to answer that question. 
I have very little to do with that--

Mr. SOURWINE. Are you familiar with the requirements reepeoting invest~~
'ions for loyalty and suitability under WHO, ILO, and arms control and '
armament? 

Mr. LOWENFELD. Not really. Certainly not enough to testify. 
. Mr. SOURWINE. Are you familiar with the requirement of the U.S. Information 
and Educational Exchan~ Act with respect to the loyalty check on personnel? 

Mr. LowENFELD. Not in any detail, no, sir. I do know that--of some of the 
references that you make. But only In a casual and not in a profui4lonal way. 

Mr. SOURWINE. You have not been asked to make any decision or give any 
opinion in this regard with respect to in the State Department? 

Mr. LOWENFELD. No, Bir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. I am referring specifically now to section 104(0 of the Mutual 

Education and Cultural Exchange Act of 1961, 75 Stat. 5'1:1, which supplemented 
UMI U.S. Information and Educational Exchange Aot of 1948. 

I will refer now to the provision of section 104(0. 
. "All persons employed or assigned duties under this act shall be investigated 
with respect to loyalty and suitabllity in accordance with standards and pro
llIldures established by the President." 

You have not been asked for a construction of that language? 
Mr. LowENFELD. I think I was once; yes. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Recently? 
Mr. LowENFBLD. I remember I did not write a formal opinion. I remember 

being asked whether someone on an advisory council would have to come under 
,hat proviBion, and I said, "Yes, he would." It was really not much more than 
a phone call." 

Contrasting answers of Mr. William Wieland and Mr. Scott 
McLeod former Administrator of the Bureau of Security and Con
lRi1ar Affairs, with respect to the question of homosexuality in the 
Dej)artment of State, are worthy of consideration. 

Here is an excerpt from Mr. Wieland's testimony: 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Mr. Wieland, as a Government administrator, are you aware 

,hat sexual deviation, and especially homosexuality among employees, present a 
very special security problem'! 

Mr. WIEI.O\ND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Do you know whether there is such a problem in our State 

Department? 
Mr. WIELAND. No, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. You do not know? 
Mr. WIEI.AND. No, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Have you ever had to deal with this problem in any way? 
Mr. WIELAND. No, sir." 

Mr. McLeod's testimony on the same subject follows: 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Are you aware, Mr. McLeod, that homosexuality is a serious 

lecurity problem? 
Mr. McLEOD. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you know if this problem exists in the State Department? 
Mr. McLEOD. It certainly does. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. You have had to deal with it in one case, as you mentioned, 

at the level of Ambassador? 
Mr. MCLEOD. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. You had to deal with it in a number of other cases? 
Mr. McLEOD. A great many others. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. What would you say respecting the veracity of a man who had 

been a Foreign Service officer for upward of 10 years and who was director of an 
area desk who would testify that he did n()t know if homoseXUality was a problem 
in the Department and had never had to deal with it himself? . 

Mr. McLEOD. It is very nearly incredible. I know that a great many of these 
officers put their heads in the sand like an ostrich and pretend the problem does 
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, . 

not exist, but how they can act~allY.be unaware of it is beyond my c011wrehens.ion. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You are saym'g, In other words, that the problem IS so serious 

and so continuing in the State Department that any person at that level in the 
Department should be aware of it? 

Mr. McLEOD. Let me put it this way: 
I think the State Department and the armed services are natural targets for 

homos. I went into this thing quite a bit when I was in the Department, and I 
concluded that they have a problem which is somewhat different than those of 
us who do not have the tendency, and that is the economic security that attends 
their being discovered in private life. 

You probably pave known, as I have, within 9. community where suddenly the 
gossip is around that the interior decorator, or whoever 'he is, is' a homose~ual. 

Mr. SoURWlNE. You inean the loss of economio security that attends' ~he 
discovery? ' . ' 

Mr. McLEOD. That is right. ' . J ', . ) : " .: ' 
Then whatever he has been doing, he has to leave the community and go 

somew here else. . .' . 
Now, these Government organizations that have a regular policy of'penionnel 

rotation are natural targets for these people because it gives them 4 years or 3 
years or a certain period in a community when they can normally expect to 
escape detection, and then in the comBe of their regular personnel policy the'y 
are moved to another community, and they get to start over again, and this 18 
the answer to their problem." .,. '. 

So I think they gravitate toward these organizations, and eithM they are 
always going to be a problem and this is not exclusively true of the American 
service, by any means. ' It is true of these services in any country. And I would 
like to just say this. . , " .' 

The official view that a homosexual is a security risk heoauee he Is Bubject to 
blackmail is, of course, valid, but I think he is a much more person 
because of the kind of mind he has, which it seems to me to . would 
characterize as a soft mind. .., . ." ' ,' . 

He constitutionally does not wish to deal with tough plOblerris. He'Mils not 
want to make tough decisions. He wants to skate along, take the easy WBIY, go 
with the tide, not enter into a hard, tough opposition when he sees that. his 
country's welfare is involved. . '. . ' , .'. : "'::, ;; : , , 

And the real danger to the Umted States seems to me 'to oomefropl 't'b:1l fact 
that these people, when they get Into decision making jobs, do ' Ii/lt : ~ve '.the 
approalih to it that I think is the most beneficial for the countl1', anq' this. has 
not got anything to do with security, in my judgment. This b88 got to 'do with 
the kind of policies that are involved. . . . 

Mr. SOUBWINI!l. It is a fitness question? . '" 
Mr. McLEOD. That is right. . " 
Mr. SOURWINE. 10u would say a homosexual is unfit for a responsible Govern-

ment job? 
Mr. McLEOD. In my judgment--
Mr. SOUBWINI!l. For a decisionmaking job? 
Mr. McLEOD. In my judgment, that is true beyond question, although I 

realize that· there is a good deal of argument about it. 
These people are inclined to be glib; they are inclined to be brilliant and great 

men for telling you both sides of the problem; but when you try to pin them down 
as to what they recommend and what they advocate be done, why, they are in
clined to pass it on to somebody else. 

Mr. SOUBWINE. You are aware, are you not, that the appellation homosexual 
is more in the nature of a genus than a description of a particular breed: that is, a 
homosexual mayor may not be a pervert; he mayor may not have a relatively 
normal life. 

Mr. McLEOD. I understand that. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. There are different kinds of homosexuals. 
Mr. McLEOD. That is right. 
In some People it id completely latent insofar as their relations with members 

of the same sex are concerned. . Many homosexuals do not even have a desire 
to bave sexual relations with a member of the same sex, but this thing is latent 
and it gives rise to this frame of mind that I have just described. 

Mr. SOUBWINI!l. You are aware also that the British are taking more and more 
an attitude of completely 'condoning homosexuality, regarding it simply as a 
sicknOM? ... . ,.. . 

Mr. McLEOD. I am somewhat amused by our British brothers in this matter 
hecause while they are publicly at Jeaatsom~ ;segPlents of the population are 
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publicly advocatin«, that these people be recognized as sick and that they l),<,>t 
be subject to criminal prosecution, I am somewhat amused to find that their 
security regulations are even more stringent than ours. ' ' .. 

Mr. SOURWINE. This is true. , , 
Mr. McLEOD. This has been quite a recent development, but they ' are appar

ently aware, from bitter experience, just how this problem does affect their 
security arrangements. ' 

The CHAIRMAN. Well, is it true that they try to help each other when they 
get into a Government department? ' , 

Mr. McLEOD. I do not think there is any question of that, Senator. 
The CHAIRMAN. They try to protect each other? , 
Mr. McLEOD. I think the)" are inclined to bring each other along 80 that they 

get the employ~ent in the f!rst place, and then ' they give each other a hand up, 
as far as promotIOns and ... ·slgnments are concerned. 

The CHAIRMAN. Do you not think that that is one reason that there are so 
many of them in the State Department? " 

Mr. McLEOD. Yes. I would not agree that there are so many left. I mean 
I do not recall the statistics, but it seems to me that beginning about 1947, ,when 
the Department' first began to attack this problem, and up to; I think, 1954 Or 
1955, there was something over 100 a year identified and dlsuiissed in one' way or 
another; I think the thing fell off then statistically. 

I am not aware of what thestatist!cs are since 1957, but it is not a problem 
,that has been solved, by any means, sIr." " , 

Deput Under Secretary Jones' letter of November 17, 1961. to 

to the' testiniony of Mr. Otepka, whose record was the principa ' 
subject of that letter: .' " 

, Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Otepka, I show you a copy of a letter ad<h-essed to Senator 
Mundt and signed by Deputy Under Secretary RogerW. Jones, under date of 
November 17, 1961. This letter refers to you. .' , 

• • • • • • .. • 
, 

Mr. SOURWINE. 'Now, this letter recites, Mr. Otepka, that you have outstarid
ing qualifications ill the field of personnel security and you were made Deputy 
Director of the .Office of Security in April 1957. The letter then goes on to say 
that for at least half the time between April 1957 and November 11161 yOolol were 
assigned to special duties of a Personnel security nature considered so important 
that you were, in effect, detached from your duties as Deputy Director of the 
Security Division. , . 

Now, half the time between April 1957 and November 1961 is more than 2 years 
and 3 months. Is it true that for more than 2 years and 3 months, since April 
1957 and up until' November 17, 1961, you were, in effect, detached from your 
duties as Deputy Director? 

Mr. OTEPKA. No, sir. That would not be true. 
Mr. SOURWlNE. This letter says that for the past 2 years, that is, the 2 years 

immediately preceding November 17, 1961, you were devoting your time almost 
exclusively to two major undertakings involving personnel security is this correct? 

Mr. OTEPKA. No, sir; not exclusively. ' 
Mr. SOURWINE. Almost exclusively? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Not even almost exclusively. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Can you identify the two major undertakings involving per-

sonnel security which are referred to? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. What are they? 
Mr. OTEPKA. I was assigned the responsibility for reviewing aQd readjudicat

ing the case of John Stewart Service after Mr~ Service had been ,restored t<> dut y 
by an order of the Supreme Court. At the time I received the asSignment, I was 
already in ,the position of Deputy Director. Now, that case was a very involved 
case. 

Mr. SOURWINE. 'We will get to that C8..e in just a minute. 
What was the other major undertaking? 
Mr. OTEPKA. That other undertaking was, I was assigned the responsibility 

for reviewing and adjudicating the case of William Arthur Wieland. 

• • • • • • • 
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~~: 8.<!UI!WII'!~. • • • I~ it true Y!l6~ .Qeca':ll!e of your ."'s\gmnent to . these 
caseS you didn't hav.e time to perform your routine duties .as ·Deputy Director? 

Mr. OrEPKA. I feel that I still was able to perform the responsibilities of Deputy 
Director, notwithstanding the fact that I harl these collateral assignments. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Would you say that you were a functioning Deputy Director 
during all the time thAt you held that position? 

Mr. OrEPKA. Yes, sir. . 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you act as Acting Director at any time during the 2 years 

preceding November 17, 1961? 
Mr. OrEPKA. I did, sir. 
Mr. SOUR\\' INE. On how many occasions? 
Mr. OrEPKA. Well, the longest occasion was shortly after the entrance of Mr. 

Boswell on duty as Director. He took a trip which took him practically around 
the world visiting our security posts abroad, and something like 2}~ months I was 
Acting Director. And that speCifically is mentioned in my efficiency reports. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Would you feel thAt you could tell the committee during the 
entire time that you were nominally Deputy Director you were, in fact, a fune
tiolling Deputy Director? 

. Mr. OrEPKA. I think I was in fact a functioning Deputy Director. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you think you performed, satisfactorily, all the duties of 

thAt job in addition to these other special assignments? 
Mr. OrEPKA. I do, sir." 

Senator Hruska questioned Mr. -Otepka further on this point: . 
Senator HRUSKA. Mr. Otepka, just one other question on the letter to Senator 

Mundt from Roger Jones. I read the last sentence in paragraph 2: . 
"For the past year he," meaning you, "has devoted his time almost exclusively 

to two major undertakings involvingpersOlUleh!ecurity." 
This letter is dated November 17, 1961. It was in that period, w ... ~ it not, that 

for 2~~ months you served as Acting Director on the occasion when Mr. Boswell 
was on his around-the-world trip? Is that correct? 

Mr. OrEPKA. No, sir. It was iI.! 1959 that I served as Acting Director during 
the period of . Mr. B08well's extended absence. . 

Senator HRUSKA. Were there any similar occasions during November 1960 to 
November 1961 when 'you acted as Acting Director? 

Mr. OrEPKA. There were similar occasions, but they weren't as extended. 
For e)<aq>ple, Mr. Boswell, of course, took annual leave. He would make various 
trlps·thrOll«h, our field offices in the. United States and during these times I served 
as Acting Director. 

Senator HRUSKA. These periods of annual leave would be how long? 
Mr. OrEPKA. Approximately 2 weeks. 
Senator HRUSKA. At various times? 
Mr. OrEPKA. Yes, Rir. 
Senator HRUSKA. And in addition to that, during the period Novembcr 1960-61 

you also performed other duties as Deputy Director, did you? 
Mr. OrEPKA. Yes, J did, sir.6' 

STATE DEPARTMENT CHECKS ON CONGRESSIONAL 
CONTACTS 

An effort by the State Department to monitor all contacts of de'
partmental employees with Members of CongreEs or members of 
congressional staffs was di~clos€d during our hearings, but was very 
speedily dropped after the disclosure. 

The following excerpt from our record explains what happened: Of 

Mr. SOURWINE. The committee has been informed, Mr. Hipsley, that Under 
Secretary Dutton has sent instructions to certain personnel in the State Depart
ment with regard to their contacts with Members of Congress and the House and 
Senate and their staffs. Have you been so instructed? 

Mr. HIPS LEY. I received an instruction from Mr. Boswell. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Not from Dutton? 

.. 8tate Depertmoot Security Hoar!np, pt. 2, pp. 195. 198. 
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Mr. HIPSLIIY. No, sir. 
made in this connection. 

This quotes Mr. Cieplinski, asking that a report be 

Mr. SOURWINII. A .report be made to whom? 
Mr. HIP8LIIY. We have a card form that we send to the Director. 
Mr. SOURWINE. To Mr. Cieplinski? 
Mr. HIPSLEY. To our Director, whom I assume sends it to Mr. Cieplinski. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You send it to Mr. Boswell? 
Mr. HIPSLIIY. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. A report on what? 
Mr. HIPSLEY. Contacts with congrellSional Members or staff personnel. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You mean official contacts? 
Mr. HIP8LIIY. It does not 88y official contaots, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINII. Do you have a copy of this instruotion? 
Mr. HIPBLIIY. I have one in my desk; yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Can you furnish us with one? 
Mr. HIPSLEY. I will be happy to. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Any objection, Mr. Leahy? 
Mr. LEAHY. No. 
Senator J ORNSTON. What is the object of that? 
Mr. HIPBLEY. I do not know, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Your understanding is that it is the requirement that you 

report upstairs on any contact of any nature, Bocial or otherwise, during or after 
office hours or any other time, with any Member of Congress or any member of 
the staff of Congress? 

Mr. HIPBLEY. That is how I would interpret it. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Does this just affect you? 
Mr. HIPSLIlY. No, Bir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Does it affect everybody who works with you? 
Mr. HIPBLilY. Yes, Bir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Down to the last stenographer? 
Mr. HIPBLEY. Yes, sir. I assume so. 
Senator ScOTT. Could we Bee the form? 
Mr. SOURWINE. He does not have a copy, but he will furnish us with one. A 

newspaper told me about this yesterday. 
Mr. HIPSLEY. I will have to plead guilty here; I only read it briefly, sir, and 

put it in my work box. 
Mr. SOURWINE. I do not ,uent to put you on the spot, but does that not im

you as rather an infringement of a man's privacy and his constitutional right 
of freedom of association? 

Mr. HIPBLEY. Since you put me on the spot, I will answer it. Yes, I think 
it does. 

Senator SCOTT. Would it include the obligations to report to someone in the 
State Department the testimony you have given here? 

Mr. HIPSLEY. I would . not interpret it that way; DO ; sir. .' 
Mr. SOUR WINE. Mr. Leahy, if the Senator and the Chair will permit I think 

we would like to ask I could not ask the witness because he could not have 
authority to get if we could have copies of any memorandums on which this 
memorandum he Bpeaks about was based-I understand you got. one from Mr. 
Boswell which referred to Mr. Cieplinski. . . 

Mr. HIPSLEY. Yes, sir. . 
Mr. SOURWINE. The tip I had was tbere was one from Mr. Dutton. If we 

could get the chain could we get all those memos? · . , 
Mr. HIPSLEY. If I could clarify it, sir, I would like to say this memorandum I 

referred to is Mr. Boswell's follOwing his superior's instructions. 
Mr. SOURWINE. That is following Mr. Cieplinski's instructions? 
Mr. HIPSLEY. Yes, sir. 

• • 

Senator JOHNSTON. Do you not think we should have a copy of the chain 
coming down? 

Mr. SOURWINE. If we could get that, if that is the order, sir. 
Senator JOHNSTON. That is ordered; if he can get it. 
Mr. SOURWINE. May this become part of the record? 
Senator JOHNSTON. It will be made ·a part of the record. 
(The document referred to reads as follows:) 

.. . • 

.. 

• 

• . . . -
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Memorandum for: 

DEPART)IENT OF STATE, 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS, 

Februarll19, 1962. 

The Under Secretary 
Under Secretary McGhee 
o Mr. Jones 
G Mr. Johnson 
D Mr. Foster 
SIP· Mr. Rostow 
All Assistant Secretaries 
L Mr. Chayes 
INR-Mr. Hilsman 
SeA Mr. Cieplinski 

A central file of congressional contacts by officers of the Department is being 
organized in order to bring together and more fully utilize information individually 
obtained concerning members of the Congress. 

Enclosed is a series of cards which I will appreciate being made available to all 
of the principal members of your office or bureau (including all Deputy Assistant 
Secretaries, Directors, and officers, as well as such other personnel as you may 
wish) for them to fill out and forward to me concerning any meeting, telephone 
call, or social contact they have with members of the Congress or congressional 
staffs. If a more extensive memorandum for the file is prepared, that should be 
forwarded to H in lieu of a card. These cards are being provided, however, in 
order to facilitate at least a brief notation being made of all congressional contacts. 
Compilation of these cards will also provide an indication of whieh offices and 
bureaus in the Department need to undertake more frequent meetings with 
members of the Congress. . 

In order to keep the cards from becoming an undue burden on your officers, 
they may be filled out in pen (or typewriter) and forwarded either singly or 
.. eekly, or on whatever basis you desire. 

FREOERICI[ G. DUTTON • 

To: Messrs. Jessop, DeCapua, Jackson, Chappelear, 
Laugel. 

From: SY William O. Boswell. 

• 

FBBRUABY 27, 1962. 
Otepka, Hipaley, lams, 

Subject: Central file of congleBsional contaots by officers of the Department. 
The following memorandum for all office directors from Mr. Micliel Cieplinski, 

Acting Administrator, SCA, dated February 26, 1962 has' been received: 
"A central file of congressional contacts by officers of the Department is being 

orFized by the Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations in order to 
bnng.together and more fully utilize information individually obtained concern-
inlf Members of the Con . 

'I have been reques by Mr. Dutton to make the enclosed cards. available to 
all principal members of this Bureau for them to fill out concerning any meeting, 
telephone call, or social contact they may have with Members of the Congress or 
congressional staffs. If a more extensive memorandum for the rue is prepared, 
that should be used in lieu of a card. 

"These cards may be filled out in pen or typewriter and forwarded to my office 
e.ch Monday to cover the contacts of the previous week." 

Attached 18 a sample card which you should maintain in order to prepare a 
o.rd for each contact had by you or members of your staff with Members of the 
Congreas. These cards should be forwarded to my office before the close of busi
ness each Friday in order that I may forward them to SCA each Monday . 

• 
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Hon. TROMAS J. DODD, 
Chairman,.'Siibcommiltee on Internal Security, 
Committee on the Judiciary, U.S. Senate. 

MARCH 22, 1962. 

DEAR Ma. CHAIRMAN: I understand that at the meeting of the Subcommittee on 
Internal Security on March 14, while Senator Johnston was presiding, an officer 
of the Department of State, Elmer Hipsley, was questioned as to whether he had 
been asked to provide departmental reports on his contacts ~ith Members of the 
Congress. 

As Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations, I initiated a ' request for 
brief reports on contacts by officers of the Department with Members of the 
Congress, and believe that I should therefore respond directly to take responsibility 
on this matter. The request was made by me on February 19. A copy of the 
memorandum that was distributed is attached, along with the kind of card on 
which verv brief notations could be made summarizing the congressional com
ments. This step was taken to bring together information on informal and 
formal congressional inquiries and other matters, in order to provide more ade
qllate service bY the Department for Me.mbers of the Congress and to increase 
the Department's \1nderst(lnding of matters of current concern to individual Con
grl'ssmen. I have, also found that requests for information informally. made 
available to a particular office in the State Department are often relevl1nt in other 
bureaus here and thi!.t better service could be provided by getting the inquiries 
centrally ,considered. The space on the cards for any comments on the trade 
legislation and U.N. bond legislation was based on the fact that those were two 
major, current., pieces of legislation most often likely to be raised this spring. 
Prior to my memorandum being raised in thll meeting of the subcommittee, J 
learned of the possible Qbjection to it by a Member of the House; and since my 
purpose here is to strengthen the Department's relations with the Congress, not 
hlterpose: any difficulties, the procedure was discqntiniled, and that action IlOn
firmed bv the attached memorandum ,of March 14. ' ' . , , 

I will appreciate your letting me know.if I may provide furt her informatioll 
on this matter. ' 

Sincerely yours, 
FREDERicK G. DUTTON, .4.s.iBtant Secretary. 

Enclosures as stated • .. 

, 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS, 

Memorandum for'-
The Acting Secretary 
Under Secretary l\IcGhee 
o Mr .. Tones 
G Mr. Johnson 
D Mr. Foster 
SIP-Mr. Rostow 
All Assistant Secretaries 
L Mr. Chayes 
INR-Mr. Hilsman 
SCA-Mr. Cieplinski 

, MtJ1'ch 14, 196$, 

Re February 19 memorandum on congressional file cards. 
The central file of congressional contacts by officers of the Department bas 

been discontinued. The cards provided to you for that purpose 'are no lOnger 
being used. 

I am still most anxious to encourage prompt and accurate replies to informa.L 
M well as formal congressional requests for information and other assistance
and we shall work closely with your office for that purpose. 

FREDERICK G. DUTTON." 

U State Department SecurIty Hearlop, pt. 4, PP. 427-429. 
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THE NEW PASSPORT REGULATIONS 

It has been more than a decade since Congress passed the Internal 
Security Act of 1950. It was clearly the intent of then, 
that one of the means our Government should use to protect the 
security of the United States against the menace of the Communist 
conspiracy was the denial of U.S. passports to Communists. The 
act in plain terms prohibited the issuance of passports to members of 
any Communist organization registered or required to register with 
the Subversive Activities Control Board. . 

After almost 11 years of litigation, the U.S. Supreme Court, on 
October 10, 1961, entered its final order in the case of the Communist 
Party of the United States v. Subversive Activities Control Board. The 
Court upheld the constitutionality of the Subversive Activities Con
trol Board's order requiring the Communist Party to register as a 
Communist-action o~nization. When this action became final on 
October 20, 1961, it Immediately became unlawful, under section 6 
of the act, for a member of the Communist Party, with knowledge or 
notice of the final order, to apply for a passport, or the renewal of a 
passport, issued under the authority of the United States, or to use 
or attempt to use a passport. Under section 6(b) of the act it became 
unlawful for any officer or employee of the United States to issue or 
renew a passport for any individual, knowing or having reason to 
believe that such individual is a member of the Communist Party. 
At long last, it appeared the United States had a litigation-tested 
statute providing a method by which travel of Communist Party 
members could be curtailed. 

However, on January 12, 1962, the Department of State announced 
the promulgation of revised yassport re~ations 63. dealing with denial 
of passports to members 0 CommunIst organizations registered or 
required to be registered under the Subversive Activities Control Act 
of 1950. And although it was announced that the regulations were 
designed to implement the Internal Security Act in light of the recent 
decision of the Supreme Court in the Communist Party case, the real 
effect of the regulations was to assure the issuance of passports to 
many, if not most, Communist applicants. . 

The particular portion of the act, which the regulations are claimed 
to implement, is as follows: 

TITLE 50, UNITED STATES CODE 

§ 785. DENIAL or PASSPORTS TO MEMBERS OF COMMUNIST ORGANIZATIONS. 

(a) When a Communist organization as defined in paragraph (5) of section 782 
of this title is registered, or there is in effect a final order of the Board requiring 
such organization to register, it shall be unlawful for any member of such organ
ization, with knowledge or notice that such organization is so registered or that 
such order has become final-

(1) to make application for a passport, or the renewal of a passport, to 
be issued or renewed by or under the authority of the United States; or 

(2) to use or attempt to use any such passport. --:-----... State Department Becurtty Hearfnp, pt. 3, P. 249. 
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(b) When an organization is registered, or there is in effect a final order of the 
Board requiring an organization to register, as a Communist-action organization, 
It shall be unlawful for any officer or employee of the United States to issue a 
passport to, or renew the passport of, any individual knowing or having reason 
to believe that such individual is a member of such organization. 

The new passport regulations were published in the Federal Register 
on January 12, 1962 and went into effect immediatel under" emer-

providing that a passport shall not be issued to or renow for any 
individual who, the issuing officer knows or has reason to believe, is a 
member of a Communist organization registered or required to be 
registered under the Subversive Activities Control Act. But the 
regulations go on to provide that any person to whom a passport or 
renewal of a passport has been denied, or whose passport has been 
revoked, shall have the right to appeal from an adverse decision of the 
Passport Office to a Board of Passport Appeals appointed by the 
Secretary of State. (This makes the granting or refusal of a passport, 
in legal contemplation, an adjudication rather than an exercise of 
discretion.) In such heltrings, the regulations continue, the Itpplicant 
shall be accorded the right to appear, to be represented by counsel, to 
present evidence, to be informed of the evidence against him and the 
source of such evidence, and to confro'R,t and cross-examine adverse 
witnesses. The decision to deny a passport, the regulations then 
declare, shall be based only on elJ'iMnce which is made available to the 
applicant. [Emphasis supplied.) 

The grant of a right of confrontation means that no information 
received through an undercover operator or informant of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation can be used in a passport case, against an 
applicant either for a new passport or for a passport renewal, unless 
the agent or informant is "surfaced" and produced at the hearing to 
testify in person. Since, in most instances, the national interest 
requires that the identity and operations of undercover agents and 
informers be protected, and their cover preserved, so that they may 
continue as sources of information, this provision alone necessarily 
will result in the granting of a great many passports which otherwise 
might be refUSed. 

The requirement that a decision to deny a passport shall be based 
only on evidence which is made available to the applicant means that 
no confidential information of any nature may be considered by the 
Secretary of State or any of his subordinates, or used in any passport 
case, unless it is deemed desirable and permissible to destroy the 
confidential nature of the information and make it public. 

These are rights and procedures not granted or prescribed in 
passport by any court decision. not required by any law, and 
the granting of which, by the unilateral action of the Department of 
State, immediately created a situation in which the denial of a passport 
to any Communis~ applicant may prove extremely difficult. Further
more, the provision with regard to basing deni8.ls only on evidence 
which may be made available to the ap~licant (or used at the hearin~) 
flies directly in the face of the congresslOnal mandate as expressed In 

the Subversive Activities Control Act. 
The act itself makes no mention of confrontation or cross-examina

tion of adverse witnesses. The act clearly and explicitly states that 
it shall be unlawful for a me~ber of II: Co.mmunist organization, with 
knowledge it is a Commumst orgamzatlOn, to apply for or use a 
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passport; and tha.t it shall be unlawful for an officer or employee of 
the United States to issue or renew a passport for any individual, 
knowing or having reason to believe that such person is a member of 
a Communist or§:ization. 

The Internal urity Subcommittee of the Senate was notified of 
the impending regulations by being supplied with a confidential 
memorandum from the Office of the Secretary of State under date of 
January 10, 1962. The memorandum reached the offices of the 
subcommittee shortly before noon on the following day, January 11, 
and copies were distributed to committee members within 2 hours. 
But the regulations were already in type at the Federal Register. 
The subcommittee had no opportunity to study the rations or 
make effective comment on them before they were pu lished and 
made immediately effective. Nor were the subcommittee's views on 
~he proposed, regulations sought by the Department of State prior to 
ImplementatIOn. 

Mr. Lowenfeld of the State Department's legal office gave this tes
timony in expla,ining the State Department's effort to get the new 
pa.ssport regulations made effective in a hurry. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Why were you doing it so fast? What was the hurry? 
Mr. LOWENFELD, Well, of course, there are a couple of reasons. The principal 

one was that we had a hiatus of 6 or 7 weeks already. Let's see. The Supreme 
Court denial-the denial for rehearing was October 9, J believe. The board 
published its order requiring registration on the 21st of October, to be effective 
30 days thereafter. So that as of November 20, there was now a final order of 
the COurt, and the statute was in effect. We had a couple of applications. You 
mentioned the name of one of the last hearing-the Duimovich case. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Are you telling us the Duimovich case was pending prior to 
the 12th of January? 

Mr. LOWENFELD. I do not know whether it was formally pending. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you know when it was received? 
Mr. LOWENFELD. It seems to me you would have to check with Miss Knight 

to be sure. I have the feeling;--
Mr. SOURWINE. You brought up the case. 
Mr. LOWENFELD. Well, yes, I have the feeling that I had heard about the 

matter. It may have been a lawyer's inquirr rather than a formal application. 
But I had heard about the case before; yes, SIr. 

Mr. SOURWINE. And you say this case was pending, and that is why you were 
hurrying this thing? 

Mr. LOWENFELD. If I may correct that. I am not sure I am under oath
whether the word "pending" is right, because "pending" means there was a formal 
application. 

Mr. SOUR WINE. Do you know whether any applications were pending? 
Mr. LOWENFELD. I had understood there were. And I had understood, as a 

matter of fact, that Miss Knight had originally been the one who had said we 
have got to move fast. Now~-

Mr. SOURWINE. When did she say that? 
Mr. LoWENFELD. We had a series of meetings with her back in December. 

She had brought an wanted to rewrite the entire passport regulations, 
not just the ones 

Mr. SOURWINE. She had moved for action long before December, had she not? 
Mr. LOWENFELD. Well, that I do not-I understand there had been much 

earlier under the last administration, there had been a move. 
Mr. SOURWINE. But not under you. You had nothing to do with it. 
Mr. LOWENFELD. Well, the first I had heard about it was about the middle of 

December, when Mr. Chayes called me in and said, "I want to watch this, and 
you watch this for me." It may have been-I have not read her testimony, so I 
do not want to appear to controvert her. She may well be right. I do not know. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Well, let us just-we have some chronology here. It indicates 
that on June 12, 1961, Passport sent a memorandum to the then Acting Legal 
Adviser outlining pertinent portions, especially section 6, and requesting views 
about action to be taken with respect to pending applications, members who 
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have passports, actions and procedures which 8hould be followed when the law 
became operative. 

Mr. LoWENFELD. Yes. 
Mr. SOURWINE. It seemS like a prudent thing to do that was not too far in 

advance to begin to ask about the matter. 
Mr. LoWENrBLD. I agree with that. That is before I was in the Government. 

But that was, if I am not mistaken, just before .the stay was granted by Mr. 
Justice Frankfurter. And I gather what happened was that the things were sort 
of let slide a little bit, as the pressure was off. 

Mr. SOURWINE. That is right. There was another memorandum of June 22, 
1961, from Passport advisin/f that when the law became effective Passport would 
be prohibited, by penal sanotions, to i8'''Je PMSPOrts to Communist Party members. 

Then on October 10, the day after the petition for rehearing was dismi!1lled, 
Passport issued a memorandum within its own jurisdiction to all personnel alerting 
them to the fact that passport renewal applications must be intercepted prior to 
any i!l8uance or ·renewal as the case may be, and all cases to be referred to the 
legal division of the Passport Office for handling. 

On October 24, Passport sent a letter to Mr. Yeagley, asking for his views 
about the withdrawal of passports from Communist Party members. 

Mr. LOwENFELn. That is right. And that letter was not answered; that is 
the letter-although that was not drafted in our office that letter was not 
answered until the 5th of January, although there were conversations in between. 

Mr. SoURWINE. Yes. It was answered the same date as the other letter. 
And that has caused some confusion. You talk about the Yeagley letter of Janu
ary 5 there were two. 

Mr. LOWENFELD. That is correct. 
Mr. SOURWINE. One was the letter answering this letter from Mr. Hickey, 

I believe. 
Mr. LOWENFELD. Well, they really both are. But they are separate questions. 

That was one of the decisions that was reached at the meeting at Justice to 
make them two separate letters. 

Mr. SOURWINE. On November I, Passport requested Immigration and 
Naturalization to withdraw the passport of Elizabeth Gurley Flynn. 

On November 3, 2 days later, Mr. Chayes and Mr. Yingling, of Legal, advised 
Passport that Passport had no authority to withdraw the Flynn passport, it was 
a matter solely for the Department of Justice. 

You had no participation in that. 
Mr. LOWENFELD. I could not I am not sure whether I did or not. I knew 

about it. I remember it came up on one Saturday. I do not think I participated 
in it. But I am not certain. 

Mr. SOURWINE. November 30: Passport sent a memorandum to Mr. Chayee 
transmitting two lists of persons who appeared to be within the purview of title 
50, United States Code, section 785. . 

December 1: Passport Bent a memorandum to Mr. Chayes recommending the 
withdrawal of passports issued to individuals on the national levels of the 
Communist Party leaderships. 

December 7: They sent a memorandum to Mr. Chayes recommending that a 
statement be placed on all passport application forms, registration forms, and 
agency notices with respect to the law. 

Mr. LOWENFELD. I think that was the first time I became active in it. I think 
Miss Knight brought that memorandum around personally and I was with Mr. 
Chayes, and we discnssed that. We made small changes in the wording. And 
then we agreed to that." 

Mr. Lowenfeld pursued this argument in explaining certain passages 
of the letter he had originally drafted, which was finally transmitted 
to Senator Dodd over the signature of Assistant Secretary Dutton . 

. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Well, I think that clears up the question of when you first 
learned about the matter. 

It does not leave the record absolutely clear as to whether you have any knowl
edge of any p .. ·sport applications that were pending up to the time of the new 
regulations. 

Mr. LOWENFELD. Well, I am not entirely certain on that. I just mention that 
as one of the considerations. My instructions were-and I think you perhaps 
should ask Mr. Chayes-my instructions were once the draft had been aEreed 
on, and that was done at a meeting on Tuesday, the 9th, in the Secretary's Office, 
I was told "get them published as soon as you can." 

.. BIa'" De~.nt s.. .. rjty Hearlnp, pt. 3, p. 337. 
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Mr. SOUBWINE. Well, I WIU! referring to the question of this sentence which I 
beliE!ve you put in the letter. "TI!ere WIU! thus a peri~d in which pet;80D8 possibly 
commg' under the act were applYing for passports WIth no regulatIons m effect 
under which ·the Department could deny them pIUlsports." 

Mr. LOWENFELD. That is correct. 
Mr. SOOBWINE. Well, when you WTote that did you know whether it is true 

that there were applications for passports being made during this period of hiatus? 
Mr. LOWENFELD. Well, there are always applications made. The Passport 

Office grants, I don't know, probably a million passports a year. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. I am talking about applications by persons who have been 

affected by this section olthe·act . 
. Mr. LoWENPELD" As to that, as a tIteotetieal fact, I knew it. As I recall, Miss 

Knight had said on the basis of some FBI reports tbere was a list of several 
hundred-I do not remember the exact number that presently held passports. 
You never know, of course, who is going to apply tomorrow. That if!,. there are, I 
"uppose Mr. Hoover says there 10,000 people that they think are IJommunists. 
Who knows I do not know the figure. 

Mr. SOUBWINE. You did not have any particular instance in mind when you 
~w~rote this? 

Mr. LOWENFELD. No, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. And how about the olosing words of that sentenoe: "Regula

tions in effect under which the Department could deny them passports." 
The Department could have denied passports to a Communist without the new 

regulations, could it not? 
Mr. LOWENFELD. Well, we had doubt about that, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. You did have doubt about tItat? .. 
Mr. LOWENFELD. In view of the Supreme Court cases, particularly Kohl and 

also the Grunt case, which as you know went on the fact of the specific and 
explicit chain of authority and regulation-we had doubt 

Mr. SOUBWINE. You are familiar with the Greene case, that is Gr.eM v. McElroy? 
Mr. LOWENFELD. That is right. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Go ahead. 
Mr. LOWENFELD. I do not know for sure whether a denial not based on the 

regulation, and not providing for a hearing, would have stood up. We oertainly 
had doubt about it. And we thought the right way to do it, and to sustain this 
kind of thing against challenge it was clear that it would be challenged-was to 
have regulations properly issued." 

Approval date on passport regulations 
According to the testimony of Mr. Abram Chayes, legal adviser 

of the State Department, the newpassport regulations were approved 
by the Secretary of State on Tuesday, January 9, 1962. State 
Department witnesses testified some congressional committees were 
given "advance notice" of the new regulations on January 10. The 
Internal Security Subcommittee, as already stated, was notified around 
noon on January 11. It is perhaps significant that the committees 
were not given the text of the regulations, but only the State Depart
ment's so-called summary of them. 

Mr. LOWENFELD. • • • The text was not sent to the Federal Register until 
the Secretary of State and the Attorney General had explicitly approved it, 
but the text may have gone down there before the-all the congressional briefings 
had been completed. 

Mr. SOURWINE. May I see that transcript, Mr. Chairman, please? 
Do you know the date, Mr. Lowenfeld, on which the transmittal was made 

to the Federal Register? 
Mr. LOWENFELD. It was either late Tuesday afternoon or Wednesday morning 

when the took them over, and if you have got a calendar I 
tell was 12th, 80 it was either Tuesday late on the 9th or 

on 
and some 

Mr. CBATES. 
Mr. Lowenfeld to send 
approved the regulation. 

and then I believe Mr. Leahy went up on the Hill 
at the same time we were preparing press releases 

so on. . 
can confirm that, because I can confirm that I directed 

over as we left the Secretary's office after the Secretary 

N State Department Boeur\ty Hearlnp, pt. 3, p. 838 . 
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Mr. SOUB .... INE. I see. And what was the date the Secretary approved the 
regulations? 

Mr. CHAVES. Tuesday the 9th. 
!\fr. SOUBWINE. ~ow, the so-called "advance notice to the Committees" was 

on the 11th? 
Mr. CHATES. Well, I am not sure. Mr. Leahy handled that. Some of them 

were made on Wednesday and some were made on Thursday, it depended on when 
we could get in touch. 

Mr. LEAHT. My recollection is on Wednesday I oame do .... n here and saw 
Representative Francis Walter and some of his staff members, and I attempted to 
contact ;\1r. Sourwine whol as I recall, was temporarily absent from his office, 
and I came back on Thursday and did in fact see Mr. Sourwine and handed it to 
him and discussed with him very briefty the regulations. I handed him the sum
mary." 

Mr. John Leahy, congressional liaison offioer for the State Depart
ment, testified that the summary of the new passport regulations was 
~resented to counsel for the Internal Seourity Suboommittee on 
Thursday, January II. 

Mr. SOUB .... INE. When was it you brought up those summaries for the com
mittee. 

Mr. LEAHY. To the best of my recollection, I brought up the summary and 
saw you and presented it to you on a Thursday. 

Mr. SOUBWINE. The 11th. 
Mr. LEAHY. Which was the 11th-the day before they appeared in the Federal 

Register. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. And you told me at the time that it was intended to publish 

them On Monday, the following Monday. 
Mr. LEAHY. I think my statement was to the effect that to the best of my 

knowledge, that it would appear in the Register on the following Monday." 

Ghayes explains New York Times beat 
How Mr. Anthony Lewis of the New York Times got advance 

infonnation reslleoting the new passport regulations was explained 
by Mr. Chayes m this testimony on June 19: 

Mr. SOUBWINE. Mr. Chayes, did you personally give information respecting 
the new passport regulations to any newspaperman other than at the public 
press conference you talked about? 

Mr. CHAVES. No. I was oalled by a who read me an account 
of the regulations that had come over the . I don't know how it got 
to the UPI ticker. The account was respects. I told him to 
get in touch with Mr. Lowenfeld and. would correct these errors. 

Mr. SOUBWINE. Who was that newspaperman? 
Mr. CHATES. Let me go further. I then did call Mr. Lowenfeld and authorized 

him to correct these errors. Well, I don't know that there is any question about 
who it was. I think it was Tony Lewis of the New York Times. 

Mr. SOUBWINI!l. He called you from New York? 
Mr. CHATES. No; he is here in Washington. 
Mr. SOURWINE. He didn't visit you in person? 
Mr. CHATES. No. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And you did not yourself privately give any information to 

him respecting the new passport regUlations? 
Mr. CHATES. No. This was, let me say, the night of the press conference. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you give Mr. Lewis a copy of Mr. Yeagley's letter? 
Mr. CHA YEs. No. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you give him access to a copy of that letter? 
Mr. CHAVES. No. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you have any idea how he got a copy of that letter? 
Mr. CHA TES. No. He covers the Justice Department. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Anyway, the Times had a very thorough scoop on the new 

regulations . 

.. State Department SecuriIY Hearfnp, pt, 3, p.311. 
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Mr. CBATES. They didn't have a scoop, because the UPI stery had c.ome out 
on. Thursday. From wha\ 89urce, I don't know. But I have satisfied myself 
that it was no source in my office. And I think if you once look at the first story 
on it, it was in the Star of Thursday night-the UPI story, as I recall, was the 
first stery on that. The Times came out the morning-Friday morning-that is 
the morning that the regulations were issued.1I .. 

Reprisal8 against passpm witnesses 0ppo8ed 
Deputy Under Secretary Jones, testifying on June 7,1962, began by 

saying that he spoke only for himself when he wrote to Senator Dodd, 
vice chairman of the committee, disavowing any intention to bring 
any charges against either Miss Frances Knight or Mr. Robert 
Johnson for compliance with a subpena. of the Internal Secilrity 
Subcommittee. 

Senater HRUSKA. Mr. Jones, in connection with this letter of Senator Dodd 
addressed te you, it does say: . 

"I ask that the committee be advised of any charges brought or any disciplinary 
action taken against Miss Knight or any other official or employee of the Depart
ment as a result of compliance with a subpena of this committee or appearance 
and testimony before this committee." 

Now, in reviewing and reading your answer of May 22, the only direct response 
I find te that particular language is found in these words: 

"I do not contemplate bringing charges against either Miss Knight or Mr. 
Johnson." 

I bring that up for this reason. Senater Dodd asked that he be advised of 
any charges or any disciplinary action. Can you tell us that the Department 
or your successor in your position will inform the committee of any such charges 
that might be brought or any disciplinary action that might be exercised againft 
either Miss Knight or anybody else? . 

Mr. JONES. Well, this is a closed incident, Mr. Chairman-
Senater HRUSKA. It is not closed with us, I assure you. 
Mr. JONES. No, but I mean insofar as my involvement is concerned. I cannot 

speak for my successor, but I certainly contemplate no action and have taken 
DO action." 

After Senator Hruska prodded him further, Mr. Jones changed 
his tune somewha.t: 

Senator HRU8KA. You cannot speak for your successor in person; however, you 
(lan speak for the policy of the Department. 

Mr. JONES. The policy of the Department right now is, this is a closed incident. 
Senator HRUSJ[A. Well, I would very respectfully like to differ. You could 

consider this as a closed incident but if it is closed, temorrow charges could be 
brought and we would not be informed and we don ' t propose to have that happen, 
nor would we contemplate this being a closed incident if any disciplinary action 
was taken against Miss Knight or anyone else on account of their appearance and 
testimony. I assure you mOlit respectfully we do not consider this a closed 
incident. 

Mr. JONES. Well, may I clarify, Mr. Chairman? Senator Dodd's letter to me 
was immediately reviewed by me with the Secretary. My recommendation was 
that there was no appropriate course of action beyond calling te her attention 
the fact that she had DOt complied with the Department regulatloDs, that is all 
that was done, that is all I intended to do and as far as I know that is all the 
Secretary intends to do, and I assume his will will be guiding to my successor. 

Senator HRUSKA. As of now it is a closed incident. There will be no dis-
ciplinary action T 

Mr. JONES. RIght. 
Senater HausKA. And no charges? 
Mr. JONES. That ·is right. 
Senator HaU8ltA. I understand. I thought that perhaps you figured it was 

something that we should forset about. 
Mr. JONES. No, sir.'1 

.. State Dep&ttment 8ecurIty Hear\np, pt. S, p. 864 . 

.. Ibid., pt. 3, p. 262 . 
• IbId., pt. 8, p. 826. 
II Ibid .• pt. 3, PP. 326, 326. 
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• 

Notwithstanding the commitment set forth respecting 
reprisals against Miss Frances Knight and Robert Johnson, com
mittee has learned, since these hearings, that the new Administrator 
of the Bureau of Security and Consular Affairs plans to curtail the 
authority of the Passport Division and of its Director and to mo.ve 
not only Johnson but all other legal officers of the Passport Division 
to the Office of Legal Counsel under the jurisdiction of Mr. Abram 
Chayes. 

The committee would consider any action of this nature as contrary 
to the commitment referred to above. 

The subcommittee affinns the positions taken by Senator Dodd and 
Senator Hruska. We earnestly hope that the Department will not 
at any time bring disciplinary action of any nature against any official 
or employee as a result of compliance with a subpena of this subcom
mittee or appearance and testimony before this subcommittee, and 
renews the request made by Senator Dodd that the subcommittee 
be advised of any charges brought or any disciplinary action taken 
against any offici8.l or employee of the Department as a result of com
pliance with a subpena of this subcommittee or appearance and testi
mony before this subcommittee. 

Under the new regulations, which purport to prohibit the 
Office from considermg confidential information in deciding 
to issue a passport, it will be frequently impossible to deny passport 
facilities to members of the Communist Party, as provided by law. 
About the only Communists who actually will be denied passports are 
a handful of Communist Party fUDctionaries on the national level who, 
because of public knowledge of their Communist connections, are 
practically impotent in the field of espionage. These individuals are 
symbols or figureheads of the Communist Party and the glare of 
publicity over the years has left them with little or no influence over 
non-Communists. It is the issuance of passports to the relatively 
unknown, undercover Communists who may be engaged in espiona~e, 

and sedition which constitutes the verr real danger With 
which is concerned. These are the enemies with capabilities 
for inestimable damage to the security of our country. 

FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover has warned that-
The Communist threat from without must not blind us to the Communist threat 
from within. The latter is reaching into the very heart of America through its 
espionage agents and a cunning, defiant, and lawless Communist Party which is 
fanatically dedicated to the Marxist cause of world enslavement and destruction 
of the foundation of our Republic.-

In the light of this statement it is alarming and frustrating that new 
regulations have been issued which, in effect, forbid the Nation to 
protect itself from this threat with one of the sanctions Congress 
intended should be used. . 

The Passport Office has been instructed that, when it considers the 
application of a person whose file indicates Communist membership, 
the confidential information which cannot be used at a hearing or 
communicated to the Communist applicant must be separated from 
the public infonnation which can be so used or communicated, and 
that only the latter may be consi~e~ed ~ reco~mendi~g ... a. denial. 

This is simply an attempt at admmlBtrative bramwashmg . 
• Con"wmonaJ Record, Mar. 1G, 1962, P. A2OO2; State Department SecurIty Hearlnp, pt. !, P. 2M. 
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The issuing officer is being commanded by these regulations to tailor 
his reason to an artificial and illogical pattern. He is told that he 
may not beluve that an applicant is a member of a Oommunist organ
iza.tion if he cannot prove it by data which can be made public, 
regardleeo of how much classified confidential information is furnished 
by- the FBI, or other agencies of goveI'llment, to show that the indi
VIdual is a dangerous Communist. If the proof cannot be used in 
open hearings, with the right to cross-exa.mine witnesses, the issuing 
officer must not only disregard the classified infonnation, but is told 
to forget it. . 

It is not difficult to understand why information regardiIlg the 
activities of the most dangerous Oommunist operators in the United 
States is classified and cannot be made public. It certainly is not 
difficult to understand why the FBI will not make available its 
informants and counteragents to be questioned by Communist pass
port applicants and their lawrers. What is difficult to understand 
is w~y the State DepartII?ent Issued these regulations which presume 
to "mterpret" out of eXIstence the clear mandate of the Internal 
Security Act of 1950. 

Issuance of the regulations brought about an immediate protest 
from Members of the Oongress and some segments of the press. In a 
letter to Secretary of State Rusk on Janua.ry 16, 1962,63 Senator 
Thomas J. Dodd so ht earnestly to have the regulations with-

by refusing to issue a passport to any applicant t e issuing officer 
knows or has reason to believe is a memher of the Communist Party, 
leaving the appliCAnt in each such case to seek in the courts whatever 
remedy he may think is available to him. Senator Karl E. Mundt 
wrote to Secretary Rusk on January 17, 1962,86 stating that he viewed 
the regulations with grave concern, and questioning the wisdom of . 
extending the rights of confrontation and cross-exa.mination to ad
ministrative proceedings when national security is at issue. Senator 
Mundt also pointed out that the matter is further complicated by the 
fact that because of the Internal Security Act provision making it 
unlawful for any officer of the United States to issue a passport to 
an individual who he knows or has reason to believe is a member of 
a Communist organization, the new regulations will place in an impos
sible legal position those officers in the Department of State who are 
responsible for passport issuance. 

Representative Francis E. Walter introduced in the House of Repre
sentatives on January 18, 1962, a bill spelling out a passport review 
procedure under which the Department of State may consider appeals 
from rulings under which passports are denied to Communists and 
members of Oommunist organizations pursuant to section 6 of the 
Internal Security Act of 1950. Mr. Walter issued a statement at the 
time of introduction of the bill which pointed out that the urgent need 
for this kind of legislation is stressed by the fact that the Department 
of State, without consultation with appropriate committees of the 
Congress, has seen fit to issue regulations nullifying the law and facing 
the U.S. Government with the problem of either permitting the 
Communists and their attorneys virtual free access to the confidential 
files of the FBI, the OIA, and other investigative agencies, or issuing 
passports to Oommunists notwithstanding the prohibition now in 

• Slate 
"Ibid., 

lloar1np, pt. 8, PP. 270, 271 • 
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effect." The Washin~ton Evening Star of January 13, 1962, reported 
eJ>.--pressions of diBBatJsfaction by Senators Hickenlooper, Keating, 
Lausche, and Mundt, rega.rding the iBBuance of the regulations. GO 

As early as November 1960, a proposal for comprehensive revision 
of the rules and regulations lk;erning the iBBua.Dce of paBBports had 
been made by MiBB Frances ight, Director of the Passport Office. 
In MiBB Knight's opinion, the revision was practical and workable, and 
protected the security of the United States.G7 But her rropoaal was 
never acted upon. On December 15, 1961, the matter o · the 
paBBport rules and regulations was brought up by the Offioe of 
Adviser. MiilS Knight informed the Legal Adviser that her 
had already completed a revision on the subject, and made a copy of 
it available, to him. She was subsequently advised that the Com
munist issue was of immediate importance and that the Office of 
Legal Adviser had rewritten part of the regulations, though many 
paragraphs were identical to regulations .which had been issued in 
1952. The most important and signifioant changes, however, were 
those which established confrontation and the right to crOBB-8xamine 
witnesses, and barred the use of cl&88ified information to deny a 
passport. . 

At the time MiBB Frances E:night test,ified (in May 1962) Com~ 
munists already were getting passports under the new regulations; 

Mr. SOUBWINE. Wsa Mr. Roger Jones advised of your position tha.t if it was 
determined that a should be issued, or renewed for an individual whom 
rou knew or had reason to believe was a member of the Communist Party, then 
m each and every case you wanted to get specific instructions directly froni the 
Secretary of State? 

Miss KNIGHT. Yes, sir. Mr. Rog.,r Jones was advised of that, because I told 
him at a meeting. 

Mr. SOUBWINE. And what did he say? What was his position with regard to 
your position? 

Miss KNIGHT. Mr. Jones had a very sympathetic understanding of my position, 
and he agreed that he would take the responsibility of ordering me to issue a pass
port in cases where the Department felt that it had to do 80 under the regulations. 

Mr. SOUBWINE. Now, if you should be ordered in that manner to Issue a PI\BS
port in a case where the law makes it a crime to issue it, you would be kind of in 
trouble, wouldn't )'ou? . 

Miss KNIGHT. Yee, sir; I would be in trouble. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Have you made up your mind what· you would do in such a 

case? 
Miss KNIGHT. It has already been done, sir, in two cases. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. What do you mean? 
Miss KNIGHT. Well, in my position on two passport cases, I have indicated 

that I had reason to believe that the individuals involved were members of the 
Communist Party. 

Mr. SOOBWINE. And you have thereafter been directly ordered to issue pass-
ports, notwithstanding? . 

Miss KNIGHT. Yee, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. And you have done so? 
Miss KNIGHT. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. From whom did you get the orders? 
Miss KNIGHT. From Mr. Roger Jones. 
Mr. SOORWINE. By direction of the Secretary of State? 
Miss KNIGHT. Yes, yes, it was worded "by direction of the Secretary of State." 
Mr. SOURWINE, So you felt that satisfied your requirement that you have 

orders direct from the Secretary. 
Miss KNIGHT. Yes." 

.. Btate Departm ... t Security Hearings, pt. 3, p.280 • 

.. Ibid., pt. 3, pp. 269, 270. 
17 Ibid., pt. 3, p. 245 . 
.. Ibid., pt. 3, P. 244. 
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Testimony of Mr. Chayes on June 19, 1962, shed more light on the 
question of what reliance passport officials may place on assurances 
that they will be safe from prosecution under sectIOn 6 of the Internal 
Security Act should they grant passports to Communists if their 
excuse is that they excluded from consideration all confidential 
information: 

Mr. SOURWINE. Did you read the letter of Mr. Yeagley, of January 5 of this 
year, as promising that there would be no prosecution of any State Department 
official under section 6 of the Internal Security Act provided the official excluded 
from all consideration all matters of fact or evidence which could not be put on 
a public record? 

Mr. CHAVES. I don't believe this is a promise in the lense that Mr. Yeagley 
or the Department of Justice undertakes to do so. Moreover, I don't think 
Mr. Yeagley or the Department could make a promise, at least which was binding 
upon their succes.eors. But I do belieVE) that the statement in the letter, plus 
the advice which we, on our own, gave our officials, would make it very difficult 
to prosecute a State Department officer who had acted in accordance with that 
legal ad viae. . 

Mr. SOUIlWINE. The Department of Justice could not, by letter of an Assistant 
Attorney· General, suspend the effect of a statute. 

Mr. CHAYJlS. That is correct; it could not. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Nor could the Department of State give immunity to one of 

its employees from provisions of a statute . 
. Mr. CRAYE8.· That is correct; it could not. 

Mr. SOURWINIt. Do you think that intent to violate is an element of the crime 
under section 6 of the Internal Security Act? 

Mr. CHAYItS. As you know, problems are very, very diffioult and complioated 
in connection with statutes of this kind. But obviously, as in-by far the greater 
part of criminal offenses, the mental element is an element in the offense. Now, 
just what the mental element is that is required here, I wouldn't undertake to 
say now in advance of a court decision. On the other hand, I have advised my 
own clients in the Department that they may proceed on the basis of these 

• • opmlons. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Well, Mr. Chayea, isn't this thl' type of case involving a specific 

prohibited act in which the only intent necessary for the commission of the crime 
is the intent to perform the act? . 

Mr. CRA YES. I would not-J wouldn't want to get into an argument about that 
now. I myself think not. That is, I think if a public officer proceeds on the 
basis of this advice, and assuming for the moment that the advice is not that far 
out of line, he has not committed a crime. . I mean if the advice is not palpabiy 
erroneous. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Well suppose the advice is palpably erroneous. 
Mr. CRA YES. 'Veil, obviously, you know as well as I do there Ilre cases concern

ing the extent to which reliance on the advice of counsel is a defense to a criminal 
prosecution. Mostly these cases arise I don't know any that arise in connection 
with public officers, but some certainly have arisen in connection with private 
parties. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Did you ever know of such a case to arise in connection with a 
statute which prohibited a particular act? 

Mr. CRA YES. Oh, yes. 'Veil, I don't know of any of the cases in detail now. 
But I am sure I am not sure-I could undertake to look them up for the com
mittee if you choose. 

Mr. SOURWINE. You are saying, in other words, that the ad,'icc of an attorney 
to an individual that he may safely perform an act which a law speCifically pro
scribes can be a protection to the client in the performance of the act? 

Mr. CHAYES. Well, 'you say which a law specifically proscribes, and that is 
really the issue here. Does the law specifically proscribe the act that the attorney 
has advised him that he may proceed with? 

All I am saying-and I think the state of the law is this-that a client is not 
entitled to rely on the advice of his attorney on all matters. That is, there will 
be instances-you can imagine a lawyer saying "well, you may draw your gun 
and pull the trigger and kill the man across the table from you." The clien.t is 
supposed to be able to sa~ to the attorney "well, that just isn't so. I know better." 

But within a fairly broad range on matters of interpretation such as this, it 
8eems to me that the law would support the fact that where the client acted upon 
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the advice of his attorney, which is not palpably unreasonable, the mental element 
neccMary to create a crime is lacking even if the attorney's advice should turn 
out in the end, or construction of the statute should turn out in the end to be 
erroneous. 

Mr. SOUDWINE. Well, I think that states your position very clearly. '. 
Would ' you say that if the attorney's advice is plausible, the client may take 

it with impunity? 
Mr. CHAYES. I say if it is not palpably unreasonable. J suppose plausible 

means much the same thing. I am not I haven't examined the cases recently, 
and I wouldn't try to accurately define the boundary between permissible reliance 
and impermissible, except that I think this is withlD the boundary. 

Mr. SOUDWINE. Well, Mr. Chayes, would the reverse of that be true? That 
if the client didn't believe the attorney was right, he couldn't rely on his advice? 
. Mr. CHAYES. Well, I don't know that that has ever been considered, or 

whether-r --
Mr. SOUDWINE. Well, consider it now. 
Mr. CHAYES. Well, I think part of this is involved I mean, what you want 

to do is soo what the court cases say. 
I am not sure that the client himself, not an expert and nut having the quali

fications necessary to make this kind of jl!dgment I am not sure that the state 
of his' mind is relevant, within the limite of plausibility or reasonableness. 

Mr. SOUDWINE. Well, Mr. Chayes, if intent is the element we are talking about, 
why isn't the state of mind .of the client or actor the most important factor? 

Mr. CHA YES. The state of mind in terms of his believing .or disbelieving the 
attorney's advice within the realm of reasonableness seems to me not to be rele
vant because the client in that situatiun understands that he is not qualified in 
the same way that the attorney is to deal with this. He is relying on the attorney 
for judgment. 

Mr. SUUDWINE. Why couldn't the client then, in the case .of the attorney who 
says "you may draw your gun and shoot the man," why can't he draw the gun and 
shoot? 

ment." 

CHAYES. I said within the elements of 
of, as call it, plausibility, and I 

f- we talk of the olient being 

Because beyund 
palpable unreasun

for his own judg-

Mr. Chayes' testimony made it clear he thinks Miss Frances 
Knight's position is justified: 

, 
Mr. SOUDWINE. Now' let's assume this case, Mr. Chayes. Assume the case of 

a client to whom his or her attorneys advice seems unreasonable, who is satisfied 
that any educated person who can understand the English language knuws that the 
law prohibits a certain act, and whu does not believe the attorney is correct in 
stating that the act may be performed with impunity. If that client performs 
the act, on the atturney's advice, can he or she claim the attorney's advice as a 
protectiun? 

Mr. CHAYES. And the atturney's advice turns out to he wrung in the end? 
Mr. SOUDWINE. Yes. 
Mr. CHAYES. Well, I wuuld say a person .of that kind, having that view of the 

law, would be entitled to ask to be relieved of responsibility in acting that is, to act 
in that situation only under the direction .of a superiur or sumething .of that kind 
if I were advising that persQn, let's say, I would advise that person to insist that 
when he acted in such a situatiQn, he shQuld get an .order from a superior. And 
I think-again, as we know, the defense .of acting under Qrders-dQesn't CQver 
everything. But in this kind of situation, I think if the person registered his 
objectiQn and were directed by a responsible superiQr, nQnetheless, to go fQrward, 
the person would nQt be guilty of crime. 

Mr. SOUDWINE. YQU skipped a step, have yQU not? Instead .of directly 
answering my questiQn; yQU applied it tQ the framework of your own responsibility 
under passPQrts, which is a natural thing. The actual answer to my hYPQthetical 
questiQn, is it nQt, is that such a person would not have the reliance upon the 
attorney's advice. 

Mr. CHAYES. I would say-again, I think this is quite an interesting questiQn, 
and I dQn't knQw .of any cases .on it. But I wQuldn't think that the persQn whQ 
failed, feeling as yQU have described, but nQnetheless failed tQ, fQr .one reason or 

.. State Departlllent Security Hearings, pt. 3. PP. 350-.'162. 
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anot.her-failed to get an explicit direction to act in the particular case I wouldn't 
say her case before the court would be hopeless. I think--

:\Ir. SOURWINE. You are applying it to a specific individual again. There 
wasn't nny problem of directive in connection with the question as I asked it. 

:\Ir. en,HES. Xo. What I am saying--
:\Ir. SOI:RWINE. You are getting to the point that if there is a subservience of 

S01l1e sort, administratively or otherwise, employment or duty, and an order, 
that t h~rc is then an exculpation or a justification. I am not discussing that at 
the moment. 

:\[r. CHAVES. Well, I would say even in the private sitnation, where the lawyer 
I'(ives advice, which turns out to be reasonable advice we start out with the 
proposition that it is somehow within these limits,--

:\lr. SOURWINE. The client thinks it is unreasonable. 
:'\Ir. CnAYEs. But the client believes that it is unreasonable. I don't think 

the client's case is hopeless if the client then acts on the lawyer's advice, by any 
mea"s. It docs seem to me that, in a thoroughly prh'ate case, where the client 
is Hilder no cOTnpulsion to act, it is a fair quest,ion to the client who says Hwell, I 
thong-ht the lawyer's advice wus ullreasonable, but he told me to do it anyway"
"well. why did you act if you thought the advice was unreasonable." 

Bllt in the situation where there is some kind of compulsion, or where the client 
or wherc the person acting can secure a directive, then it seems to me all of that 
fades out. 

:\Ir. SOI'RWINE. We will get to that in just n minute. I think I understand 
your position on it. But what is the difference between the case as I just cited 
it, as a hypothetical case, and the case you suggested of the lawyer who tells the 
client he can draw the piotol and shoot the man across the table. In both cases, 
the clil'lIt thillk:-;- to him, knows~ th~t the advice hi unreasonable. In both 
ca~C'~, it t llrllS Ollt the lawyer WU5' wrong, 

~Ir. CH.U>:S. Well, I just think the law has often drawn distinctions between 
judgmpnts made as to adYice which a court, or as to a situation which a court 
latt'r d('('idc~ i~ rea:::;ollaulc, as opposed to the situation in which it says it is 
llllrca~ollaule. I am not saying lleccs~ari1y that the result would be different, 
I silllpl~' sa~' that the ca:-;c i~ a different onc, und it is an easier one for the 
defendant- if the lawyer's initial advise was reasonable because these arc kinds 
of dbtinctiolls that courts love to draw. 

:\Ir. SOI'RWIl<E. ?\ow, your point that the action which might otherwise be 
illegal may not be illegal if it is done under orders from higher authority- would 
these orders need to be in writing'? 

~Ir. CHA YE,. Oh, I am not SUr<! that. that i, ''''Cl'osury. Obviously, the ques
tiOl1~ of proof occur, qllu:::;tion~ of how s trollgh' t.he orders were eOllvt'~' ed, and so 
olJ- all of those things nrc (,,:1:..:i('r to deal with if the orders are ill writing. But I 
shOUld thillk an ornl-a:::~lImitlg that it could be tihowll-an oral directive hy a 
p"rson having authority to give the directive would be cffective to eXCUlpate the 
otrir<.'r who is acting. 

::\Ir. SOL· HWlXE. Xo\\', in sHch a cast', who would he f(' ti ponsiblc, under the law, 
for the dolatioll of the statllte if there 'were a violation'! 

:\Ir. CIU.YB:o', If there were a violation, and so 011, I a ~;-) ltIne that the respollsible 
oflidal who gU\'C the order would be the violator. 

:\Ir. ~GL·RWlSE. In o t hcr word::;, in the emit' of a passport, which uBeler the new 
regUlation:; b i:-;:·T.l'd by a. din'cth'c ~ igll('d by an A::: :::; i:.-tant ~ccretary of t)tatc, the 
A:::i:,istallt· :-:;('eretarr of ;-O;tatc would be respotl:-;ihle if allybody is. 

~Jr. CIL\YE:'-. Oh, yes . ~Iayhc is--
:\Ir. ~OL'RWISE. The persol\ twlow him, who aet:-; in fI. clerical capacity, ('\,('11 

though his or her po:::;itioll nmy be higher than clefical, under this order, acts in 
a cIt'rical capacit..\'. 

::\ I r. (' Il .-'. Y 1<:."5 . :\ I ill i.-; te' ria I. 
:\Ir. ~O li RW1~E. Yes ; that is a better word- ill" ",inisterial capacity- would 

not he t he actor Imdt'r the :-;tatlltc, 
::\lr. ('lI :\YE~. \\~o1l1d havt~ lit) rt'spoll s ihilit~,. 
:\Ir. SOI:RWI"E. WOIlI , I haw no re'po",i"ility for the act.. In otiH'r woreis, t.he 

net would be prl'fOfllwcl iI' the eOlltl'mplati(JII of tlH' law by tlw p(~rsoll who 
orel,'red it. 

\11'. Cj[:\YE~. Right. Xo\\', flgaill--

:\Ir, :--iOl' RWIXE. ~uppo:..:t.' tlw A;--;;--; i;--; I ant ~ccrt.' tar.'·, in his order, said h.\' direction 
of tIl<' :--k·cretary of ~tatP, \,"oulrl that, be enollgh to inculpa te the ~t.'cl'etary of 
"t t .) u a t', 
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Mr. CHATES. Well, again, it is a very thin set of facts. If that were the only 
involvement of the Secretary of State, perhaps it would not be. Perhaps the 
Secretary of State himself would have to have some knowing involvement. There 
is not quite unauthorized use of "by the Secretary" because the Assistant Secretary 
presumably has some authority to sign for the Secretary. 

But when you come to matters of crime, I suppose the Secretary could not be 
made to commit a crime without his knowledge. 

Mr. SOUBWINE. Now, I think I would know why you used the word "she" a 
moment ago. It is because you are entirely familiar with the fact that Mise 
Frances Kilight, who heads the Passport Division, has made it clear in writing 
that she considers the new regUlations unreasonable, and that she feels she would 
be committing a crime if she iseued a p8AAport, and she has asked that she be 
specifically instructed if there is to be such an issuance. 

Mr. CHA TES. I wouldn't have used the word "she" except that you said he or 
she in asking the question, and that recalled to my mind the problem with Mise 
Knight. Yes; I think Mise Knight has asked for a specific instruction, and I 
don't think there is any problem about givin~ her one. 

Mr. SOUBWINE. You assume she will have It in each case. 
Mr. CHATES. I think we have already provided that she will have it in each case. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. And your legal opinion is that this exculpates her from any 

possible prosecution under the act. 
Mr. CHATES. Yes.'· 

Five hundred krw'llm Communists get po,88pOrts 
Miss Knight confirmed that

z 
since the decision of the Supreme Court 

in the Kent and Briehl v. Dul es case, more than 500 known members 
of the Communist Party have received passports. 

Mise Knight, according to the committee's information, passports outstanding 
January I, 1962, included 547 held by known members of the Communist Party, 
of which 30 were Communist Party functionaries. Of this total of 547 passports, 
368 were valid as of the end of November 1961, and the remainder required re
newal as of that date. 

Can you tell me if these figures as I have quoted them are correct according to 
your records? 

Miss Knight. According to my records, those figures are correct. 
Senator DODD. Would it be helpful if we knew when these passports were 

issued originally, or initially? 
Miss KNIGHT. Yes, I believe I have that information prepared, perhaps not 

in exactly the form that you would wish to have it, but I have the figures, and they 
could be made available to the committee. 

Senator DODD. That would be satisfactory-if you could make them available. 
Miss KNIGHT. Yes, sir. 
Senator DODD. What I would like to know is when these passports were 

initiallyi ssued. 
Miss KNIGHT. Yes, sir. 
Senator DODD. As I understand counsel, he asked if they were renewed. 
Mr. JOHNSON. May I clarify that for the Chair. These would be passports 

issued subsequent to June 16, 1958, which was the date of the Briehl-Kent 
Supreme Court decision, holding that we had no legislative authority for the 
Communist regulation. 

Senator DODD. I see. Even so, I would like to get the figures. 
Miss KNIGHT. Yes, we have that. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Who categorized these 547 passport holders as known members 

of the Communist Party? Was that on the basis of the best information avail
able to rou? 

Mise KNIGHT. That is on the basis of the information available to the Passport 
Office; yes, sir.71 

Secretary opposed w canceling Communist po,8sports "wholesale" 
Opposition by the Secretary of State to the "wholesale" cancella

tion of passports held by Communists was dealt with by Mr. Chsyes 
in his testimony of June 19: 

" State Department Security Hearings, pt. 3, pp. ~2-m. 
71 Ibid., pt. 3, pp. 246-247. 
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Mr. SOURWINE (reading): 
"December 7: Passport Office sent a memorandum to Mr. Abram Chayes 

recommending that the following statement be placed in application 
forms, registration forms, agencv notices, and so forth: of the Internal 
Security Act of 1950, 50 U.S.C. 785, provides a severe , fine, and/or 
imprisonment for a member of a Communist Party of the States who 
applies for a passport or the renewal of a passport, or who uses or abuses or 
attempts to use a passport.' " 

The same date . 
Mr. CHAYES. You want me to respond to that? 
Mr. SOURWINE. No, not yet. The same date there was a meeting in the legal 

adviser's office. 
"Mr. Abram Chayes reviewed his conversations with the Department of Justice 

attorneys. Mr. Chayes advised Miss Knight of the Secretary's interest in not 
withdrawing passports, but in having the statute enforced by means of criminal 
prosecutions in due course." 

What do you mean by the Secretary's interest in not withdrawing passports? 
Mr. CHA YES. Well, let me start with the notification, the card, and the notifi

cation business-although it may appear, there may be a recommendation from 
passport to us, the fact is that Miss Knight and I talked about various steps to 
be taken once the regulations went into effect. And one of the important things, 
and one that could be done very quickly, we decided, at an early stage was to 
notify applicants of the fact that the law was in effect so that, again, in prosecu
tions there would be no claim of unintentional violation or something like that. 

Now whether the initiation of that came from Passport or not, I do not know. 
But the memorandum was long after the thing was initiated. 

As to the other, the withdrawal problem, the Secretary I raised the question 
briefly with the Secretary, and the Secretary was concerned that there not be a 

cancellation of passports which would lead to a lot of litigation and a 
lot of activity in the Department of this kind. At first his view was that we 
should simply wait and let criminal penalties apply, once e. person had applied, 
for a passport, let him be prosecuted, rather than the other way around. Later, 
after further consideration of the matter and after talking with the Department 
of Justice, we jointly decided to recommend that certain passports be picked up 
again, the high ranking ones be picked up. And we made that recommendation 
to the Secretary and he accepted it." 

When Deputy Under Secretary Roger W. Jones appeared before 
the committee on June 7,1962, he was accompanied by Abram Chayes, 
legal adviser, and Andreas Lowenfeld, of Mr. Chayes' office. All 
three testified during this session. 

Mr. Lowenfeld testified he participated "to a substantial extent" 
in the drafting of the new passport regulations. He also discussed 
consultation and collaboration between the Department of State and 
the Department of Justice in connection with the letter eventually 
signed by Assistant Attorney General Yeagley, with regard to inter
pretation of the Internal Security Act in respect to passport 
procedures. 

• 
Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Lowenfeld, did you partiCipate to any extent in the draft

ing of the n.ew passport regulations? 
Mr. LOWENFELD. Yes; I did. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Would you say to a substantial extent? 
Mr. LOWENFELD. Yes; I would. 
Mr. SOUR WINE. To what extent was there cooperation with the Department of 

Justice in the drafting of these regulations? 
Mr. LOWENFELD. Well, I think perhaps I can tell you my role in this. 
Mr. SOURWINE. It would be very helpful if you would. 
Mr. LOWENFELD. There had been talks, both between the Passport Office and 

our Office, that is the Legal Adviser's Office, and apparently with the Justice 
Department ever since the Supreme Court decision of last June in the Communi., 
Party rase. I was not a party to those. 

7t State De ..... tmenl Security Hearings, pl. 3, pp. an-;m. 
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Abollt the middle of D erember or so, :\'Ir. Chayes thou!(h!. that he ought to 
take a personal and direct intt'rpst in theln And I was his arm for doing t.hat
bcin!,: his special assistant. 

At that point , I inve~tigat.('d in our own office and I discovered thC'rc wer C! 
mpmos til):lting HI'011110, and I thoug:ht we oll~ht to move fa~t.. And then to
getlwr with Olll' t)f till' young P(,lJpiB in our ofIj(,C I sat down and draft,pd, just in 
rough drnft, what. bpcanH' tlw rt'!!:uiatinJl!o'. Thl'n' werp tWf) or three (If 11:" who did 
that. \\". also ,,1 t.hat. I illll' CO II.,"II<·<I with t I", Passport OffiCI' , with :\Jiss Knight. 
aTld ~l;' . . Johnson. This was fir ,'.;t just ill a rough t.ypewrit.tl'll copy, and thell ... re 
Jll~ld '.' \':tr itHI ::i Ch:Ulg('S. fiV e! or ~ix of U:-' , in 0111' o ffic e. 

\Yt· di rt :-,(· ;){l-.. L'l. t.he ~ame time theie w(~rt: cOII\'crsatiolls goill~ on wit h the 
I)I '; ,;{;'ltli('!!l of ,J t l:-itil'P, an(l Wt' :-:1'111 O\'t'l' a ('UP," of tL(~ draft. regu-l:uioll!'; to the 
.J1! =-' : !l'(' ! . ('parl mCllt for their t{'cllilicai commelll=-" 

.\i ~·, .-.; ,)1 RWI~E. \.vho did that go to- :\lr. Yt'aglp,\ ' ? 

.\i r, ! ~ ~ '\V 8:"' Fl<~ I.I) . I be:ievI' that \\'l'nt t.o tiw Uflice or Legal Co II 1I::it'l , 1\fr. 
!(al/, \" ,iI:t"ll 'S ollieI', :\0\\', I canl10t I't'mpmlw!' t'xac tly whd,her thaL was before 
or a.i' : :T ( :;( ' Inel'tillg which I .~flokc abollt, the other day, That i.." tilere was a 
ffiN!till!!; ... : ilich til(' j )eruty Ll'gal Ach'iser- :md I do not kTlow w~l<' l lwr ht" wa:s 
act illg ;, hen or 1I0l- .\[ r. ::\ I (,l'k,' 1' and ] aU {'IHlf'd, wit h s(>\'l'ral r eprpst'll1 at iVl'S of 
the J1I ,"it ice DppartmplIt., at \\ hi('h ~ome of t Itt' stat lltor~' iJa::-;is [lnd ~o OIl Yo'as 
disCII ,";:-:t'd , and at which a. draft of what bt ',~a m(~ tile lettt'r of January 5, whieh is 
in yo,,!' record, WH,S rea.d by, I t.hink, IVII'. ]\at~pnbach. 

!t.ll'. ;=)Ol RWL'\'t<;, 'That was t.llI' first. \'011 h:lO S('('I\ of .. hat draf t? 
:\'lr. Low"""'>:!.I>. That wa, the tir.,CI had SO'"'' of that draft. I" faet, I (lid not 

kno\\' it. was i ;t l"\i:-:tt'IIt'I', tholl~~ h 1 k:ll'W 11\(>~ ' Wert' worki:l,g Oil the probll'm. 
;\0\\', I UIU not. quill' :-: lIl'e \\'itdlH'l' it. \\'a:-: hpfo['(' or a,[tpf' that we sp nt a copy of 

the :''';;Plleiied versiol1 of the n·g!llations OVPf', n,~ I ~H.y, f:.lr \pchllical eommcnt.s. 
The,\' phoned variuus changes ov(~ r to li S. Yon kllu\\' how it. L-i w}ll-' n YOH prepare 
thp:-;(' t!dll~s-chaI1 W' an "and " '-0 a "hll l" a nd :-;o on, 

So to tha.t ext-Pllt, I would ;-:a~'; just to filli",h , that the Ipttt,1' was thpir:; . The 
rrg:ula ii:);h \\'(>1'(' ollr:-: . T!H'j{ ~ is 110 q lH':-:t i(l1l aholli , that . 

. \1.1'. :--:,ill ' R\\'!XJo:. '1'111' It'tll' l' wa:; pl'l'rJ:.ll'ed ill ~11' . Kat.zl'ldJat'h'::: shop. 
}\Il', L(JW}';:,\ FI·:I.Il, [ lwlil'\'1' 1 ilnt j", I'i,ght., 
:\oIl' . :-;Ol'RWIN1:. ,\ltlloll gh it' i:-; ,,,,igp(;d by IV11', Yt'agl('y. 
i\lr, LOWI<; :\F I,:I. ll, \-V('Il, W:i I rpcall at that, IllPf'tin g thert' was ~om('hody from 

1\11'. Yp:ujpy':-i o:J it:t , pl't' :-:e Ht. Hut 1 think ,\'0111' COlleill~ ioli L-; ~ub=-,talltially-you 
wOllld ha \'l' to a:-;k t ;~t.·m. 

~lr. SIIl · RW1:\!':. \\·t ,11. r ',\ ' :t1d I O:l"'~: \'0'1 wha t "()ll kilO\\,. Fro m ,.:llat \ ' OI! }un'c 
told 11:-', iI w01lld :lppl':~1' tile 1t't 1< '1' W;1 ... · pl'\'~)al't ' (l ' il1 ~lr, 1\.a!7,(, !i h:ll' h~~ ,'..;11()P, 

1\lr. LOWE:,\FEl.Il. I iwlil'\' (' that is ri ;~ ! J\,;3 

Lowe 11 reld drafted Dutton lfller to Dodd 
• • 

:Mr. Lowellfeld, llccording to his testimony, also prepared the 
original drllft of Mr. DuHon's letter to Senator Dodd under dlltc of 
Jlllluary 29, 1962. 

Mr. SOl:RWINl:. 1\0\\' , I want. to !(Pt back into the qtu'stion of this letter with 
!VIr. !lutt.on's signature to Senator j)odd (n·garding publication of new paosport 
reglllat iOIl:-: ) . . 

JIpl'P i~ the tpxt of it as it appears in our retords. \Yc had :;omc dh:;ell~sion of it 
at the s('~sion \"lie!'! ! you and ::\11'. Chayes \\'( ' rl' together, 

You had th" basic lask of pn'paratioll of this letter, did you not? 
~lr. I .. owE:'H'BLD. " 'pIl, I suppose ::\lr . Chayps did. But" )0-' ('8, I worlwd 011 it. 
2\[r. SOCHWINg, \VpIl, iVlr, Chaycs wa."i not cOlleerncd with it until ufter there 

\Va!"; a draft,; isn 't that right? 
:\Ir. LO\\,E~FI-';L \) . That i 5 CO I'f(~('t.. 
::\11'. ~ I){' H.WI'\"I-: . And you pn'pared that draft. 
::\lr, LOWENFELD. That is C'OI'l'l'Ct.: 4 

~fr. Clmyes ill his testililOIlY of JUIle 19 did not entirely agree with 
~lr. Lowellfrld's versioll: 

:'Ir, SOl'H.\\'I:\'!-;, I t.hink you had illdicated that you ha(1 01' tpok I't':;poll :::ibility 
for the lIew pa,:;:sport regulations, although the draftill g: had been done ill your 
otri('(' hy otheJ'~. 

;3 Stall' j}('llartnwnt Security 1T l':1.rill j!s , Ilt.:.I , pp. 33:!-a:I~. 
; 1 lhid ., PI.;j, fl, :J;j;j, 
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Mr. CHAVES. Well, let me say I saw the transcript of Mr. Lowenfeld's testi
money on that point. And while I don't want in any way to controvert it, I 
would like to clarify it for the committee. It is true that Mr. Lowenfeld put the 
words down on paper that resulted in the first draft. It is not true that I did not 
consider the matter or consider the issues until a draft was before me. In fact, 
we had discussed the question very thoroughly. I had discussed it not only with 
:Mr. Lowenfeld, but with, as I have already said, people in the Department of 
Justice. And we had considered the issues very carefully before the work of 
actually drafting the regulations was embarked upon. When Mr. Lowenfeld 
sat down to prepare a draft, I had given him instructions on the lines along which 
the draft should develop. So that it is not just that I sat and reviewed a draft that 
was brought to me and approved it or disapproved it. I conferred with Mr. 
Lowenfeld before the draft and gave him directions as to the form the draft should 
take. And then when the draft came back to me I think it came back to me two 
or three times-I did myself work through it a couple of times, and suggested 
changes here and there, and so on." 

Consultation and collaborntion between the Department of State 
and the Department of Justice in preparation of the letter ultimately 
signed by Assistant Attorney General J. Walter Yettgley, which has 
been cited as the basis for the new passport regulations, was admitted 
by both Mr. Chayes and Mr. Lowenfeld on the occasion of their 
appearance together before the committee on June 7. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Let me ask you, where officials of a particular Department in 
the executive branch are attempting to justify a course of action taken by them 
on the ground that such course of action was required by legal opinion from the 
Department of .Justice, will you agree that it is proper, pertinent and germane to 
show, if this be the fact, that these officials themselves or some of them par
ticipated in the drafting of the Department of Justice letter approving the text 
before it was signed and formally transmitted? 

Mr. JONES. No, I don't, I don't think I could agree with that. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Would you agree to that, Mr. Chayes? 
Mr. CHAVES. Well, first of all, although this appears in a letter from the Depart

ment of Justice, I would say that I, in the exercise of my own responsibility, 
independently reached the same result.- -

Mr. SOURWINE. Your office participated in the drafting of that letter, didn't it? 
Mr. CHAVES. I don't believe I am not altogether sure. I am sure that repre

sentatives of my office were at a meeting and heard a draft read and they made 
suggestions. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Lowenfeld did not participate in the drafting of that letter? 
Mr. LOWENFELD. No, sir, I did not. I did- as Mr. Chayes said, he was out 

of town, and with the acting Legal Adviser, I went to a meeting at the .Justice 
Department in which a draft of the letter- and I take it the draft is more or less 
what is here the drafts were read to us and we were asked, "How does this 
sound to you?" And we said it sounded all right. 

There is not a word in this letter that represents my hand. 
Mr. CHAYES. And marl add, to make the record complete, I don't want to 

hide anything, we were 111 consultation with the Department of Justice on this 
matter. It was obviously a matter od deep conCern to both our Department and 
the Department of Justice. It involved the administration of a criminal statute 
in which the Department of Justice had enforcement responsibility, and it involved 
activities in the Immigration and Naturalization Service, who are the people who 
handle passports at the ports of entry, and it involved responsibilities and prob
lems of the FBI, all of which are responsibilities of the Department of Justice 
and obviously, in a matter of this kind, it would not have been consistent with 
the precepts of wise administration to lock ourselves in one cell and then in 
another'--

Mr. SOURWINE. Well, you obviously knew what this letter was going to say- 
Mr. CHA YES. Oh, sure. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Before you received it. 
Mr. CHAVES. Yes, sir. 

a State Department Security Hearings. pt. 3, p. 356. 
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Mr. SOURWINE. Because you were acting on it before it had been formally 
signed. . 

Mr. CHAYEs. No, we were not acting on it before it had been formaUy signed. 
Mr. SOURWINE. But your regulations were finalized, you knew such a letter 

was going to Come over. 
Mr. CHAYES. Oh, yes. 
Mr. SOUR WINE. Before it arrived. 
Mr. CHAYES. Sure we did; sure we did, no question about that. 
Mr. SOURWINE. It was not a situation in which you were compelled by the 

Dej>artment of Justice to have taken a particular course of action. 
Mr. CHAYES. Yes-I mean, as I said in the beginning, although this letter 

comes from the Department of Justice, I independently in the pursuit of my own 
resp'?nsibilities as Legal Adviser of the State Department, having myself a respon
sibJlity to construe the statute for purposes of our own administration, reached the 
identical decision." 

On January 4, 1962, the Passport Office refused to concur in a final 
draft of the regulations which had been submitted to it for approvaL'6. 
On January 6, the Passport Office was informed that the Department 
of State position, in favor of confrontation and cross-examination of 
witnesses in Communist cases, was supported by the Department of 
Justice.77 At the same time, the Passport Office was advised that the 
Department of Justice interpretation of the law was binding and that 
a passport was to be denied under the new regulation, only on the 
basis of information that could be disclosed to the applicant, or placed 
in a hearin~ record. 

Miss Kmght made it abundantly clear at that time that most, if 
not all, of the Department's information regarding Communist Party 
activity is furnished by the FBI which specifically enjoins distribution 
of the infonnation outside the Department of State. She stated that 
any regulation which provides that the Passport Office cannot consider 
confidential information makes it virtually impossible to deny passport 
facilities to members of the Communist Party. 

Miss Knight said: 
I, as the issuing officer, 11m supposed to tailor my "re'lson to belieue that the 

applicant is a member of a Communist organization" to data which can be made 
public regardless of how much classified information is produced by the FBI or 
other agencies of Government to the effect that the individual is a dangerous 
Communist. If the proof cannot be used in open hearings, with the right to cross
examine witnesses, I have been instructed to disre~ard it. In other words, I am 
expected to rea,d the file, dismiss the classified information and base my decision 
on what can be best described as generalized public information. I maintain 
that no one can do this in good conscience and this places me in a difficult position 
between the law and the Government's expert le~al advisers who interpret the 
law. It is a fact that under the present regulations, the more treacherous and 
vicious and destructive the individual may be, the less likely it is that he will be 
denied a passport. (Emphasis supplied.) 

It is not difficult to understand why information regarding the activities of the 
most dangerous Communist operators in the United States is classified and cannot 
be made public. It certainly is not difficult to understand why the FBI will not 
produce its informant agents and counteragents to be questioned by alleged 
Communists. Wha.t is hard to understand is why we are not permitted by law 
to protect ourselves from these people." 

Both Mr. Jones and Mr. Lowenfeld indicated disagreement with 
the statement of Miss Frances Knight, head of the Pass ort Office, 

passport facilities to members of the Communist arty, U.S.A.: 
11 State Department Security Hearings, pt. 3 PP. 319-321. 
11a See appendix. p. 203, view of Security and Consular Affairs and Pa..~port Office. 
71 Ibid. pt. 3, p. 236. 
" Ibid, pt. 3, p. 237. 
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Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Jones, do you agree with the testimony of Mias Knight, 
that any regulation which states that we could not consider confidential informa
tion makes it virtually impossible to deny passport facilities to members of the 
Communist PaWo' U.S.A.? 

Mr. JONES. ould you repeat that? I have not seen the testimony. 
Mr. SOURWINE. This is from page 17 of her testimony, that any regulation, 

and she was referring, of course, to passports, any regulation that states we 
cannot consider confidential information makes it virtually impossible to deny 
pMSpOrt facilities to members of the Communist Party, U.S.A. 

Mr. JONES. I don't think I could agree with that entirely, sir, no. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Lowenfeld, do you agree with that testimony by Miss 

Knight? 
Mr. LOWENFELD. No sir, I don't." 

Mr. Chayes' attempt to negate Miss Knight's testimony about the 
effect of the new passport regulations fell rather flat: 

Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Chayes, Mias Knight has testified, and I quote from her 
testimony: 

"Any regulation which states that we cannot consider confidential information 
makes it virtually imp,ossible to deny pMSpOrt facilities to members of the Com
munist Party, U.S.A. ' 

Do you have any reason to doubt that statement? 
Mr. CRA YES. I just would say I don't know about that statement, and I think 

we will have to wait and see what the experience is before we can say. Thus far, 
we have withdrawn a number of pMSports from members of the Communist 
Party. We are engaged, as you know, in a hearing process to substantiate that 
withdrawal. 

Mr. SOURWINE. What passports have been withdrawn? 
Mr. CRA YES. Well, I don't know the list of names, but at least five have so 

far been withdrawn. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Without the hearing procedures required under the regulations? 
Mr. CRA YES. No. Let me state this more accllrateiy. We have notified five 

people that we are canceling or withdrawing their passports. 
Mr. SOURWINE. That you intend to. 
Mr. CRA YES. Intend to. And notified them that they were entitled to hearings. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And Elizabeth Gurley Flynn was one of them? 
Mr. CHAYES. Yes' Elizabeth Gurley Flynn was one of them. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You have not actually taken away anybody's passport yet, 

a Communist passport. 
Mr. CHAYES. No, we haven't; that is correct. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Now, Mias Knight of course has been head of the Passport 

Division for some time. 
Mr. CRA V:S. Yes, she has. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Would you be willing to accept her statement about the 

effects of these new regulations on this matter which is her job? 
Mr. CRAYES. I would certainly say that Miss Knight s opinion would be 

entitled to weight because of her experience and competence in this field; yes. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You know, do you not, that the new passport regulations make 

it more difficult to deny a passport to a Communist applicant. 
Mr. CRA YES. I would say that obviously any time that you have to act in 

accordance with procedures of this kind and on aD open record, there will be 
occasions in which you can't prove the disability by such procedures. And then 
those passports won't be denied. Whereas with less stringent procedures, if you 
want to call them that, it might have been possible to act in such a way as to 
deny those passports.'· 

A little later, Mr. Chayes attempted to strengthen the force of his 
a.rgument: 

Mr. CRAYES. • • • I would say, Mr. Sourwine, that we don't know yet 
whether it will be, in the end, harder or easier under these procedures or some 
looser procedures, because it might turn out, it might have turned out, if we had 
adopted the procedures-at least I believe it would have turned out, if we had 
adopted other procedures, that the Court would have construed the statute, as 

" State Department Security Hearings, pt. 3, p. 229 . 
• Ibid., pt. 3, pp. 3li&-357. 
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we have here, as not permitting those other procedures, and that then onr situa
tion would have been that we had spent all of this time without being able to 
deny anybody a passport. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Chayes, let's just look at that statement. 
Assume that you had not issued any regulations, and that the policy was 

adopted of denying passports to any applicant whom the responsible official had 
reason to believe or knew he was a member of the Communist Party U.S.A. They 
would all have been denied. Initially, no Communist would get one. Then isn ' t 
it true Communists or applicants, non-Communist applicants, if any, who felt 
they were aggrieved by this refusal, would have their recourse in court? 

Mr. CHAYES. Surely. 
Mr. SOURWINE. They could go to court, and there would be a trial in the dis

trict court. They could have an appeal, or the Department could have an appeal. 
It could eventually go to the Supreme Court. It might take 2, 3, 4, 6 years, 
before your Iirst test case was decided. In the meantime, not a Communist 
would have had a passport. 

Mr. CHAYES. Not necessarily. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And, Mr. Chayes, when you finally came down t o the end, if 

the Supreme Court decided, as you have decided you think the law is, we would 
be no WOrse off than we are now. And the Congress would then be in a position 
to reenact the statute. 

Mr. CHA YES. Not necessarily, Mr. Sourwine, because, as you know, there is 
interim and preliminary relief in all of these cases. It is quite possible that a 
court, the lower court, could have given preliminary relief against this kind of 
activity. 

Mr. SOURWINE. You mean an injunction to require the issuance of a passport? 
Mr. CHA YES. To require if the lower court thought that, as I do, that the 

statute required this kind of proceeding, prohibition against denial of a passport 
on the basis of anything less than a full hearing. It is quite possible. 

Mr. SOURWINE. You don't think the granting of a passport is a discretionary 
act by the Secretary of State"? 

Mr. CHAYES. I think the granting of a passport is a discretionary act, but that 
the Secretary must exercise his discretion in accordance with the law and with the 
Constitution. And we know from the Kent and Briehl cases that he cannot deny 
a passport to Communists, except on the basis of statutory authority. 

Senator HRUSKA. But can he be mandamused by a court to issue a passport? 
Mr. CHA YES. He was in the Kent and Brie"l cases. 
Mr. SOURWINE. There is statutory authority now which there was not in the 

Kent and Riedel. 
Mr. CHAYES. It is not altogether clear. If the statutory authority is as we 

believe it to be a statute which requires a full hearing, then he has not denied the 
passport in response to statutory authority, unless he grants it full hearing. So 
that it doesn't seem to me by any chance>---

Mr. SOURWINE. Well, the worst that would happen in any individual case who 
took it to court and went through all the supreme procedure is that he would 
get the passport. Isn't that true? 

Mr. CHA YES. 'Veil, I don' t think you can say that we would he justified if the 
lower court opinions were adverse-I am not sure that we would then be just.ilied 
in continuing to act on the other view of the statute. 

Mr. SOURWI>!". You mean you wouldn't appcal- hadng taken a course of 
action you wouldn't appeal? 

Mr. CHAYEB. Sure we would appeal. 
Mr. SOURW".E. And you would wait until you had a final determination, 

wouldn't you? 
Mr. CHA YES. I am not altogether sure about that, either. The question What 

has happened in the interim? would be a nice question- if we had preliminary
that is lower court decisions. 

Mr. SOlCRWINE. If you didn't have regUlations, no passport would go to a 
Communist unless it was ordered- no Communist would get a passport unless it 
was ordered by the Supreme Court that it be granted; isn't that true? 

Mr. ellA YF;S. Not ncc('~sa.rily. That is, unles"i- thc lower court-let's assume 
in the first place that the lower ("ourt made an order that said "State Department, 
give a pus:o;port ." Now, even if we were going to n,ppen.l, the question whether 
that order would be stayed pending appeal is a separate question, and nobody 
knows whether that order would he stayed pending appeal. If it were not s(aypd 
pending .. ppeal, then we would have a more general problem to see how we would 
act on casps th .. t were not I:('fo["(' the court. 
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;\loreover, let me make one other point, which I think has not been fully de
veloped here in the testimony. 

You say the worst thing th .. t could happen is that the particular .. pplicant 
would get a passport. I don't believe that is so. That is, I don't think any of us 
know how the court decides on what matters affect the court's decision. One 
of the issues involved in this case is the power of Congress by statute to regulate 
passports, the issuance of passports, on these grounds. The worst thing that 
could happen in my judgment and I speak now as a lawyer for the State Depllrt
ment, but more broadly I think as a fellow who has some interest in these matters
the worst thing that could happen is that the power of Congress to deny passports 
on these grounds, or to regulate the issu .. nce of passports on these grounds should 
be denied, restricted, or cut back. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Chayes, how can you s .. y that when you have taken the 
position that no passport legisl!\tion was needed or desired? 

Mr. CHA YES. I took the position that none was needed because I didn't think 
that it was wise for Congress to regulate passports at this time on those grounds, 
or at the time in 19-whenever it was- 58, that I wrote the letter. I took it 
again last year. But that is quite a different thing from saying I don't think 
Congress ought to have the power to regulate if it should decide it was wise. And 
what I would like myself to do is to conduct-obviously, we are carrying out the 
law as we see it. But part of the motivation in our action is to conduct ourselves 
so !IS to sustain the power of Congress to act. in this area. 

Mr. SOURWINE. In an area that you don't want them to act in and don't think 
they should act in. 

~lr. CHA YES. I don't think they should act now, nor did I think they should 
act 2 years ago. But that is a judgment that Congressmen are elected to make. 

Mr. SOURWINE. You want them to have the power for the indefinite future. 
Mr. CHAYES. I want them to have the power to make the judgment. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Well, now, Mr. Chayes, suppose that the court ruled that 

Congress did not have this power. That would be the ultimate ruling, as you say. 
Mr. CRA YES. That would be a very serious ruling I think. 
Mr. SOURWINE. l\'ow, back of that there could be many other court findings, 

such as a finding that Congress had to provide for certain procedure. But don't 
you see that by taking the position that the Department has taken, the chance of 
getting a court decision more favorable to the intent of the Congress that Com
munists be denied passports is foreclosed us'! 

Mr. CHAVES. Well, I see I have no doubt at all that quite apart from the 
actual interprctation of the statute, as to which I understand that you disagree 
with us, and it seems to me that it is possible to disagree although we believe that 
this is the interpretation. It is also possible to make a different judgment about 
the problem of litigating tactics. 

I would only say again that this WaS part of the subject matter, discussions 
between us and the Department of Justice, and the people in the Dep .. rtment who 
will have control of the litigation. And this is the kind of judgment you have to 
make, and we made it. 

Mr. SOURWINE. You think that the new regulations will rcduce litigation? 
Mr. CHAYES. No, I do not. I think we will very clearly get a court tcst 

probably of the Elizabeth Gurley /<'lynn case, but certainly at a very early stagee
we will get a court test. 

Senator HRUSKA. In that test, who will speak out for Congress? 
Mr. eHA YES. I think the Department of Justice will speak out~-
l:;enator HRUSKA. Not under the interpret"tion that you have been describing 

here, nor the motivation that yon apparently have, which is that you don't 
think it wise to do it, and that you have very serious doubts as to the legality and 
constitutionality of Congress to assume and exercise that power. I still ask the 
question: Who under those circumstances will represent the Congress, and its 
view and its plain intent, and its very persevering goal, to try to get this job done? 

Mr. CHAYES. Well, again, let me say, Scnator Hruska, that we differ about what 
the intent of Congress was-at least insofar as it was embodied in the statute. 
I believe that the litigation which will emerge we will win, and I believe-

Senator HRUSKA. When you say "we," are you speaking of the Department of 
Justice now? 

Mr. CHAVES. The Government will win. 
Senator HRUSKA. The Department of Justice. Don't say Government, be

cause you don't represent, in my judgment-I don't think you arc doing a job of 
representing the viewpoint of the Congress. You can say the Department of 
Justice, if you want to, because you are part of that. 
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Mr. CHAVES. Let me put it a little differently, because also as a lawyer I 
should know enough not to predict the outcome of cases. But I believe that 
in the litigation that will emerge from this procedure, we will be in the best 
possible position to sustain a withdrawal of a passport, and in so doing, to sustain, 
as a constitutional matter, the power of the Congress to regulate the issuance of 
passports on the grounds established in the Subversive Activities Control Act. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Can't you conceive, Mr. Chayes, that if you had not issued 
these new regulations, a court might not have required such procedure. 

Mr. CHAYES. Oh yes, I think they might not. I think on the whole the act
and as we have testified before you in the past I think that one of the differences 
between the situation I am now in and the situation that I was in 3 years ago, 
when I was a law school teacher, is that I could say on the one hand you can 
construe it this way, and on the other hand you can construe it this way. But 
in this situation you have to make up your mind. And my mind is made up 
this way. Now, I concede, as I have said before, that a reasonable interpretation 
of the act the other way might be made. It doesn't persuade me. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Chayes, can't you see that since these regulations have 
been issued and the Department is proceeding under them, there is no possibility 
of a court decision which requires any less than what the regulations provide for? 

Mr. CHAVES. That is true. On the other hand, if the Congress itself believes 
generally, as Senator Hruska says, that we have not correctly interpreted its 
intent, Congress could, by statute, compel us;--

Mr. SOURWINE. And that is the only recourse that Congress has. You have, 
by the administrative issuance of these regUlations, foreclosed Congress from 
ever having a court decision more stringent toward the Communist applicants 
than your regulations are unless the Congress itself, by its act, amends your 
regulations or by statute invalidates them. Isn't that true? 

Mr. CHAVES. Well, I don't think that is foreclosed. I don't think that situa
tion is one of foreclosure. That is the way Congress acts. If Congress directs 
us by statute to do that, of course we will do that. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Now, could you suggest language which would be any stronger 
and more precise than the language that Congress used? 

Mr. CHA YES. Yes. I think the language if Congress wishes to accomplish 
that result, the language in the bill I think that Congressman Walters introduced 
in the House and perhaps Senator Eastland has introduced here I don't know'
would accomplish that result, that is, it addresses itself specifically to the question 
of the procedural steps and states that confidential information may be used. 

Mr. SOURWINE. But can't you understand, Mr. Chayes, that the question of 
action prohibited on the basis of belief is new ground under the law. That there 
was a possibility that you might find court decisions would hold that this was a 
subjective matter, and that the testimony of the individual as to his belief if 
uncontroverted would have to stand? And that the courts might have held that 
this would be a justification? Can't you see that Congress attempted here to 
use a new device which might get at the Communist applicants more stringently, 
and that the new regulations have foreclosed all possibility of a court ruling on 
that point? 

Mr. CHAVES. Well, you say don't I see that the court might have supported 
us if we had done something else. And the answer to that, which I have given, 
is that I can conceive a court taking a different view of the statute than I did. 
You gentlemen here do. Other people that I have talked to on the Hill have. 
So that obviously I cannot say it is an inconceivable result, or even a necessarily 
unreasonable result. 

On the other hand, both in my own consideration of this, and the Departmen t 
of Justice in their consideration of it, concluded the statute didn't mean that, 
that it meant something else. Now, you say we deny the plain meaning of the 
terms. I don't think they did. I think we had a situation in which a construction 
was required. And we had to make it. And in making it, we had to follow our 
best lights. I think we did. I think-if I had to judge how a court would 
come out, although I agree with you that a court might come out the other way
if I had to make a judgment as a lawyer, which is part of what we had to do, I 
judge that they would come out to require it, as we did." 

8J State Department Security Hearings, pt. 3, PP. 357-361. 
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Jones, Chayes disagree on administratife brainwashing 
Deputy Under Secretary Jones and Legal Adviser Chayes disagreed 

about the possibility of administrative brainwashing. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Jones, do you think it is possible to brainwash a man by 

administrative order? 
Mr. JONES. I would have to answer by: What do you mean by "brainwash"? 
Mr. SOURWINE. Can you order a man ' administratively to forget something 

he knows? 
Mr. JONES. Yes. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You agree with that? 
Mr. CHAVES. Well, I would say simply t.hat that problem, right now, is much 

like the problem involved in a jury trial when there is evidence that is inadmissi
ble, a question of the evidence being admissible or inadmissible, something like 
that, or where a question is asked and answered and then object.ion is made and 
the judge will tell the jury, "Gentlemen of the jury, you must disregard that 
answer in reaching your decision." That is exactly--

Mr. SOURWINE. Are you a trial lawyer, Mr. Chayes? 
"fr. CHAVES. I have been in trials. 
Mr. SOURWINE. As a trial lawyer, do you think the jury forgets it? 
Mr, CHAVES. Well, let me put it this way, Mr. Sourwine: I know that there 

must be enough evidence that is proper in the record so that an appellate court 
can say that the jury could have reached this conclusion without considering that 
evidence, and I suppose that is the same problem we have here. 

It may be, I say, physically impossible for a person to forget, that may well 
be true. 

Mr. SOURWINE. That is right. 
Mr. CHAVES. But on the other hand, it is possible to say that a person shall 

make his decision on the basis of a record which supports that decision--
Mr. SOURWINE. Making a decision is one thing, but belief or disbelief is another 

thing. Do you think that thought control by administrative order is possible or 
desirable? 

Mr. CHA YES. Well, not only do I think it is not possible, I think it is undesir
able, and I don't think it should be practiced. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Yon would agree, then, you cannot by administrative order 
require a man to believe or disbelieve? 

Mr. CHA YES. 1'\ ot in the common parlance of the term. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Well, now--
Mr. CHAVES. May I please finish? We are not talking about-we are no. 

engaged in It conversation at a dinner table when we talk about belief in this 
sense. We are talking about beliefs-we are not even talking about-we are 
talking about reason to believe in a specific sense as used in a specific statute and 
we are construing technical language used in a statute. 

Kow the mere fact that those same words have a common meaning does not 
necessarily mean that the common meaning has to be taken as the meaning to 
determine the statutory construction. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Cbayes, wouldn't you agree with this, that if an official 
of the State Department has seen or knows of information from a reliable investi
gative agency of this Government that shows that Mr. X is a member of the 
Communist l'arty and cannot forget it by regulation as you have admitted, and is, 
in fact, convinced that the man is a member of the Communist Party and if, 
further, that information which came to him is sufficient if presented to a reason
able man to convince such a reasonable man, wouldn't you agree that in a case 
Ii ke that the man has reason to believe? 

Mr. CHAVES. Not in the meaning of this statut.e, sir. And I would say t.he 
statute is very explicit in eliminating the SUbjective belief of the official. It does 
not talk about whet.her the official helieves. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Chairman, I would like to read into the record section 6 
of the Subversive Activities Control Act: 

"(a) When a Communist organization as defined in paraj(raph (5) of section 
782 of this [code) title is registered, or there is in effect a final order of the Board 
requiring such organization to register, it shall be unlawful for any member of 
such organization, with knowledge or notice that such organization is so registered 
or that such order has become final-

"(1) to make application for a passport, or the renewal of a passport, to 
be issued or renewed by or under the authority of the United States; or 

"(2) to use or attempt to use any such passport. 
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"(b) When an organization is registered, or there is in effect a final order of the 
Board requiring an organization to register, as a Communist-action organization, 
it shall be unlawful for any officer or employee of the United States to issue a pase
port to, or renew the passport of, any individual knowing or having reason t.o 
believe that such individual is a member of such organization." 

Mr. CRA YES. Well, that is the statute. 
Mr. SOURWINE. There it is." 

Chayes equates passport withdrawals and denwls 
Mr. Chayes tried to mnke the point in his testimony of June 19, 

that passport withdrawnls and denials of pllssport npplicntions stood 
on the same footing; but he retrellted somewhat from this position 
under questioning: 

Mr. SOURWINE. * * * Mr. Chayes, do cases involving passport applications 
by members of the Communist Party and ea.ses involving proposed revocati'.'ns 
of passports held by members of the Commu/llst Party stand on the same footmg 
procedurally? 

Mr. CHAYES. "'e have had some thought about that, but we have treated them 
the same, and I think the regulations apply, in terms, say they apply both to with
drawals and applications. 

Mr. SOURWIN'''. Do you think these two types of cases stand on the same footing 
so far as the law is concerned? 

Mr. CHA YES. Yes, I do not believe that the Secretary- I belieye that the Secre
tary may withdraw passports which he could not lawfully issue, hut he cannot 
withdraw passports; that is, in this area. I take it-well, I think that is right. 
I do think they stand on the same footing. 

Mr. SOUR WINE. Do you think that any passport that the Secretary issued 
lawfully he may not withdraw? 

Mr. CHAYES. No, that is not exactly what I said, because he may-
Mr. SOURWIN'E. I thought it was. 
Mr. CHAYES. He may have issued a passport lawfully, which was lawful at t.he 

time issued, as, for example, these passports to Miss Flynn. It was lawful to issue 
it at the time. Indeed, he could not have withheld it at the time. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Isn't it true, Mr. Chayes, in the case of granting a passport, 
there is a statutory prohibition, whereas there is no such pro:lihtion or mandate 
with respect to the revocation of passports? 

Mr. CHA YES. That is true. In other words, I do not belie,·c the Secretary is 
compelled to withdraw these passports. I thought you mea"t the legal grounds 
ou which he could withdraw them. And I think the legal grouuds are the same. 
But we thought first of all that we would be derelict if we did not make some 
effort to act in the field of withdrawal. And sccondly--

Mr. SOtIRWINE. You think the legal grounds are the same? , 
1\1r. CHA YES. I think that the Secretary may withdraw a passport in any situa

tion where to issue it today would be illegal. That is all I 8m saying. But" ith
drawal, as I say, is discretionary. Whether the Secretary chooses to withdraw it 
or not is another issue. As you say, he is prohibited by law from issuing the pass
port in those circumstances." 

Lowerifeld construction of passport regulations 
The subcommittee found .Mr. Lowenfeld unconvineing in some of 

his explanations of what he considered the proper constmcLion of the 
new pnssport regulations. 

• 

1\1r. LOWENFELD. * * * we were careful to put in the regulations the provision 
that a preponderance of evidence, as in civil cases, but not all the rules of evidence 
governed the decisions. 

Mr. SOURWINE. You were careful to put in the regulations a preponderance 
of evidence? 

Mr. LOWENFELD. Let me uot paraphrase the regulations. I must haye a copy 
here somewhere. 

52 State Dcpartml'Dt Security Hearings, pt. 3, pp. 321-323. 
83 Ibid ., pt. 3, p. 376. 
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Mr. SOURWINE. You mean you were careful to re'Iuire by the regulations that 
there be sufficient evidence under the preponderance of evidence rule to convince 
a reasonable man that the person was in fact a member of the Communist Party? 
Is that a fair stat~ment? 

1\11'. LOWENFELD. "Supporting the denial of a passport" is what it says. ",ow, 
let me perhaps amplify this a litlle bit, without disagreeing that, it is a fair 
statement.. 

Supposing we had evidence that a man is or was a member of the Communist 
Party in April and the hearing, or the application takes place in August. There 
would be a need for an inference; we would suppose that the board or the hearing 
examiner could make that inference. You always have a problem in this kind of 
statute. You have it in the Taft-Hartley Act statute and so on- how do you 
know the fellow is a m('mhcr today, if nobody te,tilied to what he did today. 

So we were consriol1~ of all of these problems. 
:\Ir. SOURWINE. That is the basic difference between the case of the man who 

is prohibit.ed from making an applicat ion because he kno\v~ hi~ own ~tatll:-\ as of 
any givon InOlnent., and the person who is prohibited from granting an application,. 
he cause that pefHon does not k now the status of the applicant from moment to 
1ll0Illl'Ut. Isn't that true? 

Mr. LOWENFELD. That is true; yes, sir. 
Mr. SOl:RWINE. Now, it has been stated all along here that because the Congress 

acted in one way, and on the basis of on" criterion with respect to the prohibition 
against applications, the same criterion should be applied with resp<'et to denial 
of passports. You see now since there is a ditference why there should be a 
difference in the provisions of the Congress with respect to the criteria in the two 
instances? 

Mr. LOWENFELD. I am afraid you went just too fast for me. 
Mr. SOURWINE. I wonder. 
Mr. LOWENFELD. Well, I do not mean to duck the 'Inestion, sir. 
1\lr. SOl:RWDIE. Mr. Lowpnfeld, thp rriterion of the statut!' with f!'SPl'et to the 

df'nial of passports was that a passport was to b,' df'nied if the officl'r who was 
charged with the granting or denial klH'w or had reMon to bf'lieve thut the appli
cant was a member of the Communist Party, U.S.A. 

Mr. LOWE>;FELD. Yes. 

* * * * * * * 
Mr. SOURWI>;E. Mr. Lowenfpld, tnrning to page 2 of this letter, the parngraph 

number 2, in stating thc requif!'ment that the decision on a passport application 
lIlay be made only on the open record, "the regUlations simply spdl alit the 
traditional requirement in Anglo-American jurisprudence that a person s('riously 
injnr!',! by governmental action shall be entitled to face his accusers and that the 
investigator or prosecutor shall not be the judge. See Greene v. :Ueb'lroy, 360," 
and so forth. 

Is it your understanding that that is what Greene v. IIfeElroy decided? 
!VIr. LOWEN.'ELD. Well, as you know, this uses the law review format- "s"e 

Cref'lle v. McElroy." I think it is fair to state that the Grcelle casc discusses 
thegp traditions of Anglo-American jurisprudenc(>, and certainly sp('aks favorably 
of tlH'm, and casts doubt upon any schellle that is perhaps the wrong word-but 
Oil governmental action that seeks to avoid that. 

I :iUppOSC tlH.' !'ip(~ciIic d('cb-iiull of GJ't:l,' fw- it b not a holding. Thn holding is 
that. till' :-:t'cn'tar.v of Dcft'Tl:-,p was nut allt, tlOri~l'(l ('xpliciU~' by the P!'(';·;jdl'llt, 
acting pllr:O:llant tu a ~tatllh', t.o prollluig;ale tilt, :-:pt'cific regulation. 

::\lr. ;-;o L· uwr:-';J::. \rell, why did you cite the Greu/.(' C:l:;C ht'rc if it is not authority 
for wilat. you .sla.ted? 

• 
::\11'. LO\\· E~FJ<.;LI). ,"VeIl, it was ollr thought. that c(~rtainly all opinion hy the 

Chi('f .Ju:-:tin' l'Ollllll('lltillg favorably Oil thi~-thL':-'f' traciitioll:-i, is authority fur our 
"'jew t.hat :lll.\·thing ~etting- away from tid . ..; rai,..;t· . ..; grave eolt:-,t it !Itional qw.· . ..;tions . 
\Yt' did not say ill I ilL..:. letter, 1I0r did ~lr. Yl ~agk ..... :-iay, nor Ii".\'e We ::>aid here, that 
u. ('olltrar\' rille would b e 1lIll'OII."titLilional. 

A .... .'·oli know, t ll<~ :-;uprl'lIw Court, fan'd wit It t,hi:-;, ha.s dllckt:d the rtllC':-;tiOIl. 

It. duekl'd it ill the /)"yion. case . 
.:\lr. :--;UL'R\\T"K Thc COlll'l, ill Gran .. ' v . . Hc/~'lruy, ~ pet' illcally di...:a\'owcd 

dl~eidil\,!!; lhal i";:-'IU', did it nol '! 
~11'. LUWi':.\FI'-J.D, it ha~ dlleked it :--l ~ y('ral timp:,. 
'?\Ir. ~()l'R\Y1 N E, It s p('eifit'all.v di:':t\'n\" ' ( ~ d dt'ciriillg it ill Cr,·cw' v . .1! c /~'/"Vll' 
1\1r. LOWK\T I<:J.I>. I bdiL'\'{ ~ that bright; ."t''''-. 
:\Ir . ~()l·n\\ ' L,\,I';. YOII kll(,\\' that whell YOli cit<-d the ('a~; t' tid . .., \\':l\'. 

• • 

::\lr. LO\\,E:\FBLD. That i .... ri .u;ht. 

* * * * * * * 
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Mr. SOURWINE. Do you agree that the statement that there is a requirement for 
confrontation confuses administrative action with judicial trials? 

Mr. LOWENFELD. I am not sure how to answer a question as to whether some
thing that we have stated confuses. I certainly recognize the distinction between 
governmental and judicial action. I think, on the other hand, it is fair to say 
that the response of the Government to a private citizen who says, "I would like 
to go abroad for private purposes," is governmental action. 

Mr. SOURWINE. I did not say "governmental." I said the difference between 
the action involving a criminal prosecution and administrative action. 

Mr. LOWENFELD. Yes, there is a difference, no question about it. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You are aware that Mr. Justice Clark said the decision of the 

majority in the McElroy case and the dictum to which you refer confused admin
istrative action with judicial action. 

Mr. LOWENFELD. Oh, yes-Justice Clark said that. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you agree with that? That was in connection with the 

right of confrontation. Mr. Justice Clark's view was that the right of confronta
tion is a right in a criminal action, not a right in an administrative action. 

Mr. LOWENFELD. I think, sir, that it is difficult and perhaps not appropriate 
for me to comment-I did read both the majority and the dissent. And this 
was one of the cases which both the Justice Department and the State Depart
ment thought was relevant to consideration of this. I do not think I ought to 
say whether I personally agree or disagree with the decision in Greene or~-

Mr. SOURWINE. I meant as a legal officer for the Department, as the man who 
wrote this letter. 

Mr. LOWENFELD. Exactly. I am not-I think I would prefer not to say which 
way I would have voted on the decision. 

Mr. SOURWINE. There is a practical reason, is there not, why there should not 
be a requirement of confrontation in administrative proceedings? 

Mr. LOWENFELD. Well, I can see arguments in both directions. I would have 
thought that the Greene case, which involved a defense contractor, might-the 
decision in which the Greene case might jeopardize the security of the country 
perhaps more than the passport application of a private individual. 

Mr. SOURWINE. I am talking about a practical matter. What I am trying to 
get at is this: The administrative agencies, by and large, do not have the subpena 
power. Not having the subpena power, they cannot provide the confrontation. 
Not being able to provide it, when by regulation they require themselves to pro
vide it, they stultify themselves. Isn't that true? 

Mr. LOWENFELD. Well, I think there is quite a bit in what you say. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Hasn't the State Department found that to be true under 

these very passport regulations? 
Mr. LOWENFELD. I was about to say we would hope, if it is appropriate, let 

us say it here we would hope that the passport hearings would be given the 
right to compel witnesses to testify; yes. 

Mr. SOURWINE. You are not recognizing that there is an error in the regula
tions; you want the regulations to stand and you want the matter to be cured 
by a congressional grant of the subpena power to the State Department? 

Mr. LOWENFELD. No. I do not consider and again let me state that I am 
a small cog in this wheel, and not the author of the policy. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Well, you, speaking of the Legal Department, wrote the pass
port regulations which required the State Department to do something that it 
had no power to do. Isn't that true? 

Mr. LOWENFELD. No. We have been able to conduct a hearing, Mr. Sour
wine. We have been able to get witnesses, documents, and so on. It has hap
pened that we have not gotten-we have had some reluctant witnesses. 

Mr. SOURWINE. You had arranged for certain witnesses to appear. 
Mr. LOWENFELD. Yes. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And those witnesses, namely, a New York Times reporter and 

an Associated Press reporter, either decided they would not appear or were told 
by their employers not to appear; isn' t that true? 

Mr. LOWENFELD. That is true. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you know which? 
Mr. LOWENFELD. I know the Times reporter and I do not know the name 

of the Associated Press reporter. As you know, those hearings are conducted by 
the Passport Office and not by our office. I have never read the transcript. 

Mr. SOURWINE. I understand. 
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Mr. LOWENFELD. I do know the Times reporter, yes. And I remember there 
was an AP reporter. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Well, do you know whether the Times reporter refused to 
appear, or was he instructed not to appear? 

Mr. LOWENFELD. I believe he consulted with the publisher, and I was a little 
bit unclear as to which it was finally. That is, whether he wanted to come and 
the publisher said "No," or whether he did not want to come and the publisher 
said, "Well, you do not have to." I do not know which. But he did consult 
with them, and it was decided not to. 

Mr. SOURWINE. The State Department could not make him come, so you 
had to get different witnesses . 

. Mr. LOWENFELD. That's true. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And the net result is that the only witnesses you can produce 

against a passport applicant are witnesses, (1) whom the Justice Department is 
willing you shall produce, and, (2) who are willing to come. Isn't that true? 

Mr. LOWENFELD. Yes, sir. 

* * * * • * * 
Mr. SOURWINE. * * * You say in the last half of paragraph 2 of this letter, 

the numbered paragraph 2 on page 2: 
"The Board of Passport Appeals will consist of senior Department officials 

outside the Passport Office who will have had no prior contact with the case and 
will thus generally have no knowledge about the applicant which they would 
have to forget." 

What do YOIl mean "have no knowledge about the applicant which they would 
have to forget"? 

Mr. LOWENFELD. Well, there was-I believe Senator Dodd's letter talked 
about,--

Senator DODD. Brainwashing. 
Mr. LOWENFELD. Brainwashing, here. He said in his letter: 
"The Passport Office, passport officials, and even the Secretary himself are told 

that they must forget what they know about an applicant." 
Mr. SOURWINE. Well, they are, aren't they? Your point here is you are going 

to appoint people who never knew anything, so they would not have to forget. 
Your letter supports what Senator Dodd said, doesn't it? That the regulations 
require them to forget, if they know. 

Mr. LOWENFELD. The fellow who decides will normally not know, except what 
he hears on the record. It is the same kind of thing as, you know, that you have 
in court cases all the time. 

Mr. SOURWINE. In other words, you are going to pick for this Board of Revie w 
Board of Passport Appeals, people who know nothing about the case. 

Mr. LOWENFELD. We do not ask them that. We have a permanent Board. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And then you are only going to show them part of the evidence 
Mr. LOWENFELD. No, sir. We have a Board which is not made up of ~eople in 

the Passport Division. It may be a Deputy Assistant Secretary for European 
Affairs, or it may be, let us say, somebody of equivalent rank. We will have 
who are normally not in this part of the State Department. 

Mr. SOURWINE. It isn't a matter of normality, is it? 
Mr. LOWENFELD. They will not have seen the passport files, the security files. 

• * * • * * * 
Mr. SOURWINE. * * * Now you are talking about the Elizabeth Gurley Flynn 

case, are you not? 
Mr. LOWENFELD. I was. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Which is a passport-revocation case. This letter is talking 

about cases to grantrassport applications. 
Mr. LOWENFELD. suppose it would be the same in every way. It is har to 

see any difference between an application and a revocation on this issue. 
Senator DODD. This interests me. As I understand it, the regulation or the 

law, rather, states that the Secretary shall not issue a passport to anyone whom 
he knows. to be a Communist. 

Mr. SOURWINE. That is right or has reason to believe is a Communist. 
Senator DODD. I do not think it is very hypothetical to suggest that the Secre

tary of State might know of an applicant who he knows or believes is a Commu
nist. How can he shed the knowledge by assigning his task to someone elsee-
whether he is a Federal Power Commission examiner or anyone else? 
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Mr. LOWENFELD. He does not shcd the knowledge. The words "know" or 
"rcason to believe" are construcd, and they were construed in the advice from the 
Justice Department as meaning knowledge or reason to believe on the basis of 
a record. 

Senator DODD. However he has his knowledge the basis of the record or an v 
other way, it is still his knowlcdge, is it not? How does he get rid of it'! Suppos
ing the Secretary of State had read the record? 

Mr. LOWENFELD. Well, the Secretary or his delegate can properly consider that 
he does not have the knowledge or reason to beli eve which the statute makes a 
condition for the requirement that he deny a passport. 

Senator DODD. I am just trying to understand it. To me, anyway, it appears 
that if I have knowledge and it seems to me highly probable if I was Secretary 
of State I would have knowledge concerning Some cases-I am somehow called 
upon under these regulations to divest myself of that knowledge. And it just 
seems to me utterly impossible so to do. 

Mr. LOWENFELD. The question is how does the state of a man's mind become 
transmuted into a record upon which formal governmental action can be taken? 
And the answer is we do not psychoanalyze thc Secretary or the issuing officer. 
We say put it on the record. That is the theory of it. 

Mr. SOURWINE. That is the theory of the regulations. 
Mr. LOWENFELD. Yes. And the theory of the Justice Dcpartmcllt ad"ice. 
Mr. SOURWINE. It is not the theory of the law. The theory of the law is that 

if the responsible officer knew or had reason to believe that the applicant was" 
Communist, that officer would deny the passport. The applicant would then he 
left to whatever recourse he had in court. If he raised the question of the defcllse, 
the officer who had actcd or refused to act could testify with respect to the state 
of his or her knowledg .. or belief. 

Senator DODD. Isn't it possible to have knowledgc of something and at the 
same time find it impossible to demonst.rate as a matter of proof required by the 
law? 

Mr. LOWE~FEI,n. Yes, sir; it is. 
Senator DODD. Wcll, then, what would you say about such a situatioll? Sup

pose I wcre the Secretary of State and I had knowledge which I could not dem
onstrate within the r"quiremell!s of the law. What then should I do? 

Mr. LOWE"I'EI,D . You should not, on that basis, deny to an individual citizen 
a right which is a constitutionally protected right. That does not mean you have 
to appoint hiIn as your Cuner Secretary or even gh'e him a job in the Dl'partnwnt 
or buy his goods or allY of tho", thinp:s. But it means that for this kind of situa
tion you should not act UpOIl this unprovable kno\dedge. 

* * * * * * * 
:\'Ir. SOt:RWINE. At the hottom of P"'lc 2 in this leUer you 8:1)': 
"It is true that tlll're Tllay be circnmstancl's ill whirh paSHport~ ar(' issued to 

Communist applicants. If they use the passport <, they arp, of COIlrs(', liable to 
criIninal profolocc lltion unde r Rectinl1 G(a) of the act ,n 

In other words, you are going to give them a passport and then prosecute them 
for using it'! 

:\'Ir. LOWE"FELD. Well, of COlII'se, the prosecution is not in the hands of the 
Sttlte Departmcnt. But at that. point, you see, again to prosecute them you 
would have to surface t.he eyjdence. 

:Vlr. SOlJRWI~E. Of cou",,, you would. It is perfectly clear. Rut this letter 
dot's not mak e it clear. 

:\[r. LOWg~H·EI.D. All that that Hl1~!;I.~(~sts there is by issuing a person a passport 
under the CirClllnstuncc:; we do Jlot give him a liceJl:-ie to go ahead or:tn immunity 
from the ~atlctioll :-i of ~ect i on G.~~ 

The Duimo~vich 1Ja88ports , 
Mr. Cilltyes nPJ)(,tll'ec\ to be ill some doubt. lthOllt who isslH'c\ the 

Duimovidl PilSSPOl'ts; bul· he WflS quit.e s lire nhout \\'ho was I'PspollsihIe 
ill case the issullnee im"oIn'd a violntion 01' IIIW. . 

l\1r. HOlatWI~E. \V('I1, just, as an example o f this kind of :t !-i ttl1Rtion, two pass
ports hav(' rl'c{'nt l~' 1)(,l'n iSSlU ~d to a 111:111 and wirp by 1.11(' nanw of Duimovich. Did 
~ro u issup thosp passports'! 

H State lJl'partmcnt St'curity nearing!", fit. 3, pp. :HO-3-t7 . 
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Mr. CHAVES. No, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Who did? 
Mr. CHAVES. They were issued by the-I don't know, sir. All passports are 

issued by the Secretary, in effect, in the name of the Secretary. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you sign written instructions calling for the issuance of 

those passports'! 
Mr. CHAVES. I don't think I did. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you, Mr. Jones? 
Mr. JONES. That name means something to me, Mr. Sourwine, but I cannot 

tell you at this juncture. I know there was discussion but whether this case came 
up to me, I cannot tell you. 

Mr. SOURWINE. If anyone is to be charged with an offense under the Internal 
Security Act because of the issuance of those passports, who would be the proper 
person to be charged? 

Mr. CHAVES. Would you please repeat that? 
Mr. SOURWINE. If anyone is to be charged with an offense under the Internal 

Security Act because of the issuance of those passports, who would be the proper 
person to be charged'! 

Mr. CHA YES. In my opinion it would have to be the Secretary of State. 
Mr. SOURWINE. The Secretary of State'! 
Mr. CHAYES. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And not any ministerial officer? 
Mr. CHAVES. No, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Passports were then issued by order of the Secretary? 
Mr. CHA YES. Yes. 
Senator HRUSKA. Do I take it, when you say "the Secretary," that thc only 

one person that can be charged for the wrongful or illegal issuance of a passport
Obviously, the Secretary of State is the one, but he 1V0uid act on information from 
someone else. Do you think these could be held guilty? 

Mr. CHAYES. Well, I would say Obviously, I don't lVant this-let me put it 
this way: 

This is a matter of speculative construction of the statute over which obviously 
the Department of Justice has the responsibility. In enforcing criminal statutes, 
they have the last say and therefore my words should be discounted. But I 
suppose a person who had acted under orders of a legitimate superior would not 
be committillg a crime; but it might be that a policy officer who took first responsi
bility, knowing on the basis of evidence available in a public hearing that the 
person was a Communist, that a policy officer who took responsibility for those 
instructions; that is, directing the issuance of a passport, but not as high as the 
Secretary of State, might also be guilty of crime." 

Deputy Under Secretary Roger Jones appeared careful not to give 
infonnation respecting the basis of any reason he himself llIay hn,ve 
had to believe Mr. and Mrs. Duilllovieh (,0 be members of the 
Communist Party, U,S.A. 

:\11". S()ln\VJX1'~. ::\'11' . . '0Il(' .~, whl'tl YOII or<i{ 'I'l'd t.hl' Dtlimo\'iches pa,::;~port~, had 
YOll read till' FBI f('porl" Oil tho:o'e ilH.liYiull.ab't 

~It' .. J():\"I·:~. I don 't n·eall allv uf the dCl:.tib. Ttwre \\3.:-; (·on ;.;: i<lc'rable diseu:-;~ion, 
• 

bu\· I dOll';' I'l'l'nli Ii\(' d(' i ui~ :-; . 
~lr. SOtiRWINE. You don't eyen TPcall there was eYirlence they were 

Communists'? 
;\!r. JON>:". Whell ,'ou say, diel I n'ad the FBI report, I don't rememher the 

FBI report was ill the matt'rial. [kno\\' that at some poillt- I kno\\' th0l'c was 
summary material prepared ill our 0\\,11 shop, but whether the FBI report
I dOIl't know. 

:\Ir. RU1 .' RWI:\fE. Did vou believe those !::illJnmurV materials to be reliable'! 
• • 

::\ I r . .r 0.:\ E~. Y rs. . 
:\11'. Sot:mQN":. Did YOU then InlOW that the DlIimoyiehe,; had heen aeti"e in 

the Communist Party lip until 1%0'! 
:',!r . . JO~E:-; . I don't know the details of tlw lJlli lii ovich ('a~e. 
1\11'. ~olinwl:-.!E. You don't know- --rlid vou hav(' all\· J'(':.\ ::;OIl to helicyc that the 

• • 
DuimoYichcs wero Commllllbts or might h~ COI1li11ullbts't 

:\[r. JoxJo:s. I eanl10t unsw('r that r]l1p.slioll, :\Ir. Sourwino, hecause I don't 
remember the details ull(lcr which this Lhillg ramo illto my omec. 

II.! State Department S('curity Hcnring:-:, pt. :i, }lp. 317--a18. 

87265~ 6 
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Senator HRUSKA. Mr. Jones, if you had known, would you have signed the 
order? 

Mr. JONES. This would depend on the nature of the case as presented to me, 
Mr. Chairman, under the regulations which were then in force and effect." 

Mr. Lowenfeld also was rather careful about what he disclosed 
respecting a possible basis for belief that Mr. and Mrs. Duimovich 
were members of the Communist Party. Mr. Abe Chayes was almost 
equally vague, but less loquacious about it. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Did you review the Duimovich case? 
Mr. CHAYES. I-let me say I knew about it. I was in oral contact with it. 

I may even have cleared the orders to issue the passports, but I did not see the 
file, the underlying file. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Did you review the files, Mr. Lowenfeld? 
Mr. LOWENFELD. I saw the memorandum prepared in the Passport Office which 

enclosed a letter from the Passport Office, either from Miss Knight or her deputy, 
to the Internal Security Division, and the letter back. I read both documents. 
The Justice Department said there is no evidence we can disclose, and then those 
two letters with a covering memorandum from Miss Knight to Mr. Jones did 
come to me and I did look at it, and I think-I know I showed it to Mr. Chayes 
and I think personally took it to Mr. Jones--

Mr. SOURWINE. You used the phrase "no evidence we can disclose"-
Mr. LOWENFELD. I was speaking of the FBI. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You did not mean to imply that the Department did not 

furnish information to the Department of State you mentioned the Department 
of Justice has said no evidence can be in public 

Mr. LOWENFELD. We [Department of Justice] can withhold our consent under 
section 7(c) of the Executive order to allow the State Department to release such 
information as had been previously furnished. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Did you at that time know what the Department of Justice 
knew al)out the Duimoviches? 

Mr. LOWENFELD. All I saw was a summary prepared in Miss Knight's office; 
I don't think 1 ever read the FBI file. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Would that summary reveal what the Justice Department 
Investigative Branch knew about the Duimoviches' connection with the Com
munist Party? 

Mr. LOWENFELD. I don't know, but I remember there was a conclusion reached 
that there may have been some evidence of membership extending to a time not 
too far in the past." 

Finally Mr. Chayes realized the basic weakness of the position in 
which he and Mr. Lowenfeld were placing themselves, and volunteered 
this statement: 

Mr. CHA YES. Again-and I don't want the record to make it seem as though 
we are evasive-I think we all knew there was material in the Justice Department 
files, or there would have been no reason for making the request of the Justice 
Department about disclosure if there had been none. So I knew that, I did not 
know what it was exactly but I knew there was something." 

Ohayes stops withdrawal of Flynn passport 
It was Mr. Chayes who stopped a move by the Passport Division 

to withdraw the passport of Elizabeth Gurley Flynn, a top Communist 
Party functionary: 

Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Chayes, from the Chronology furnished by Miss Knight, 
and now in our record, it appears that on November 1 of last year the Passport 
Division requested the Immigration and Naturalization Service to withdraw the 
passport of Elizabeth Gurley Flynn, and that on November 3, 1961, you and 
Mr. Yingling advised the Passport Division that it had no authority to withdraw 
the Flynn passport, the matter being one solely for the Department of Justice. 

Would you explain that? 

.. State Department Security Hearings, pt. 3, pp. 311H119. 
~ IbId, pt. 3, p. 321. 
.. IbId, pt. 3, p. 321. 
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Mr. CRATES. No, I do not quite think that was the basis of my advice. My 
advice was based on the fact that the legislative authority did not come into effect 
until there was a final order, and that was not until the 20th. And I did not 
think that we ought to instruct on withdrawal of passports until the legislation 
was in fact effectivE', because again I thought that would put the Department 
and the legislation itself into a seriously bad position. 

Now, I may have said if the Department of Justice wants-after all, if there is 
an Immigration and Naturalization Service person who examines the p888ports
the Department of Justice has an enforcement responsibility. And the use of a 
passport, as you know, by a member of the party was also proscribed by the 
legislation. If the Justice Department. had a different view, and felt in enforcing 
the statute Miss Flynn, if you recall, was at that time abroad, and the question 
was, Would the passport be withdrawn as shc reentered the United States? 
If the Justice Department thought it had an enforcement responsibility-that 
this was a prohibited use I said I was not going to prevent them from enforCing 
the statute 88 they saw it. But I would not, on behalf of the State Department, 
issue instructions for the withdrawal of the passport before the act before the 
order-had gone into effect. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Was this opinion or instruction given orally or in writing? 
Mr. CRATES. I think it was. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Orally? 
Mr. CRATES. I do not believe we had any paper on it." 

The State Department finally did, on January 22, 1962, begin a 
proceeding for the withdrawal of Elizabeth Gurley Flynn's passport, 
but Mr. Chayes testified on June 19, 1962, that he had not yet 
examined the record in that case: 

Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Chayes are you satisfied with the record in the Elizabeth 
Gurley Flynn Pa8sport case? 

Mr. CRATES. I have not examined the record. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Are you aware that this record shows the futility of the present 

regulations? 
Mr. CRATES. I am not sure it does. I have not seen the record. I mean I 

do not-as I say, I have not examined the record. We have not gotten a decision 
yet. But I am sure we will have a decision soon. I hope the decision will be that 
Miss Flynn's passport is to be withdrawn. And then we will have further court 
proceedings. 

Mr. SOURWINE. I recommend that you read it. I think you will find it a 
wonderful example of how attorneys for Communist passport applicants, or pass
port holders, will use the new regulation to stultify the Department of State.'" 

Questioning respecting the State Department's power to confront 
passport applicants with the witnesses against them produced the 
following testimony from Mr. Chayes: 

Mr. SOURWINE * * * 
What I meant to reach by my earlier question, speaking of futility, was the 

matter of the production of witnesses. 
Your regulations have put the State Department in an impossible position, be

cause they call for the confrontation. And the State Department has no authority 
to subpena a witness or otherwise force the attendance of a witness. You ran 
into this in the Elizabeth Gurley Flynn case, did you not? 

Mr. CRA TES. Well, let me start by saying I do not regard the position as im' 
possible, because I think we have we have proceeded in the Flynn case itseif
producing a live witness without subpena. 

Mr. SOURWINE. I will tell you why it is impossible. 
Mr. CRATES. But--
Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Chayes, please, you wanted to take just one point at a 

time. The fact that you have been able to do something in one case does not go 
to the question of whether the procedure is impossible. It is the other way around. 
If you can show one case in which he cannot do it, then it is an impossible proce
dure. And you will agree, I think, that if there is testimony from an FBI inform-

.. State Department SecurIty Hearings, pt. 3, p. 368 . 
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ant against a certain applicant, and the FBI says, "All right, this informant may 
come iu," then you are in the point where you are obligated to produce that 
informant or else you have to grant the passport. 

Mr. CHAYES. No, I do not think that is so at all, sir. 
Mr. SOUR WINE. This is not so? 
Mr. CHAYES. No, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. All right. 
Mr. CHAYES. We arc obligated to produce e"ideuce on the record which will 

induce the hearing officer, the reason to believe, knowledge or reason to believe, 
that the applicant is a Communist. 

Mr. S"URWINE. Isn't it more than that? I just want to check, because we 
have talked to Mr. Lowenfeld about t.his. Isn't your criterion that you must 
show by a preponderance of the evidence sufficient t.o convince a reasonable man 
thttt the applicant. is a Communist.? 

Mr. CHA YES. The regulations do talk about preponderance of t.he evidence. 
But. the question is what preponderance of the evidence, showing what? And it 
docs not say that the tribunal must be convinced by a preponderance of the evi
dence that the man is a Communist.. What. it says is it must be canvinced by a 
preponderance of the evid"nce of the relevant facts- what are the relevant facts?
knowledge or reason to believe. Now, therefore, I do not think that the regula
tions prescribe that the hearing officer must be convinced by a pr('ponderance of 
the evidence. 

Mr. SOURWINE. YOll mean the issue at t.his hearing is whether t.he issuiu/.( officer 
had knowledge or reason to believe that. t.he man was a member of the Communist 
Part.y? 

Mr. CHAYES. The issue is whether the cvidl'llc!' adduced at. the hparinp:, by a 
preponderance of the evidence, is enough to induce a f(~ason to Iwlil've- ycs, 
reason to believe. 

:'Ifr. SOUR WINE. That is what I said a minute ago. 
Mr. CHA YES. It is nol.--
:\orr. SOURWINE. You are not bf'ing subjective about it. That is, you say the 

qu('stion i8 not whether the issuing orLcer had reason to belie\'c. 
:\Ir. CHAYES. That is right. It is a qUl'slion whether the I'c('ord ]lI'l'duees 

ff'nSOn t.o belipvl'; yes. 
:\Ir. SOURWINE. Then I stated it aCt'urately. You say it is not a qu!'st.ion of 

wh!'!hpr t he hearing officer himsclf COllll'S to believe. 
~'!r. CHA YES. That is rif~ht .. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Then I stated it accuratdy, did I not? 
~'fr. CHAYES. '~lell, if that was your form er statt'.lIH'nt, I think \H' arc ill agree

m ellt, th('n. I do not want t.o arp.;un with you. 
TIll' . Somt\I'INE. All ri~hl. , Mr. Chayes. 
~o\\', wha.t efforts were made to get the New York Times and Assoeiat,ed Pr('6s 

reporters to kstify as wit.nesSl's in the ENZ<tbdh Gurley Flynn Passport (,:ts("! 
:\iIr. CUAYES. Let mt' sa.'" that I do not know exactly what effort!'; W('1'(' lllfU.i.t-', 

t)t'CftU SC I have dissocia.ted myself as it mattf'l' of policy. I know that ::;:orne 
effort,s were ruadc, and SOlne difficult.ics were had- tha.t in the end one live \Yit.nc~R 
appea.red. 

I would like to finish this lip, he cause I want to fini sh it up with a reqnest. 
Let me say a lso that I think , or at least people told lIle who had examined the 

a\'ailahle cvirlellcc, that the' record would hay<, permitted a finding (Well wiLhout a 
li\-c witllCS!:\-thut is, tliP. documentary recol'd would have been adequate. 

Finally, it h; tl'l !C that the absence of the slIilp('na power raise:; diffieult.ics in 
this matter. 'Vo have alrea.dy considel'l~d, I think--I am not SUff" we ha.\'e made 
a formal reqnest, bllt 1 know ':\lr. LO\H~nfekl requC':..;t,ed or' stated whell he wus here 
the othc!' day. und we urc pn';mred to \Ilak(~ a reqlle:'3 L- reall)' Wf' thought of doing 
it. ill cOllllection with this l'('organizaLion or the biB reorganizing S e A- for ::c:.ubpena 
pOWf'r in connection wiLh the pa..;sport h('arings. 

~lr . SO U H"I ·D i E. \Vh.y do you thillk t.he ~tatn j)ppartmcnt should huvp ::i ubpcna 
po\n-:r? 

:\11'. C ,L\YE S. I do not t.hink it sholiid lIa,'" g(,llcl'al subl',,"a po\\'('r. But I 
t.hink wllC're it is rcqllin'd, Hti it i.':i Illld('l' the law, t.o aet in a qUI.i:-s i-judicial capacity, 
on a matter which aff( ~el;-; t.he I'i~ht.':i or a :-;sertcd ri ght:-; of C .S. citii';t'Jl::;, t.hl'1l it 
shn ·;ld ha\'c Ow PO \Y (,1' to- -

l\'lr. S Ul1 HW[ N l': . \Vhat la.w f'C'quirPR the State Department to act ill a quu;;.:.j 
j\ldicial capacity in tlli:-; conn ection? 

:'11'. CIIA "" S. I bc\i" , ·c thnt the Control Act does . 
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Mr. SOUR\\,INE. Without your passport regulations, there is not a line in that 
act that gives you quasi-judicial authority or responsibility. 

Mr. CIIA YES. I do not think--
:\,Ir. SOUR\\,INE. You have given it to yourself under your regulations. Isn't 

that true? 
:\Ir. CHAYES. I would suppose, Mr. SOllrwine, that no matter what the regula

tions provide, even if you had gone back to the old regulations, wbich had a hcaring 
procedure, as you know, that the Department would be acting in a quasi-judicial 
capacity, in the senRe that it is deciding on a citizen's right to have a passport or 
his application for a passport, within a legal framework. So regardless of what 
the procedures are, it seems to me it is acting in a quasi-judicial capacity. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Well, a quasi-judicial capacity involves an adjudication. 
:\,Ir. CIIAYES. I think so. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Can't you distinguish between adjudication and administra

tive decision? 
Mr. CIIAYES. Well, there are kinds of administrative decision which require 

mOre or less adjudication. I think this kind of decision, under these regulations
of if we had just taken over the old regulations in toto- would involve a very 
large element of adjudication. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Do you think the State Department necessarily has an adju
dicatory function here, and therefore it should have the subpena power? 

Mr. CHAYES. That is right, I do. In connection with this function, I do not 
want a broad subpena power, but in connection with this function. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Isn't it a fact that nobody recognized this problem until after 
your regulations had been issued, and after they had been issued and you found 
out you could not even get a New York Times reporter to come down and testify 
what he saw at a public meeting, because his paper would not let him, then you 
decided you needed the subpena power? 

Mr. CHAYES. I do not know whether his paper would let him or not. It is 
true the problem did not arise or occur to us until after we had experience with it. 

Mr. SOURWINE. If you considered it before you wrote the regulation, the 
proper procedure would have been to come up to Congress and ask for the sub
pena power. 

!.fr. CHA YES. I am not at all sure. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And then you try to put Congress in a box where they have 

to grant it. 
Mr. CHAYES. We give them a choice of granting it. They can act or not act 

as they choose. They are not in a box." 

Mr. Lowenfeld seemed to have something of It penchant for quoting 
Supreme Court cases as authority for propositions which they do not 
support. Thus, he quoted Kent and Briehl v. Dulles in response to 
the question whether the Constitution protects the right to have a 
passport. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Is the right to have a passport a constitutionally protected 
right? 

Mr. LOWEN FELD. I would suppose the Kent case suggests that-particularly if 
you take it together with the provision in section 215 of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act, which makes it a crime to travel without One outside of the 
Western Hemisphere. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Well, the Kent case may suggest it to you. But that was an 
opinion by Mr. Justice Douglas, and his holding was that there was nO delegation 
of authority to withhold passports. And he said, "Any act of Congress purporting 
to do so would raise grave constitutional questions." But that is not a decision, 
is it? 

Mr. LOWENFELD. I did not bring the case with me. I believe there is a state
ment,--

Mr. SOURWINE. Page 129: 
"Thus we do not reach the question of constitutionality. We only conclude 

that United States Code 1185 and title 22, United States Code, section 2115 do 
not delegate to the Secretary the kind of authority exercised here." 

He said, 
"The only law which Congress has passed expressly curtailing the movement of 

Communists across Our borders has not yet become effective." 

~1 State Department Security Hearings, pt. 3, pp. 369-371. 
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Mr. LOWENFELD. If you permit me for a moment-I am sorry I did not bring 
tbe case with me. As I understand it, you can have a constitutionally protected 
right and still have certain restrictions. 

For example, you have a constitutionally protected right to free speech, but we 
all know there are limitations On that. And I take it that what the Court did not 
decide in Kent is whether the Internal Security Act has or could constitutionally 
have restricted the right. 

But the fundamental-perhaps you ought to ask Mr. Chayes-he is the Legal 
Adviser. I just work there." 

In explaining the State Department's position with respect to the 
new passport regulations, Mr. Lowenfeld indicated he felt the Internal 
Security Act might be unconstitutional in its application to passports, 
and that lawyers for the Department of State had a duty to try to 
cure this disability. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Lowenfeld, didn't you understand that Congress had 
passed a law which made it a crime for any official of the State Department to 
grant a passport to a person, knowing or having reason to believe that that 
person was a member of the Communist Party, U.S.A.? 

Mr. LOWENFELD. That is what the statute said; yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And you did not think that that statute was enough justifi

cation for refusal of a passport? You thought you needed a regulation before 
you could refuse a passport to a Communist? 

Mr. LOWENFELD. Let me say first that the decisions and so on in this field 
were not essentially mine. They were those of the Attorney General and the 
Legal Adviser. But as I understand it, the point was there is some doubt as to 
the whole as to the constitutionality of the entire provision, of the whole ability 
of the Congress to restrict,--

Mr. SOURWINE. You think it is your job as an administrative officer to raise 
a question of the constitutionality of an act of Congress? 

Mr. LOWENFELD. Permit me, if you would, sir, to just finish my sentence. It 
was felt that there is some doubt as to the constitutionality of the entire section 6, 
that it was our duty, as lawyers for the Department of State, to sustain the 
Department's ability to regulate travel in this way, and that it was therefore our 
responsibility, when we exercise the power under the statute, to do it in the way 
least likely to provoke a successful challenge. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Lowenfeld, don't you understand that if there had been 
no regulation and the act had been followed, every Communist applicant would 
have been denied a passport? That is true, is it not? There might have heen 
litigation subsequently. But every Communist applicant would have been 
denied a passport. 

Mr. LOWENFELD. Well, I hesitate to answer the question because it begs in a 
way the issues. That is, who is a Communist applicant? If we had simply said 
anybody whose application for a passport-let me start that sentence again. If 
we had said that we will do a name check on any applicant for a passport; any
body who hit a flag, when we do a name check-that is wbat I understand they 
do at the field offices- will be denied a passport, and we will simply send him a 
letter saying" Dear Mr. So and So, you are not getting a passport." Nothing 
said about a hearing, nothing said about a review. We would have had a lot of 
passport denials. We would have quickly had a lot of lawsuits. And the Depart
ment would not have come out of this very well. 

Mr. SOURWINE. What is the worst that could have happened-that they would 
say the Department did not have authority to do that? 

Mr. LOWENFEJ,D. Well, I do not know what brst or worst means, but I suppose 
that is a possible result; yes. 

Mr. SOURWJNE. Now, you issued regulations. Under those regulations don't 
you realize that most Communist applicants for passports are going to get pass
ports? 

Mr. LOWENFELD. I am really not one to judge that. Certainly Mr. Yeagley 
would be much more likely to judge that be more expert at that." 

Mr. Chayes' testimony of June 19 differed from the testimony 
given by Mr. Lowenfeld with respect to the possibility of curing, by 

"State 
N Ibid, 

Hearings, pt. 3, pp. 346-347. 
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departmental action, the unconstitutionality of a statute, but he 
softened his expressions of difference. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Lowenfeld gave us considerable testimony whicb boiled 
down to this-that the State Department had serious doubts about the con
stitutionality of at least section 6 of the Internal Security Act and felt that this 
should be corrected by regulations. Do you agree with this position? 

Mr. CUATES. Well, I read Mr. !'owenfeld's testimony. I would not myself 
interpret his testimony that way. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Well, I do not mean to misinterpret it. How do you interpret 
't? 1 • 

Mr. CUATES. If you ask me do I agree with that position as a position, the 
answer is I do not think that describes our activity here. We sought to construe 
the statute in the way lawyers do when they are asked to give legal advice. We 
considered the internal provisions of the statute, the scheme of the statute, and 
of course we considered intervening cases in the Supreme Court--mainly in the 
Supreme Court which have a bearing on construction of the statute. Having 
considered all this in the way, as I say, that lawyers do when they are asked to 
give opinions, we came to the conclusion that the statute as written requires a 
hearing of the kind that is prescribed by the regUlations. 

Mr. SOURWINE. You do not think that any unconstitutionality in the statute 
can be cu,red or helped by any regulation, do you? 

Mr. CHA TES. Again, if the statute is unconstitutional in the sense that the 
court believes that Congress does not have the power to regulate the issuance of 
passports on this ground, obviously that cannot be cured by regUlation. On 
the other hand, I would say, and I think there is an element of this in this-that 
is, we are anticipating litigation the atmosphere in which the case comes to the 
court can affect the views of particular justices on that question. 

Mr. SOURWINE. I see. 
Mr. CRATES. And the regulations can affect the atmosphere, yes." 

What is the i.~sue in a passport hearing? 
The State Department's legal adviser was of two minds about the 

issue to be determined in a hearing on the question of whether a 
passport should be denied. When he testified on June 7, 1962, 
Mr. Chayes declared: 

Mr. SOURWINE. • • • This procedure is in the nature of a trial? 
Mr. CRATES. It is a hearing. 
Mr. SOURWINE. What is the issue to be determined? 
Mr. CRATES. The issue to be determined, whether the passport should be 

denied on the grounds specified in our regulation; namely, that the applicant is a 
member of an organization required to be registered under the act. 

Mr. SOURWINE. And the issue, you are saying, is whether the applicant is a 
member of such organization? 

Mr. CRATES. Yes, sir; that is t.he only ground on which a passport can be 
denied. 

Mr. SOURWINE. The issue is not whether there is reasonable ground to believe 
that he is? 

Mr. CRATES. Well, J suppose that is rifCht, whether there is reason to believe. 
Mr. SOURWINE. What does "reason to believe" mean? 
Mr. CRATES. Well, it can mean a lot of thin .. s, depending on the context in 

which it is raised. In this case the Justice Department and we, as well, have 
construed the words "reason to believe" to mean reason to believe on the basis 
of evidence that can be made available. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Now, that is adding something; you have taken a l .. rger phrase 
and construed it that way. I am holding it down just to those three words, 
"reason to believe." 

Now, "reason to believe" could mean information or knowledge such as would 
cause a reasonable man to believe? 

Mr. CRATES. Yes. 
Mr. SOURWINE. It could mean information or knowledge which would in fact 

cause the particular individual concerned to believe. 
Mr. CRATES. Yes . 

.. State Department Security Hearings, pt. 3, p. 374. 
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Mr. SOURWINE. And it could mean any factual information tending to induce 
belief. 

Mr. CHA YES. Yes. 
Mr. SOUR WINE. Is there any other alternative? 
Mr. CHA YES. Oh, it might-I suppose there are a large range of things which 

it might mean, depending on the kind of evidence that one regards--
Mr. SOURWINE. Well, these are not questions of the kind of evidence. We 

are just talking about the phrase "reason to believe," when a man has reason 
to believe. If there is no information or evidence, obviously there is no reason 
to believe. 

Mr. CHAVES. Yes, but--
Mr. SOURWINE. And if there is only a scintilla of information, we can still say 

there is not reason to believe. 
Mr. CHAVES. Well, sometimes we have situations where there is reason to 

believe on the basis of very inadequate evidencee--
Mr. SOURWINE. Suppose the man does, in fact, have information, is that 

reason to believe? 
Mr. CHAYES. It might be so and not so, depending on the particular context. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And if that is not so, then "reason to believe" would be such 

facts and information, such knowledge and evidence and information that would 
cause a reasonable man to believe? 

Mr. CHAYES. That might be, or in certain kinds of situations, that reason to 
believe could be based on only the most highly probative kind of evidence and 
unless you have highly probative kinds of evidence you don't have reason to 
believe, sir. I think we are dealing with a question of statutory construction, 
you just cannot make it seems to me, and I of course defer to others-but in 
my view you cannot make categorical statements of that kind without taking 
the context into consideration. 

Mr. SOURWINE. You cannot tell us what "reason to believe" means? 
Mr. CHA YES. Not without the context. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You cannot agree that there is a range of what it may mean? 
Mr. CHAVES. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. But the meaning must fall within this range as a maximum 

requirement of that range, it would be such information Or knowledge as would 
cause a reasonable man to believe? 

Mr. CHAVES. No, I would say that in some contexts the phrase might be in
terpreted as requiring only reason to believe on the basis of particular kinds of 
evidence produced in particular kinds of proceedings. 

Mr. SOUR WINE. Do you think that "reason to believe" might be construed as 
requiring evidence convincing beyond a shadow of a doubt? 

Mr. CHAVES. I can see-I think it might in certain circumstances, yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. As a standard for "reason to believe"? 
Mr. CHAVES. I think that if you want I think what you are saying, or what 

you may be saying-let me not interpret what you are saying. I would say that 
the test of "reason to believe" might in circumstances be satisfied by less than 
actual belief On the part of the person, that is, less than that, and "reason to be
lieve" I suppose is designed to suggest that something less than an actual convic
tion On the part of the person is required. 

On the other hand, I don't think it says anything as to the question of the basis 
of that less than actual conviction. I think the phrase "reason to believe" goes 
not to the question of the evidence available, but to the state of the person's mind, 
that is, is it actual belief, or is it something less than actual belief? But that 
state of mind may be reached depending upon the context on the basis of a variety 
of kinds of evidence. 

Mr. SOURWINE. I agree. 
Mr. CHAYES. It might be compared to something like telling the jury to dis

regard some evidence. Now, the same might be true in a "reason to believe" 
situation, depending upon the context in which the words are used. 

Senator HRUSKA. May I ask where is that phrase, "reason to believe"? 
Mr. CHAVES. It is in the statute, sir. The statute prohibits an officer of the 

United States from issuing a passport to anyone he has reasOn to believe is a 
Communist- excuse me, not a Communist- is a member of an organization 
required to be registered. 

Senator HRUSKA. And what do the regulations provide in that regard, would 
you comment On that? 
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Mr. CHAYES. Yes, sir. The regulations provide that the passport must be 
issued unless on the basis of a full hearing the person has reasOn to believe that 
the person- the officer, that is, the officer has reasOn to believe that the person 
is a Communist. . . 

Senator HRUSKA. Well, after listening to all of these descriptions of what 
"reason to believe" might be, could officer A have reason to believe at the end of 
a hearing that there is such identification with the Communist Party and officer 
B, hearing that same evidence, come to a different conclusion? 

Mr. CHAYES. Sure; sure. 
Mr. SOURWINE. The point is, Mr. Chairman, these regulations require that a 

man forget, or assume that he never knew, anything he learns which is not or 
cannot be made a part of the public record at a passport hearing. 

!llr. CHAYES. That is not correct- it does not require him to forget, because, 
in the one case so far, there was a hearing officer who had not theretofore been 
a part of the case so he did not have anything to forget." " 

By extending the rights of confrontation and cross-examination 
to passport applicants, the Department of State has, by regulation, 
granted something which the Department is not in a position to give. 
The Department of State does not have the subpena power and 
cannot, therefore, require the appearance of a witness who will not 
come forth voluntarily. The result is that under the new regulations, 
an applicant given the rights of confrontation and cross-examination 
·as a prerequisite to withdrawal or refusal of the passport, may almost 
automatically become entitled to a passport when the Department is 
unable to produce some witness at the hearing. Experience under 
the new regulations is often embarrassing to the State Department in 
this regard. For instance, in a recent case, certain witnesses who had 
knowledge of Communist activity on the part of the applicant refused 
to appear. The State Department was powerless to require their 
presence and elicit their testimony, and had to offer substitute evidence 
through another. No final decision has been announced by the 
Department in this case as yet, but unless enough public information 
can be produced on which to base a denial, the outcome will be that 
the applicant will get a passport. 

Already, in at least two cases, passports have been issued although 
the issuing officer in fact had reason to believe that the individuals 
involved were members of the Communist Party. Since the adverse 
information was confidential and could not be made available to the 
applicants, without jeopardizing the security of the United States, 
the Director of the Passport Office was ordered, by direction of the 
Secretary of State, to issue the passports. 

As of January 1, 1962, passports outstanding included 547 held by 
known members of the Communist Party, of whom 30 were Commu
nist Party functionaries. Of this total of 547, 368 were valid for 
travel to and from the United States as of the end of November 1961 
and the remainder required renewal as of that date. Unless legisla
tion is enacted to override the passport regulations which became 
effective last January and provide the Secretary of State with authority 
to deny passports to hard-core, active Communist supporters, little or 
nothing can be done on the basis of confidential information to pre
vent these individuals from traveling on U.S. passports.97 
State Department position shifted 

The State Department position on passport legislation has shifted 
about 180 degrees sometime in the last 5 years. 

U EDlTOR'~ NOTE.-In making this statement, Mr. Chayes appears to han oycrJook('d the fact that a 
bt'.ar!ng offirer is not a person authorized to issu(l passports. 

ee State Department Security HeariD~s. pt. 3, pp. 315-317. 
17 See Elizabeth Gurley Flynn testimony. appendix, pt. 3. 
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Mr. John Hanes, then Administrator of the Bureau of Security and 
Consular Affairs, testified in April of 1959 that legislation was 
"essential," and that "active American Communists should no longer
be allowed to use a gap in our laws to permit, and even to help, their 
travel abroad, which is itself so essential to the successful operation of 
their conspiracy." 98 

Mr. Hanes referred to his statement a few days earlier in a speech 
to the Chicago Council of Foreign Relations, in which he said that 
"any legislation concerning denial of passports to Communist sup
porters would be meaningless and would not achieve any purpose if it. 
prohibited the Government from using confidential information." 99 

But on June 19, 1962, Mr. Chayes testified that, at a meeting of 
interested officials from the State and Justice De:partments with 
George Denney of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, which was 
then studying passport legislation, he told Mr. Denney: 

"* * * that we had been engaged in a study to see whether the 
administration should press for passport legislation of one kind or 
another, that we had come to the conclusion for ourselves that there 
was no need to, and that we thought it was best to let things remain 
the way they were, from the administration's point of view." 1 

Miss Frances Knight, testifying as Director of the Passport Office, 
was unable to shed much light on this change in departmental policy. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Miss Knight, after the Supreme Court decisions in the passport 
cases, do you recall that President Eisenhower called for congressional legislation 
to strengthen the hand of the Secretary of State with regard to his passport 
authorit)'? 

Miss KNIGHT. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. What was the Department's position at that time? Was it 

in favor of passport legislation authorizing denial of passports to Communists? 
Miss KNIGHT. Well, that is very hard to say, sir, because in the past 5 years 

there has been a great deal of shifting of position, and 
Mr. SOURWINE. You are aware that Mr. John Han.es came up and testified on 

two different occasions, and testified that the legislation was urgently needed-he 
supported the President's position, didn't he? 

Miss KNIGHT. That is correct. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Now, when did the Department's position change? 
Miss KNIGHT. I don't think I can pinpoint the date of change. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Were you aware that by early November of 1961, at least, the 

Department, or as a minimum, the Office of Legal Counsel of the Department 
had arrived at the conclusion that no action on passport legislation was needed 
or desirable? 

Miss KNIGHT. I have heard that. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You don't know. 
Miss KNIGHT. I have not been told that definitely. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Can you help the committee any further with regard to this 

change in position, when it took place? 
Miss KNIGHT. Well, I believe the Department's position may have developed 

from the Department of Justice interpretation of the Supreme Court decisions 
and the law. I believe that there have been knowledgeable persons in the 
Department who believed that under the present legislation they have the 
authority to deny passports to Communists.' 

U Hearing on "Proposed Antisubversion Legislation." p. 275. 
"Ibid. p. m. 
J State Department Security Hearings, pt. 3, p. 366. 
• State Department Security Hearings, PI. 3, p. 246. 
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Bureaucratic Orders vs. Legislation 
How a few bureaucrats took it upon themselves to change the 

State Department's policy respecting the need for passport legisla
tion, to a position exactly the reverse of that previously enunciated by 
a President of the United States, was disclosed in the testimony of 
Mr. Abram Chayes, legal adviser of the Department of State: 

Mr. SOURWINE. When did the State Department adopt the position that there 
was no need for any passport legislation? 

Mr. CHA YES. I don't think the State Department has formally adopted that 
position at any time. We did consider, partly because when my own confirmation 
hearing was-when I was appearing in my own confirmation hearing, the com
mittee, Foreign Relations Committee, raised the question of a review of the need 
for passport legislation, and partly because of other factors, we did consider with 

. the Department of Justice whether the administration should develop or support a 
passport bill, or take steps to secure the enactment of a passport bill. 

Mter some general consideration we again I think it is fair to say Mr. Katzen
bach was the man with whom I talked most frequently at Justice we simply 
came to the conclusion that the administration, so far as we were concerned, 
should not. I think we all informed our superiors informally of that that this 
is the place we got to, and other interested people getting no contrary reaction, 
it simply remains in that state. 

Mr. SOURWINE. When was this decision taken? 
Mr. CHAVES. Oh, again, it is very hard for me to give you accurate dates. 

These discussions continued from the beginning of the new administration, I 
woule! say, until some time in the summer, maybe early fall. 

Mr. SOUR WINE. Of 1961? 
Mr. CHAVES. Of 1961; yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Now, are you familiar with the testimony given up here by 

John Hanes, then Deputy Under Secretary of State? 
Mr. CHA YES. I think I have read a part of the testimony; yes. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You are aware that he testified--
Mr. CHAVES. He is not Deputy Under Secretary of State. He was-was John 

Hanes Deputy Under Secretary of State? 
Mr. SOURWINE. I thought you said-what was his correct title? 
Mr. CHAVES. I think he was Administrator of the Bureau of Security and 

Consular Affairs. 
Mr. SOURWINE. He did not rank as an Assistant Secretary? 
Mr. CHA TES. I am not sure whether he does or not. I think he does rank as an 

Assistant Secretary, but a Deputy Under Secretary is higher than that. 
Mr. SOURWINE. I am sorry. 
You are aware, are you, that Mr. Hanes testified not only that passport legisla

tion was urgently needed, but that any passport legislation which did not give the 
Secretary of State the right to deny passports to Communists on the basis of 
confidential information would be worse than useless? 

Mr. CHAVES. I am not sure that I know that he did, but I assume that he did 
if you say so. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Well--
Mr. CHATES. I know that he supported the legislation to that effect. 
Mr. SOURWINE. He did say this, and it is in the record. 
Mr. CHA YES. Yes. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And I am wondering how you would square that up with the 

action of the State Department in issuing regulations-in other words, in doing 
itself what Mr. Hanes said if done by Congress would be worse than useless. 

Mr. CHAVES. Well, Mr. Hanes was testifying in support of legislation. If 
Congress had legislatively told us to do that, we would have done it. I don't 
think Congress did tell us to do it, and I think we had to obey the statute. 

Mr. SOURWINE. You don't agree with Mr. Hanes' testimony as to the useless
ness of such legislation. 

Mr. CHAVES. I don't think that our present procedures are useless; no. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you remember a meeting held in your office November 7, 

1961, to discuss the subject of passport regulations? 
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Mr. CHAYES. I don't remember it in the sense that I could date it, but we were 
concerned-actually we were concerned in June when the Court first upheld the 
Subversive Activities Control Act, thus bringing into play the provisions of section 
6 for the first time. We were concerned to develop a way of administering that 
section. And I think our first activity began in June. Then, as you recall, 
Justice Frankfurter stayed the order until the fall, pending a motion-considera
tion of a motion for rehearing. At that point, the Berlin crisis came along. 
r spent some time abroad. Since I was personally involved in this thing, and 
wanted to be personally involved, the further activity was deferred. 

Again, in the fall, I had to go abroad on another matter. I had asked that 
some work be started before I left. And as soon as I returned, which was about 
the first part of November, we did begin actively to work on developing these 
regulations. And I would suppose there was a meeting around then in my office. 
There were several meetings in my office. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Would you be willing to give the committee the minutps of 
these various meetings? 

Mr. CHAYES. I don't think there are any minutes. I would search for what
cver records there are of those meetings. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Well, it is the practice of your office to keep a record of such 
meetings-who was present, and the substance of what happened, is it not"! 

Mr. CHAYES. No, it is not my practice at all to do that. 
Mr. SOURWINE. It is not? 
Mr. CHA YES. I make a diary entry that says what I did. Sometimes I add 

who was there. And maybe just the subject matter of the meeting. 
Mr. SOURWINE. I see. 
Mr. CHA YES. Let me say there are some meetings obviously that we record. 

That is, if we are talking to a representative of a foreign government, we make 
a record of that. Also rather formal interdepartmental meetings of one kind 
or another, we may also record. This was an informal working meeting designed 
to get us ahead. And I don't think there is any record. 

Mr. SOURWINE. All right. Now--
Mr. CHAYES. I would have no objection to the committee's having whatever 

records there are. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Would you look, and if there are any, let us have them? 
Mr. CHA YES. I certainly will.' 
Mr. SOURWINE. Thank you. 
I want to make it clear, this question is not asked primarily for the purpose 

of probing into the inner activities of the Department, but as a means of deter
mining the persons who participated and who might be possible witnesses on 
the subject. 

Referring to this meeting of November 7, 1961, in your office, do you recall 
such a meeting, among those present being George Denney of the staff of the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Nicholas Katzenbach of the Justice De
partment, Nathan Siegel of the Justice Department, Raymond T. Yingling, 
Hugh Appling, Mitchell Suplinsky, Ed J. Hickey, Robert Johnson, and yourself, 
all from State? . 

Mr. CHA YES. First of all, let me say that I can't identify the meeting by date. 
I don't know. N or can I identify a particular meeting at which all those citn 
say for sure all those people were present. I recall a meeting at which Denney 
and Kat.zenbach and some others from his office, Yingling and I, and some other.; 
from State, were there. 

Mr. SOURWINE. The purpose of this meeting was to discuss passport regula
tions and/or legislation and the need for changes therein? 

Mr. CHA YES. Well, since Denney was there, it probably was primarily for the 
purpose of talking about legislation. I don't think-I don't know whether we 
discussed regulations then at all. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Didn't Mr. Denney at that meeting ask what should be done 
about passport legislation and didn't you reply that there was no need for any? 

Mr. CHA YES. I think-what I did reply to him was exactly what I said- I mean 
maybe not word for word-but I conveyed to him exactly the same idea that I 
conveyed to you just a few minutes ago-namely, that we had been cngaged in 
a study to see whether the administration should press for passport legislation 
of one kind or another, that we had come to the conclusion for ourselves that 
there was no need to, and that we thought it was hest to let things remain the 
way they were, from the administration's point of view. 

2 No records were produced responsive to this request. 
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Mr. SOL"RWI:-<E. And didn't Mr. Denney then point out that there had been 
no ans,,""r from the State Department to Senator Fulbright's letter to this suh
committee, but in view of the Department's attitude as you had outlined it, the 
Foreign Relations Committee ,,"ould not press for a reply to that letter. 

Mr. CnA YES. I think perhaps- thcre was some talk about the letter from 
Senator Fulbright. I am not sure that we didn't make some sort of a formal 
reply to that letter. 

:\Ir. SOURWINE. But at least on the occasion of this meeting, you did give 
what amounted to an oral reply. 

:vIr. CnA YES. That is right. An oral disposition of the request . 
:\Ir. SOUll'.nNE. I had understood you to say earlier here that YOll die! not 

think that the administration's decision with regard to the undesirability of pass
port lc!(islation had been communicated to the legislative branch. 

Mr. CnA YES. If I said that, I did not mean to say it. What I meant to say was 
that there was not a formal kind of decision in which the highest authorities ill 
the administration acted. What happelled was that we undertook a study of this 
kind; \\'e reaehed more or less general conclusions that the administration should 
not seck legislation; we illformed the people who were illtercsted in the problem. 
And I did not mean to exelud.ee--

i\Ir. SOUR\\"INE. YOH implemented the decisioll \'ery qujP.tly. 
:lIr. ellA YES. Well, we simply informed people of our, sort of, conclusion, and 

did not get any ncgative~-
Mr. SOUR',\'INE. You marle no public announcemcnt, If you had, it might 

ha\"c eallRcd quite a furor, because it would have been a sharp break with thc 
posi tioll taken by the previous administration. 

:\Ir. CHAYES, Vl'e made no public announcement because we did not think there 
was a public issue,' (Emphasis supplied.) 

There is a very clear choice and one which should not be too hard to 
make in this matter. Either we make no attempt at protecting the 
national interest by means of the passport sanction, reducing the 
U.S. passport to an indentification document and issuing passports to 
anyone who can prove he is a citizen, or we revoke the existing 
passport regulations either by administrative action or by effective 
legislation whieh will reaffirm the will and the right of our Government 
to employ every possible means to protect the United States from the 
inroads of communism. The Congress must act in this matter if the 
State Department will not do so. 
Passport for Communist agents? 

The committee commends especially, for rending by those interested 
in the subject of passports, passport regulations, and passport legisla
tion, the statement by lVIiss Frances Knight, Direetor of the Passport 
Office of the Department of State, beginning on page 229; part :1, 
~tate Department Security Hearings. We quote here a few highly 
important passages from this statement: 

It is my opinion that thc inconsistencies and arbitrariness of Passport orncc 
procedures in denying passports in the past ha,'e had a consirlerablc bearing on 
the confusion and dis:::\ension which clouded this issue in the last few Ycars . 

• 

* * * * * * * 
The more important and seria l'S problem facillg liS today is the lack of passport 

legislation, the lack of :l red,ed Execut;,"c order, and the lack of ['lilt-s "nd reglila
ti()l1~ ll!ldpr which we call operate honestly, efficiC':lltly, and expeditiously. In 
thc 7 ,'enrs that J ha"e b"en Director of the Passport omec, J have reported to a 
scrif's of six adrninistrator~. Thi~ has Hot h(,l'n pasv ulid the lack of continllit\" 
has taken it.s toll out of good Illanagement and progress. ' 

* * * * * * * 
~ S t~lh' Dcpurtllll"ll t Sc-curity Hearings, pt. 3, PD. 364-368. 
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There has never been a statutory delegation of authority to the Director of 
the Passport Office. While the Director is charged with the issuance of passports, 
the operation of the national office, its field offices, the direction of passport and 
citizenship work overseas, the regulations state that the Secretary of State 
appoints passport agents. This has never been the case, but there is, in fact, no 
delegation of authority to the Director to perform any of these duties. 

There is no statutory definition of the U.S. passport. This omiBBion is serious 
when it is necessary for the Passport Office to pick up a passport from the bearer 
for a valid reason. The question has been posed as to whether the passport is an 
official Government document, or does it belong to the bearer once it is issued? 

* * * * * * * From practical experience, I would strongly recommend that criteria for pass-
port refusal and limitation be spelled out by statute to provide the Department 
of State with a general frame of reference. 

* * * * * • * 
At the time of the Bruhl-Kenl decision (July 16, 1958) we had approximately 

65 passport applications on hand which would have been processed under the 
so-called Communist regulations. These involved alleged Communist Party 
membership as well as various other activities in support of the Communist 
movement. This does not mean, however, that all 65 applications would have 
been denied. In some cases, we were in the proceBB of assembling additional data, 
and in others we would have asked the applicants for clarification of their activities. 
No doubt some of these applicants would have given us satisfactory proof that 
they were no longer active in the promotion of communism. On the other hand, 
some would have reached the tentative refusal stage. The Supreme Court 
decision resulted in granting passports to all such applicants. 

I am very reluctant to give out figures, because it is so easy to!slip into a numbers 
game. A qualifying word can change any figure, depending pretty much on 
what a witneBB is trying to prove. However, our records would indicate that 
from June 16, 1958, through December 31, 1958, 158 applications would have 
been processed under the Communist regulations had they been in force. In 
1959,175 would have been so processed and in 1960, the estimated figure was 117. 
In 1961, 96 applications came within this category. 

* * • * * • * 
The most important and significant changes (found in the new passport regula

tions effective January 12, 1962), however, established confrontation and the 
right to crOBB-i!xamine witnesses, and barred the use of classified information to 
deny a passport. We pointed out that these changes nullified any practical and 
workable control of travel by American Communists. 

* * * * * * * We were assured that the Legal Adviser's Office was working closely with the 
Department of Justice on the wording of the proposed regulations. 

On January 4, 1962, a final draft of the regulations was submitted to the Pass
port Office for concurrence, which we refused. The same day I sent a memo
randum to Mr. Michel Cieplinski, Acting Administrator of the Bureau of Security 
and Consular Affairs, of which we are a component office. In this paper, I set 
forth my reasons for not concurring with the proposed regulations. Mr. Cieplinski 
supported the Passport Office position. On January 6, 1962, the PSBBport Office 
was informed that the Department of State position in favor of confrontation and 
cross-i!xamination of witneBBes in the Communist cases, was supported by the 
Department of Justice. At the same time we were advised that the Department 
of Justice interpretation of the law was binding and that we were to deny a pass
port only on the basis of information that could be disclosed to the applicant . 

* • • • • • • 
I made it abundantly clear at that time that most, if not all of our information 

regarding Communist Party activities is furnished by the FBI. In transmitting 
this information, the FBI specifically enjoins its distribution outside the Depart
ment of State. 

Any regulation which states that we cannot consider confidential information 
makes it virtually impossible to deny passport facilities to mem bers of the Com
munist Party, U.S.A., as provided by law. The only exceptions would be So 

handful of Communist Party functionaries on the national level who, because 

• 
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of their recognized positions and operations, are mOre or less impotent insofar as 
their subversive effect is concerned. These individuals are symbols or figure
heads of the Communist Party and the glare of publicity over the years has 
dulled their influence to a great extent. 

The real danger, however, lies in the issuance of passports to the relatively 
unknown, undercover Communists engaged in espionage, sabotage, and sedition. 
These are the people who can and do inestimable damage to our country at home 
and abroad . 

• * * * * * • 
. I, as the issuing officer, am supposed to tailor my "reason to believe that the 

applicant is a member of a Communist organization" to data which can be made 
public regardless of how much classified information is produced by the FBI or 
other agencies of Government to the effect that the individual is a dangerous 
Communist. If the proof cannot be used in open hearings, with the right to 
cross-examine witnesses, I have been instructed to disregard it. In other words, 
I am expected to read the file, dismiss the classified information and base my de
cision on what can be best described as generalizedjublic information. I main
tain that no one can do this in good conscience an this places me in a difficult 
position between the law and the Government's expert "legal advisers who 
mterpret the law. It is a fact that under the present regulations, the more 
treacherous and vicious and destructive the individual may be, the less likely it 
is that he will be denied a passport. 

* * * * * * * 
The public has been led to believe that, at long last, there are regulations in 

effect which will prevent the use of the U.S. passport for the benefit or promotion 
of world communism. There appears to be no realization that the few function
aries who may get caught in this very ineffective net are relatively unimportant. 

• * * * * * * 
I think there is a very clear choice and one which should not be too hard to 

make. Either we make no attempt at protecting the national interest by means 
of the passport, reducing it to an identification document and consequently 
issuing passports to anyone who can prove he is a citizen, or we develop effective 
legislation which, even though it may be challenged in the courts, will once and 
for all time resolve the question as to whether or not there actually exists the will 
and the right to employ every possible means to protect the United States of 
America from the inroads of communism. Only the Congress can make this 
decision.' 

Comprehensive legislation in the passport field would do much to 
insure the continuance of the present high degree of efficiency in that 
area and would provide badly needed support for passport security. 

It is foolhardy to presume that administrative action is all that is 
required to strengthen or sustain the Passport Office in its endeavor 
to maintain the security and integrity of the document. As a matter 
of fact, the record indicates quite the contrary. Over the years, there 
have been numerous administrative and political forays on the Pass
port Office which could only be interpreted as efforts to curtail and 
weaken its dedication to passport security. Administrative action is 
unpredictable. It can be punitive by arbitrarily imposing budget 
cuts affecting personnel and equipment, or by arbitrary reorganization, 
reassignment, or absorption. It could so weaken the Passport Office 
that it would become a rubber stamp for a temporary political 
philosophy or regulation. . 

The Director of the Passport Office has held the line against many 
attempted encroachments, but the time has come when basic passport 
regulations should be incorporated into law . 

• State Department Security Hearings, pt. 3, PP. 2211-296. 

Stolen from the Archive of Dr. Antonio R. de la Cova 
http://www.latinamericanstudies.org/cuba-books.htm



92 STATE DEPARTMENT SECURITY 

The Career of William Arthur Wieland 

Willialll Arthur Wieland has had some important jobs in the De
partment of State. He was appointed special assistant for public 
affairs in the Inter-American Affairs Department on February 10, 1957, 
Director of the Offi('e of Middle Americnn Affairs on May 19, 1957, and 
Director of the Office of Caribbean-MexiclLn Affairs on September 7, 
1958.6 He held these positions in the offices dealing with Cuban 
affairs during thd period of Castro's rise to power. 

While these positions were not publicly known as policymaking, they 
afforded opportunities for giving advice and recommendations to 
policymaking officials which were often decisive. The status and im
portance of these posts was indicated by William D. Pawley, former 
American Ambassador to Peru and Brazil and former Special Assistant 
to Secretary of State Dean Acheson. Mr. Pawley testified on Sep
tember 2, 1960, in part I1S follows: 

I worked for the Department of State .5'··, years * * * I made it a point while 
there to try to find out how this thing work8, where do the policy papers come 
from, how is it developed, who makes policy, and this is a very difficult thing to 
find out. 

You can work there for years and not find that out. No one ever puts his 
name on a document. You never can pin anything do\vn * * * 

A polil'Y paper dewlaps, Ipt's say, for the "Ilke of argument, on Cuba, in Wie
land', officl', with the assistance of the desk officer for Cuba, Haiti, Dominican 
Republic, and if it is Mexiro, th"y bring him in and prepare a policy paper. I 
will 1)(> in there as a special as"iotant to the ::X·cretary of State with the rank of 
ambassador. I will get word onc day thl'l"e will be a policy paper dL,cussion. * * * 
There will be 30 people Bitt ing around from many bral)ches of government and 
they will hand you a mimeographed document * * * 

* * * t h!'re are no names or anything on it • * * nobody ever debated whether 
this polic Y paper itself had any justification or whether the thing they were driving 
at mad ... sense. 

* * * when it was all over, a.ll those people would sign this document on this 
mar"in. Thl'll it would 1(0 to the Under Secretary and he will Bee all these sig
natun's Oil here, and obviously he is a very busy tHan, so he puts his on it. It 
gOl'" up to the ::X·cretary. That becomes a policy paper, a U.S. Government 
policy p,!!",r, and it is made by a man of very jUllior position.' 

IFieland at conferences on Cuba 
• 

,\11'. "-iclnntl S,tt ill on important. conferences \\-Iiich disclIssed policy 
to\\-:lrcl ('tilm. as showll by tlte following tpstilllOIlY: 

~r l' . S ' )~ ; R\y1XE. '\'l'l'P ~'O\l prf'~(' nt ill \""o\'l'JIIix'r lQ.:")S at all tntl'rdl'W b( ~ t\\"t'('n 
:\lJ1I>:t :-,~a d ; H' S!llith and Hnl)!,l't ::\Iurphy "illt )' lr. ~1\'. J ''\" o[ lilt· J) (' part ll~('Tlt ~llso 
pn':';'Ht. at \d lieh .\ ~ nb:ls:-':l cloT' S'llit,h t ol d "Ir. .\[urplly th~lt tl1('r:' was cOII\'iacing 
proof of Fid1'( Ca;-;tro':-; PI'o- COrn 11l11nist ti l'S? 

:\fl'. 1,"lEL.\ND. I n'flll'lld}!'1' t!Jf'rc \\"a~:t db(,I1 :;;-; ion of that sort.; Yl'S, .-iir. 
lV[r. ~(I\ · H\\"lXE. Did yuu belil'\'p Alilba,-; :-'H.llor t)n ·ith'! 

• 

.\[r. \\";E I..\X )). Yl':-<, ;-;ir; that Iht'n' ';,'cre pru-CotJ :~ll lllli :-; t. til'S, y\' . ...: . ~ 

lmporta.na oj Wieland'8 posi.tion in the Stale Department 
The deei~in' influent'l' on his superiors, nnd uitilllnt('l~' on foreign 

polie.\·, of a person in Wieland's position is highlighted b~' the tpsti
moll'; of spveml witnessl's bPl'or£' the subeommittel'. Said Hobert C. 
Hill,' fOl"lIlpr AIIl('ricnn Amlmsslldor to l'v[exico, on JUlie 12, l()(jl: 

William Wieland, at tl'" tillie I IVa., Amb,,,,,,<IOI' of the United Stal"s to :\I"xico, 
could ]w prO]H'riy ria;-;:3 ii1t'd a :-; my superior bt'e:lll:·q· he was in ehar~c of the Cllbun-

6 "Th(' ! ::u'!nphi(' TI.E 'f!bl C'r," 1%0, n('Il : 1 rl'~1('nt of Btatr, I'. iiI;. 
7 "CO'j!: l"!/I,i.~1 Thrl' :! t 10 I 'll' \ 'njlpd :-:b tf 'S T h roug:1z l ilt, C ;l rihhl';I1l," p . 10, p . ;-·10. 
§ St;lt t' Uf 'P I. :3t'l' lllily he:l r ill';:: , lit. ;1 , 1' . (j-l.'i. 
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Mexican affairs * * *. He did come to Mexico on several occasions, accompany
ing Dr. Milton Eisenhower' • • * He accompanied the doctor on each of his 
tripe to Mexico.'· 

Mr. Arthur Gardner, Ambassador to Cuba from 1953 to 1957, testi
fying on August 27, 1960, characterized Mr. Wieland as follows: 

Senator DODD. lil your opinion, did he play any part in Castro's rise to power 
in Cuba? 

Mr. GARDNER. I think he had a strong influence on Rubottom.1I But I haven't 
any way to prove it." 

Former Ambassador Earl E. T. Smith, in his testimony of August 
30, 1960, added the following items: 

Many of t·hese people, who later became members of the first Cabinet of Caatro 
were in the United States. They had close cont.act~ wit-h members of the 
State 

To name a few: Urrutia, the lin!t· President of Cuba; Agramonte, t.he first 
Foreign Minister of Cuba; the first Prime Minil!ter of Cuba, Miro Cardona. As 
a matter of fact, the first time that I met Cardona W88 after Batista had left the 
country. It was about the 4th of January of 1959 in the Presidential Palace. 
He turned to me and said, !'I am a good friend of William Wieland, a very good 
friend of William Wieland" (p. 693)." 

Mr. Smith identified Mr. Wieland as "Director of the Caribbean 
Division and Director of Mexican Affairs, in charge of San Domingo 
Cuba., Haiti, Mexico," adding that, at that time, he had all of Central 
America in addition to these. Mr. Smith corroborated Ambassador 
Gardner's statement that William Wieland had a strong influence on 
Mr. Rubottom, with the reservation that "I do not believe tha.t 
Rubottom believed that Castro was a Marxist, knew that he was a 
Marxist, and I do not believe that Rubottom knew that Castro was 
unfriendly to the United States,"" Mr. Smith said that he had been 
briefed by Mr. Wieland before going to Cuba to take his post as 
Amba.ssador. 

Ambassador Smith's nomination as Ambassador Extraordinary 
and Plenipotentiary was sent to the Senate on May 17, 1957, and he 
was confirmed on June 3, 1957. He was questIOned August 30, 
1962, regarding the briefing he received: 

Mr. SOURWINE. Is it true, sir, that you were instructed to get a briefing on your 
new job as Ambassador to Cuba from Herbert Matthews of the New York Times? 

Mr. SMITH. Yes; that is correct. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Who gave you these instructions? 
Mr. SMITH. William Wieland, Director of the Caribbelln Division and Mexico. 

At that time he was Director of the Caribbean Division, Centcal American Affairs. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you, sir, in fact, see Matthews? 
Mr. SMITH. Yes; I did. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And did he brief you on the Cuban situation? 
Mr. SMITH. Yes; he did. 

• • • • * • * 
Mr. SOURWINE. I asked if you could give us the highlight of what Matthews 

told you. · 
Mr. SMITH. We talked for 2~ hours on the Cuban situation, a complete review 

of his feelings regarding Cuba, Batista, Castro, the situation in Cuba, and what 
he thought would happen. 

Mr. SOURWINE. What did he think would happen? 
Mr. SMITH. He did not believe that the Batista government could last, and 

that the fall of the Batista government would come relatively soon. 

I Dr. Milton Eisenhower, President Eisenhower's brother. was then PrestdllDtIal AdTiler on I'U-
A merican affairs. 

1_ "Communist Threat to the United States Through the Caribbean," pt. 12, p. 705. 
11 Roy R. Rubottom, Jr., then Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-American ABain. 
II HCommunist Threat to the United States Through the Caribbean," pt. 9, p. 671. 
12 Ibid., p. 693. 
141bld •• pt. 9, PP. 692, 693, 607, and 708. 

87265 62 7 
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* • • • • • • 
Mr. SOURWINE. What did Mr. Matthews tell you ahout Batista? 
Mr. SMITH. Mr. Matthews had a very poor view of Batista, considered him a. 

rightist, ruthless dictator whom he believed to be corrupt. Mr. Matthews in
formed me that he had very knowledgeable views of Cuba and Latin American 
nations, and had seen the same things take place in Spain. He believed that it. 
would be in the best interest of Cuba and the best interest of the world in gen
eral when Batista was removed from office." 

The second time he appeared before the committee, Mr. Wieland 
had this to say about arrangements for the briefing of Ambassador 
Smith by Herbert Matthews of the New York Times: 

Mr. WIELAND. * * * Ambassador Smith told the committee that I had 
arranged for him to be briefed by Mr. Herbert Matthews of the New York 
Times for his new position as Ambassador to Cuba. I believe the facts are as 
follows: 

In May 1957 Mr. William P. Snow, who was then Deputy Assistant Secretary 
for Inter-American Affairs, suggested to Ambassador Smith that he get in touch 
with Mr. Matthews in New York for an informal "off the record" conversation 
on Cuban matters. Mr. Snow did this at the request of Mr. Rubottom, Assist
ant Secretary for Inter-American Affairs, in line with a suggestion made by 
Senator Javits of New York to Under Secretary Herter. I told this subcom
mittee on January 9 that it was my recollection that Ambassador Smith told me 
that he had been invited to have lunch with Mr. Matthews. 

On careful reflection, I cannot state with certainty whether the Ambassador 
said he had been invited to have such a luncheon or that he was conSidering 
having lunch with Mr. Matthews and asked me if I could see any objection to 
this idea. I recall mentioning to Mr. Smith that in keeping with the usual prac
tice of Ambassadors before departure for a post, he had been giving no interviews 
to the press concerning Cuban matters prior to his arrival at his new post. He 
replied that he knew several people on the New York Times and though it would 
be a good idea to meet with Matthews on the clear understanding that nothing 
would be said for publication." 

Mr. Wieland was questioned about this. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the witness if he has any 

objections to being interrupted during the course of this statement, or whether he 
would wish to read it through before asking questions? 

Mr. WIELAND. No. 
Mr. SOURWINE. May I inquire? 
Senator DODD. Yes. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you at the time vou testified before have knowledge of 

this request of Mr. Rubottom to Mr. Snow, and Mr. Snow's request to Mr. 
Smith, or did you learn of that since you last testified? 

Mr. WIELAND. I learned of that subsequently, sir. I did not know it at that 
time." 

Weiland' 8 Functions Discus8ed 
The testimony so far referred to establishes the following points: 

(1) That Mr. Wieland served in an important advisory 
capacity to Dr. Milton Eisenhower, Presidential Adviser on 
Latin American Affairs, and, in fact, accompanied him on several 
trips to Mexico. 

(2) That Mr. Wieland had considerable influence on Roy R. 
Rubottom, Jr., Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-American 
Affairs. 

(3) That Mr. Wieland briefed ambassadors to Latin American 
countries. 

II hCommunist Threat to the United States Through the Oarlbbean," pt. 9, pp. 682 and 683 . 
.. State Department Securtty Hearings, Pt. 6, p. MI. 
" IbId .• p. MI. 
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(4) That Mr. Wieland issued press statements on Latin Ameri
can Affairs for the State Department. 

(5) That he had access to full intelligence reports regarding 
Cuba and Latin America. 

Wieland on his Policy Function 
With reference to his share in the making of State Department 

policy, Mr. Wieland had this to say on January 9, 1961: 
Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Wieland, in your post as a Director of Caribbean Affairs, 

do you have any policymaking functions? 
Mr. WIELAND. I have the function of recommending policy, yes, sir; subject 

to my superiors, of course. 
Mr. SOURWINE. In the sense that what you recommend becomes policy if it 

is approved, you originate policy? 
Mr. WIELAND. I may originate, initiate, and recommend. Of course, I could 

not simply apply my own policy; it must be approved." 

* • * • * • * 
Mr. SOURWINE. Was it part of your function at any time to leak news about 

the State Department activity with respect to foreign policy in this country? 
Mr. WIELAND. I could have it approved off the record and talked with news

papermen for the Department; yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You have given interviews with newspapermen on the basis 

of no quotation or no attribution? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir." 

That Mr. Wieland's influence went high in the Department was 
evidenced by this bit of testimony (during discussion of the suspension 
of anus shipments to Cuba near the end of Batista's regime): 

Mr. SOURWINE. You said you had something to do with that. Tell us about it. 
Tell us what it W8oB, tell us what that incident W8oB, and what did you have to do 
with that suspension. 

Mr. WIELAND. We were at that time in consultation with the Cubans on the 
violations of the mutual security agreement. 

Arms shipments were being suspended to Cuba until we could work out 80 
solution through those consultations. 

Mr. SOURWINE. In other words, the Secretary's policy statement had already 
been made, is that the c8oBe? 

Mr. WIEIoAND. No, sir. The Secretary's policy instruction came later, but 
I was carrying out instructions from my superior, Mr. Rubottom. 

I aMumed that these had already come from the Secretary, but I can't speak 
of personal knowledge there, that shipments were not to go forward until we had 
completed our consultations and had received some satisfaction from the Cubans 
as to the violations which the Cubans had already committed. 

Arms then were being-arms shipments were not going forward until I was 
notified one day that this shipment W80B ready to go in New York, and in Icarrying 
out that policy of withholding those shipments I said, "We will have to hold this 
up until we can get a decision." 

18 State Department Security Hearinp, Pt. 6, P 616 . 
.. Ibid. 
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Mr. SOUR WINE. To whom did you convey those instructions or orders in order 
to accomplish the suspension of the shipments? 

Mr. WIELAND. To Mr. Snow, the Deputy Assistant Secretary at the time. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Well, was he your superior? . 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You made a decision which he implemented; is that right? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir; as I recall that. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Who did he have to pass the word to? 
Mr. WIELAND. He would have had to disClISS the matter certainly with Muni

tions Control in the Department. He would have had to discuss it, I am certain, 
with Defense; he would also have had to discuss it certainly with the Under 
Secretary, which o~!ll Mr. Murphy or Mr. Herterl I don't know. 

Mr. SoURWINE. well, the Department itself aidn't have any power or the 
authority directly to stop this shipment, did it? 

Mr. WIELAND. Munitions Control; yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Directly would have stopped it? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And that is an arm of the Department? 
Mr. 'VIELAND. Yes, sir. 

. Mr. SOURWINE. So he could have simply given the order to Munitions Control; 
IS that correct? 

Mr. WIELAND. That might be, sir; I don't know the mechanics of that. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You don't know how Mr. Snow implemented your decision? 
Mr. WIIlLAND. That is right. 
Mr. SOURWINE. But you do know that he did? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. The shipment was suspended and the suspension became, for 

I'll pr1'Ctical pUrp08e8, permanent? 
Mr. WIELAND. And I believe that he referred the matter to the Secretary 

before the action was finalized. 
Mr. SOURWINE. K ow, by finalized, do you mean before there was any suspension 

at all or before the s""pension became permanent! 
Mr. WIELAND. Before the suspension of that particular shipment took effect. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Before it was suspended at all? 
Mr. WIELAND Yes, sir. 
Mr. t:;OURWINE. Well then, you didn't make a decision, did you? 
Mr. WIELAND. No, sir. I could only make a recommendation. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Weill--
Mr. WIELAND. I can't make the decision. I can't stop the shipment myself. 
Mr. SOURWINE. We have been talking. here in terms, and I repeated it a couple 

of times, of you making a decision which was implemented by your superior, 
Mr. Snow. 

Now we find that what actually happened was that, if I am correct, you made 
a recommendation or was that. a tentative decision, was it a decision subject to 
being changed by higber authority or was it simply a recommendation for action 
by higher authority? 

Mr. WIELAND. My recollection is, sir, that it was a recommendation to be 
taken by higher authority because I could not act on my own to stop a shipment. 

Mr. SOllRWINE. Was it the sort of thing that higher authority would auto
matically act upon on the basis of your recommendation or was it a matter 
requiring discretion further up? 

Mr. WIELAND. I would say it would require discretion further up, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. So you made a recommendation and passed in on to Mr. Snow? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And you assume he consulted the Secretary or that echelon? 
Mr. WIELAND. That is right, sir. I can't speak from personal knowledge, 

but I believe so. 
Mr. SOURWINE. All you know then is that the recommendation you made 

eventually came to fruition in a suspension order? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir." 

• BtBte Dep&rtment Bacurlty Hearlnp, pt. 6, pp. Jm-694. • 
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WIELAND'S ROLE IN SHAPING U.S. POLICY TOWARD CUBA 

When the question 8.I"OBe regarding the shipment of arms to Bat.ista 
as similar shipments to Castro, Wieland had a hand in the 

Here is his testimony on February 2, 1962: 
Senator EASTLAND. Who was responsible, now? What WaS your recom- • 

mendation on the boycott of Batista, the refusal to ship him arms? 
Mr. WIELAND. After the Batista government lIAAd our grant-aid equipment 

without prior consultation under the terms of an agleement with the United 
States, sir, and the matter had been taken up by my superiors with the Cubsn 
Ambassador and by Ambassador Smith in Havana and the violations continued 
without any consultation with the Government of the United States, I recom
mended at that time that we withhold the shipments quietly, pending a solution 
of this particular situation. 

Senator EASTLAND. All right. You recommended that we withhold a shipment 
of arms to Batista. You recommended withholding of the shipment of arms to 
Batista to fight a man that you know was a Communist and to prevent a Com
munist takeover in CUba. 

Now, is that not the substance of what you are saying? 
Mr. WIELAND. Sir, in 1958 I did not know that Castro was a Communist. In 

1958 there were other revolutionary forces at work in Cubs besides Fidel Castro. 
Fidel Castro came into power in January of 1959 on a wave or triumphal march 
&01"088 the country after other elements had already taken over the Government of 
Cubs." 

HOW DID WIELAND GET HIS JOB? 

In tracing Wieland's career, the subcommittee was concerned with 
the circumstances under which he entered the State Department.. 
This become the subject of considerable testimony. 

Senator DODD. Who asked you in the State Department? 
Mr. WIELAND. It was in the person at the time of Michael J. McDermott. 
Senator DODD. Just when was that? 
Mr. WIELAND. That was in 1941. 
Senator DODD. How did he ask you? Did he write you a letter, did he call 

you up, did he pay you a visit? When and where? 
Mr. WIE~AND. I received a telephone call, sir, while I had just started my 

vacation from the Associated Press, from Mr. McDermott, asking me to com" to 
WS8hington. * * • As I recall, it was June I, it was June 1 or 2. 

• * • • • • • 
Senator DODD. What was Mr. McDermott's job then? 
Mr. WIELAND. He was in cbarge of the Department's Press and Public Rela

tions Bureau at the time. 

• • • • • • • 
Senator DODD. How much contact did you have with him [Sumner Welles] 

hom 1934 to 1941 when Mr. McDermott invited you to join the State Depart
ment? 

Mr. WIELAND. Well, I knew Sumner Welles as the representative of the 
United States in Havana, I attended an oecasioDal press conference for back
ground purposes that he gave newspapermen. * * * I sa .. him in his office as 
l!nder Secretary of State on an ave1"8lJ6, perhaps, of approximately once a "'eek, 
SIl". 

* • • • • • * 
• ete ", Depertment Socurlly UeerInp, pl. 6, pp. _1. 
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Senator DODD. Did you ever talk to Mr. Welles about joining the State De
partment? 

• • • • • • • 
Mr. WIELAND. • • • Mr. Welles once told me it would be a good idea for me 

to come into the State Department service. * * * That was in 1940. * * * 
After Mr. McDermott had discussed it with me the first time. • * * Mr. Welles 
at the time was Under Secretary, sir, and dealing very substantially with Latin 
American affairs. • * * 

Senator DODD. Why do you think he [McDermott] suddenly called you up and 
Mr. Welles suggested * * *? 

Mr. WIELAND. * * * I subsequently heard that there were a number of persons 
under consideration, but that they wanted to put me in the particular job ir 
Brazil because I had learned Portuguese. * * * But it rna;)' have been because 
I had Cuban experience, or Latin American experience, that I was covering Latin 
American affairs for the Associated Press. * * * I did not apply with the De
partment of State. 

Senator DODD. You did not have to take any kind of an exam? 
Mr. WIELAND. No, sir. * * * Not for the auxiliary service, sir, they were for 

the career jobs in Foreign Service." 

His application was marked "Birth Oertificate Not Necessary." 
Wieland Sworn in Before Applying 

It is interesting that Mr. Wieland was sworn in as an employee of 
the Department of State 2 days before he filled out an application for 
employment with the Department. His testimony on this point, on 
January 9, 1961, follows: 

Mr. SOURWINE. Now, you got this telephone call on the first of June 1941, 
from Mr. McDermott? 

Mr. WIELAND. As I recall, it was June 1, yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And you came to Washington on June 47 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOUR WINE. And you filled out this application on June 4? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. I call your attention to the. fact that the notation on this 

application is "appointed attache 2 June 1941." Do you know who put 
that on there? 

Mr. WIELAND. No, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did your appointment in fact date from June 27 
Mr. WIELAND. May I say here, Mr. Chairman, that if I was telephoned, as I 

recall, on June 1 and I probably was here on June 2, I then would have taken the 
oath on June 2. 

Mr. SOURWINE. And then you filled out the application on June 4, 2 days later? 
Mr. WIELAND. That may be, sir, but I cannot recall the circumstances here. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. That date on there is in your handwriting, is it not? 
Mr. WIELAND. June 4. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And you wouldn't fill it out with the wrong date on it, would 

you? 
Mr. WIELAND. No, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. You did put the right date on it? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. So we know the application was filled out on June 4? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Didn't you know when you were filling out this application 

that you had already been appOinted? 
Mr. WIELAND. Sir, I had taken an oath of office prior to that, yes, they had 

• sworn me In. 
Mr. SOURWINE. They knew that you were already in the service? 
Mr. WIELAND. Filling this out was just a formality. I asked, when do I start, 

and they said, you started when you took the oath." 

II State Department Security HeerIngs, pl. a, pp. f96-a9'/ • 
• ibid., pp. w.I-6!U. 
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Mr. Wieland was asked about the differential in salary between his 
p_ost at the Associated Press and his post with the State Department. 
He had testified on January 9, 1961, that his A.P. salary was $5,800 per 
year." 

When Mr. Wieland returned before the committee on February 8, 
1961, he asked l?ermission to correct certain portions of his previous 
testimony, and III this connection stated: 

Mr. WIELAND. * * * When asked what my salary was at the time I left the 
Associated press tc serve with the Department of State, I replied that I believed 
"it was $5,800 a year. I later ascertained that this was incorrect. My salary at 
the Associated Press at that time was $3,120 a year. Of course, it was 20-some
-odd years ago, and the standard of living had changed considerably, and my 
memory was simply inaccurate." 

Mr. Wieland testified further that,-
I would like to add that when I came to Washingtcn in June 1941 tc accept the 

job in the Foreign Service Auxiliary, on a leave of absence from the Associated 
Press, I had not discussed the matter of salary with anyone. I was informed 
after my arrival in the Department that the $7,000 salary I would receive from the 
Government was based on the prevailing level for comparable positions and con
·siderations that I would be serving abroad, and that it would be a nonpermanent 
position of uncertain duration." 

A careful examination of Mr. Wieland's employment record would 
have disclosed that it was extremely spotty, to say the least. He 
testified on January 9, 1961, that, from December 1928 until 1937, 
~ter a period of illness, he was employed as follows: 

I worked for a year with the General Electric Co. there. And then I worked 
for a year with the Cuban Electric Co. in Havana. Then I taught Spanish and 
English to Americans and Cubans * * * until I joined the Havana Post in late 
1932. * * * I had only the 1 year of college (Villanova). * * * I believe she 
(Mrs. Clara Pessino) became both owner and publisher (of the Havana Post). 
* * * I was discharged. * * * Mrs. Pessino wrote me a letter saying because I 
had given unauthorized access to Associated Press files tc an unauthorized per
:son. :t7 

Thereafter he worked for 4 years, from 1937 to 1941, for the Asso
·ciated Press. 
Wieland Signed Up in a Hurry 

For unexplained reasons, the application and entrance of Mr. 
Wieland into the State Department were marked by unusual haste, as 
if some individual or individuals were extremely anxious to secure 
for him an almost 100-percent advance in salary. This haste was 
-such that ordinary checkup precautions were ignored. On his appli-
-cation form filled out on June 4, 1941, there was no provision for 
.entering his former name, William Arthur Montenegro, which name 
he adopted upon the remarriage of his mother after his father's death.1S 

. He failed to list on his State Department application form his 
·employment with Havas News Agency, International News and 
Universal News Services, Cuban Electric Co., General Electric Co. 
of Cuba, and the Morro Castle Supply Co. of Cuba. Asked why he 
omitted these data, Mr. Wieland replied: "Sir, the application I 
prepared that particular day was done in very great haste." 29 

It State Department Securtty HMrlngs, pt. 5, p. 602. 
IS Ibid., p. 626 . 
• Ibid., p. ~26. 
II Ibid., pp. 488 '90 . 
• Ihid., p. 488 . 
.. Ibid., p. 829. 
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The application form asked whether he had ever been discharged 
or resigned voluntarily. Again Mr. Wieland pleaded as an excuse 
the haste with which the application had been filled out.30 "I was 
told," declared Wieland, to "just put down what you can remember 
now and you can fill in the rest later." 81 

In October 1946, at a salary of $4,400 a year, which involved a deep 
cut in pay, Mr. Wieland entered the career Foreign Service, after hav
ing passed the written and oral entrance examinations in 1945.31 He 
was recommended by former Ambassador Herschel Johnson. 

Wieland soon got back his salary cut, and more. 
The 1961-62 Biographic Register of the Department of State shows 

his rapid advance. (In this excerpt, salaries have been inserted in 
brackets.) . 
WIELAND, WILLIAM ARTHUR.-b. N.Y., Nov. 17, 1907; Villanova Coil. 
1926-1927; U.S. Army 1927-28; corr. in Habana for Am. news ser. 1933-1934; 
newspaper ed. 1933-36; press corr. in U.S. 1937-41; app. special asst. at Rio de 
Janeiro June 4, 1941, ($7,000 to $7,200); FSO unclass., V.C. of career, and sec. in 
Diplo. Ser. Oct 24, 1946; 3d sec. and V.C. at Rio de Janeiro Nov. 4, 1946, (FS0-6 
$4.400.40); Nov. 13, 1946; 3d sec. and V.C. at Bogota Dec. 23, 1946, ($4,400); 
FSO-5 May 15, 1947; 2d sec. at Bogota in addition to duties as V.C. July 9, 1947, 
($4.500); FS0-4 and cons. and cons. at Bogota in addition to duties as 2d sec. 
April 21, 1949, ($6,000); 1st sec. and cons. at San Salvador July 1, 1949, ($6,000); 
2d sec. and cons. at Rio de Janeiro Aug. 20, 1951, ($6,930)' FSO-3 and 1st sec. 
at Rio de Janeiro in addition to cons. Feb. 21, 52, ($9,130); 1st 8ec. and cons. 
Quito, Aug. 4, 1954, ($9,730); COUnB. Quito Apr. 11, 55, ($9.730 to $11.965 to 
$12,600), 0-2 lfeb. 9, 56; sp~c. asst. for pub. aff., Inter-Am. Aff. Dept. Feb. ~O, 
57 ($12.600); dtr., Off. of Middle Am. Aff. ($12,60&); May 19, 57, Off. of Carib
bean-Mexican Aff. ($12,600 to $14,190 to $14.520) Sept. 7, 1958; 0-1, cons. gen. 
Mar. 18,60, ($16.060 to $17.250); Ger. lang. trng., FSI Oct. 16, 60, ($17.250); 
Off. of Management, Feb. 4, 62 ($17,UO); m.""· 

WIELAND'S KNOWLEDGE OF CASTRO'S COMMUNIST RECORD 

The scope of Wieland's foreign service will indicate that there was at 
his disposal, prior to Castro's seizure of power on January 1, 1959, 
ample evidence of Castro's Communist record. In order to avoid 
any confusion on this matter, we wish to make clear precisely what we 
mean and do not mean by a "Communist record." We do not 
propose to cite the exact unit or branch of the Communist Party of 
which Castro may have been a member at one time or another. The 
conspiratorial nature of the Communist movement makes such in
formation practically unattainable. The approach to this problem 
must, of necessity, be more flexible. The available record of Fidel 
Castro shows him to be an individual who, knowingly and openly, 
prior to his assumption of power, aided Communist causes, lIB 8. willing 
tool of Communist policy. The interests of our own national security 
demand that we not be guided by strict, legalistic proofs of card
carrying party membership, but by overall trends (such as shown' 
by Castro during his years of public life prior to 1959) and the pre
ponderant weight of the evidence available . . Reports on Castro's 
Communist ties, coming to the State Department from a vast number 
of responsible, official sources, were of sufficient and 
volume to warrant complete distrust of and to Castro. 

10 State Department Seeurtty Hear1ng:s, pt. 6, p. 629. 
11 Ibid., p. 631. 
II Ibid., p. 497; 
.. State Department Biographlc Register . 
... The salary figures do not Include allowances and dlft'erentlals. 
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Testimony of former Ambassador Robert C. Hill is pertinent: 
When I was assigned to Costa Rica in 1953 and 1954 we knew that "Che" Guevara 

was a Communist. He has been one of the most important leaders for promoting 
eommunism in Cuba and he was sitting right along with Fidel Castro from the 
·first day that he came into power. So there is the second one." 

* * * * * * * 
Mr. HILL. * * .. Castro and his affiliations were brought to my attention by 

intelligence representatives of the United States that were assigned to Mexico. 
They started talking to me about Castro and the problem early in 1957. I was 
very busy getting started in Mexico as the Ambassador and much of 1957 went 
by before I could review the developments in Cuba regarding Mr. Castro. The 
intelligence reports from our Embassy in 1958 started to pick up and 1959!J
showing more and more indications of communism, procommunism-and 
Comm unists that were surrounding Fidel Castro in Cuba. 

* * * * * * * Mr. SOURWINE. Did you ever see any intelligence reports of the FBI to the 
State Department respecting Castro's Communist connections? 

Mr. HILL. I worked very closely with the representatives of the FBI in Mexico. 
They were very cooperative with the Embassy. They were there with the full 
understanding of the Mexican Government. The reasons for their being in 
Mexico were well known to the Mexican Government. The representatives of 
the FBI told me of their concern over Castro and Cuba. They saw, from time 
to time, representatives of the FBI in Cuba. I was told by a representative of 
the agency that it was their understanding the reports had not reached the upper 
echelon of the Department of State." 

As soon as I arrived in Mexico, in 1957. At my first staff meeting there was 
brought to my attention by senior officers in the staff meeting the fact that a 
serious situation was developing in Cuba. There were a number of individuals 
on the staff that were aware of Mr. Castro's background." 

The information thus accumulated was made available to State 
D!lpartment personnel operating in the field of Latin America. Mr. 
Hill stated: . 
* .. * we sent our reports to the Department of State, from the various attaches 
in the Embassy, including the Pentagon, the CIA representatives, the FBI repre
,sentative * * oO. Anyone that has direct responsibility in the area gets a copy 
·of a dispatch or a cable communication from the Embassy that has something to 
do with the area that he has responsibility in. So I would only assume that our 
communications are passed over his (Mr. Wieland's) desk .. * oO. There was-a 
continuous flow of information from the Embassy." 

Mr. Hill called attention to certain specific items in the files of the 
State Department, which, he said, presented further details regarding 
the Communist associations and activities of Fidel Castro. His 
testimony speaks for itself: 

I recall seeing an official Government document sent by the American Embassy 
in Moscow to the State Department. One of our second secretaries had attended 
a lecture ...... I believe that was in May 1959, and the Russians themselves 
identified Raul Castro as a Communist ....... It is American Embassy, Moscow, 
dispatch No. 666, dated May 22, ,1959. This document was entitled, "Soviet 
Attitude Toward Latin America." ....... 

I worked verr closely with the representatives of the FBI in Mexico. .. .... 
The representatives of the FBI told me of their concern over Castro and Cuba." 

M Commnnist Threat to the U.S. ThroUlh the Caribbean, pt. 12, p. 806. 
II Ibid., pp. 807, 819 . 
.. ibid., p. m. 
IT Ibid., p. 799. 
II Ibid •• pp. 800, 801, 819. 
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Wieland's Testimony on His Knowledge of Oastro in Late 1957 Discussed' 
Mr. Wieland's statement, during his testimony on February 2, 1962, 

that he remembered discussing "the danger of Castro" with Samuel 
Shaffer of Newsweek magazine and others in late 1957 or early 1958, 
that he remembered "trying to point out that the press was glamoriz
ing him (Castro) and painting him up as a popular hero and the' 
champion of the underprivileged and the oppressed peoples, whereas 
in truth, I considered toot he was a greater threat to Cuba 1'tselj, as weU 
as the United States, tOOn the then Government of Cuba under Batista, 
which was the alternative" (emphasis added) does not jibe well with 
Mr. Wieland's record of actions subsequent to 1957 and recommenda
tions unfavorable to Batista and favorable to Castro. 

After having been given the opportunity of examining the testi
mony of former Ambassadors Arthur Gardner and Earl E. T. Smith, 
Mr. Wieland testified as follows on February 8, 1961: 

I was never an admirer of Castro. The more I learned of Mr. Castro's per
sonality, statements, and programs, the more I became convinced that he was a 
mentally sick man, completely obsessed with his own ego and unscrupulous 
ambitions * * *. I recall in staff meetings in the State Department and in other' 
conversations frequently expressing my opinion that too many people in this, 
country and the entire hemisphere had been deluded by Castro * * *. This' 
was during 1958 especially, and during mostly 1958, part of 1957." 

Mr. Wieland was questioned as to his knowledge of Fabio Grobart, 
alias Jose Michelon, Jose M. Blanco, Aron Sinckowitz. Aaron Sund
chain, Otto Modley, and Abraham Grobart, who according to the sub
committee's information first came to Cuba in 1924. Grobart was 
active in the organization of the Communist Party of Cuba. He was 
arrested in Havana and expelled in 1930. He reentered illegally from 
Germany in 1933 and was active in directing Communist Party activ
ities during the anti-Machado revolution in 1933. In 1938 when the 
Communist Party of Cuba was legalized he became executive secre
tary under the name of Fabio Grobart. He returned to Cuba in 
1960 and now is high in the Communist hierarchy ruling the island. 
Mr. Wieland testified that he did not know or know of this outstand. 
ing leader of the Cuban Communist Party. 

He was examined as follows: 
Mr. SOURWINE. You were asked about a man named Fabio Grobart. 
Mr. WIELAND. I was asked a number of names; I don't recall that particular 

one. 
* • * * * * * 

Mr. SOURWINE. I did ask you if you knew a man named Fabio Grobart, and 
I would like to ask you how did you visualize the spelling of that name as I asked' 
it? You did not know the man; all you heard is my pronunciation of it. How 
do you spell it? 

Mr. WIELAND. G-r-a-b-a-r-t. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Well, you corrected the transcript of your previous testimony?' 
Mr. WIELAND. In,part; yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Well, you made all the changes you wanted to make, haven't 

YO~r. WIELAND. I saw it rather hastily, sir, and I didn't make all the changes 
I wanted to make. I merely corrected some of the more obvious errors that I 
could see. 

Mr'. SOURWINE. Well, you returned it to us. 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 

II State Department Security Hearings, pt. 15, pp. 632-533. 
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Mr. SOURWINE (continuing). With your corrections? And with no indication 
that you wanted to make any more corrections? 

Mr. WIELAND. That is correct. 
Mr. SOUR WINE. * * * Did you notice, in correcting the record, that the 

reporter had spelled that name G-r-a-b-o-t? 
Mr. WIELAND. No. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Well, this is incorrect. If it is a man you don't know anything 

about, it wouldn't have made any difference to you, see. Actually the name 
is G-r-o-b-a-r-t; I am spelling it, F-a b-i-o G-r-o-b-a-r-t; and my pronunciation 
probably was not very good. I am not saying anything against the reporter 
but I think it is indicative that when you say the name G-r-a-b-o-t in the record 
it didn't click to make any change. For all you knew that was the name I 
asked you about. 

Mr. WIELAND. It still doesn't ring a bell with me, sir 
Mr. SOURWINE. I want to pursue this a little bit because, while the question 

of what happened in the record is of no particular importance, perhaps the ques
tion of Mr. Grobart is. 

Knowing now that the spelling is F -a-b-i-o G-r-o-b-a-r-t, that name means 
nothing to you? 

Mr. WIELANn. No, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you happen to have read Ruby Hart Phillips' book on 

Cuba? . 
Mr. WIELAND. I have read parts of it. I have not had a chance to read it 

completely. 
Mr. SOURWINE. She refers to Grobart at pages 229 and 230 of that book as a 

Communist propagandist, a prominent Communist propagandist. 
Did you know a man named Jose Michelon? 
Mr. WIELAND. Not that I recall. 
Mr. SOURWINE. This was an alias used by Grobart. 
He also used several other aliases. I will mention some of them, and the ques-

tion is, Did you know a man using any of these aliases? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Jose M. Blanco? Jose Michelon? Aron Sincjovich? 
Mr. WIELAND. No. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Aaron Sundchein, a German name? 
Mr. WIELAND. No. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Aron Sinkovich? 
Mr. WIELANn. No. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Aaron Sinckowitz? 
Mr. WIELAND. No. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Otto Modley? 
Mr. WIELAND. No. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Abraham Grobart? 
Mr. WIELAND. None of these names are familiar with me. 
Mr. SOURWINE. I will tell you it has been reported, as best we can get the in

formation, that Grobart first came to Cuba in 1924. He was then fresh out of 
the Political University of Moscow. 

He was very active in the organization of the Communist Party in Cuba. He 
was arrested in Havana and expelled in 1930, expelled from Cuba. 

He was back in 1933, having reentered legally from Hamburg, Germany. 
Somehow he had wangled a reentry permit from the Cuban Government. That 
is another long story. 

The Communist Party was involved in that in a devious way. This time he 
came back under the name of Sinckowitz. 

He was active in directing Communist Party activities in Cuba, especially the 
anti-Machado revolution in 1933. 

So far do you know anything about this man? 
Mr. WIELAND. No, sir; nOne of this rings a bell for me. 
Mr. SOURWINE. In 1938, when the Communist Party in Cuba was legalized, 

Fabio Grobart was executive secretary under that Dame, Fabio Grobart. You 
didn't know him? 

Mr. WIELAND. No, sir; not to my knowledge. 
Mr. SOURWINE. He returned to Cuba in 1960. Did you know he had returned? 
Mr. WIELAND. No, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Nobody reported this to you? 
Mr. WIELAND. No, sir; not that I remember." 

.. State Department Security Hearinllll, pt. 5, pp. 661-663. 
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Wieland Should Have Known Grobart 
In his various positions as Director of the Office of ~nddle American 

Affairs and, later, of Caribbean-Mexican Affairs, it would seem that 
Mr. Wieland should have known the name and something about 
the record of Fabio Grobart, longtime Communist leader in Cuba. 
But Wieland's testimony was persistent that he had never heard the 
name until the subcommittee asked him about the man. On Feb
ruary 2, 1962, he testified: 

Mr. SOUR WINE. Mr. Wieland, you will remember that you were questioned on 
two previous occasions about Fabio Grobart. 

Mr. WIELAND. Yes. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you want the record to stand that you never heard the name 

of Fabio Groban before you were asked about him by this committee? 
Mr. WIELAND. To my best recoUection, I don't recaU that name at all other 

than when it was mentioned here for the first time. 
Mr. SOUR WINE. Do you now know who Fabio Grobart is? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes; I read in one of the testimonies that he was a Communist 

in Cuba.. 
I do not recaU having known him. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You were told that here by counsel at the previous hearing, 

were YOU not? 
Mr: WIELAND. Yes. 
Mr. SOUR WINE. But all the time you were on the Mexican-Caribbean desk, 

YOU never learned of him? 
. Mr. WIELAND. Not t o my knowledge, sir. 

Mr. SOURWINE. AU hough he was one of the leading Communists in Cuba? 
Mr. WIELAND. I understand that." 

Further Wieland Testi1TWny on Oastro's Oommunist Record 
The documentation re~arding the pro-Communist record of Fidel 

Castro, which we have gIven above, is, of course! merely a fractional 
part of the material available to Wieland througn official channels at 
the State Department. We list herewith the responses of Mr. Wieland 
regarding these matters on the three occasions when he appeared 
before the subcommittee. We cite first from his testimony before the 
subcommittee on ,January 9, 1961: 

Chairman EASTLAND. Were you favorable to Castro during the revolution in 
Cuba? 

Mr. WIELAND. No, sir. 

• * * • * * * 
Chairman EASTLAND. Did you know Castro was Communist? 
Mr. WIELAND. No, sir. 

• • • * • * * 
Chairman EASTLAND. Why were you against him at first? 
Mr. WIELAND. Because I regarded Mr. Castro as a very irresponsible, radioal 

demagog who was a dangerous man, and certainly represented no good to the 
United States or to Cuba, sir. 

Chairmall EASTLANn. You knew about his pro-Marxist record? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, yes indeed." 

Mr. Wieland was asked: 
Is therrH~ doubt in your mind that the Cuban Government under Castro is a 

Commun ominated government, at least? 
Answer. No sir; nOne at aU. 
Question. When did you reaeh the conclusion that It was? 

" Stata ~.-tment SecurIty H .... lngs, pt. 5, pp. 61H15. 
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Answer. Sir, I think the evidence of growing Communist control of the Castro 
revolution became apparent about the time that the Castro group in the 26th of 
July was running its own behind-the-scenes cabinet, and throwing aside the 
recommendations for an agrarian reform program which the cabinet at that time 
was drawing up * * *. That was in June, as I recall, of 1959." 

Later, in response to a request for a chronological, bird's-eye view 
of the development of the Department's policy toward Castro, he 
said: 

At first there was nO indication that the man was a Communist. There were, 
of course, ample indications that he was unstable, increasing indications that he 
was unscrupulous, increasing indloations that he was tyrannical in his leanings, 
and these were substantially confirmed, I would say, ill December of 1957 when 
Castro wrote a letter to the Cuban exiles in Miami, and in that letter he outlined 
a program which, if carefully read, indicated pretty clearly that he intended to 
establish a much more tyrannical dictatorship than Batista had." 

In view of the voluminous data within the Department of State 
re~arding the Communist associations and background of Fidel Castro 
pnor to his assnmption of power on January I, 1959, the following 
colloquy from Wielo,nd's testimony of February 8, 1961, is significant: 

Mr. SOUBWINil. And on the question of his being surrounded by Communists, 
did that knowledge come a little earlier? You said it didn't come until after he 

• was III power. 
Mr. WIELAND. That the Communists were infiltrating and encroaching on the 

ground surrounding him was apparent, I would say, around the second quarter of 
1959, perhaps growing indications of it in the first qua,rter. 

Mr. SOUBWINE. But not apparent prior to January 1, 1959; that ill, not 
apparent prior to the time he came down out of the mountains? 

Mr. WIELAND. No, sir. The indioations we had were that the 26th of July 
.was still resisting Communist infiltration." 

Wieland Said Fidel "Moderate" in February 1959 46• 

Despite his previous statements regarding Castro's past Commu
nist record, Mr. Wieland, according to his testimony of February 2, 
1962, considered that in February 1959, Castro was still subject to 
influence by the more moderate elements in the Cuban Government. 
He said: 

My view at that time Wa.'! that Castro Fidel Castro-wanted to hold power 
in Cuba, and if the moderate elements could swing him around by asserting more 
force in the country than the extremist elements and sufficient strength could 
be built up, he would go whichever way the strength lay to achieve his purposes, 
that there was a still more radical element that was bringing heavy pre5sur~s t o 
bear on Fidel and the others ill the more moderate group, trying to persuade the'll 
to take stronger action and more radical action, yes, and that there was a possi
bility that, if Castro were convinced that the moderate elements would dominate, 
he would restrain the more radical elements to achlsve his own ends." 

Raymond Leddy 
Raymond Leddy identified himself before the Senate Internal Se

curity Subcommittee on June 1, 1961, as former counselor for political 
affairs, assigned to the American Embassy at Mexico from JUly 1957 
through December 1960. He testified first with regard to infonnation 
received at the Embassy regarding Castro's Conununist ties. He 
declared: 

From the time of my arrival in July of 1957 we received information from some 
local sources in Mexico and from the Embassy, of course, in Havana and the 
Department of State . 

.. State Department !8CUrlty bearlD~, pt. 5, p. 571 . 
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The information from Mexico showed Castro's Communist affiliations prior 
to his departure. 

Mr. SOURWINE. From where? 
Mr. LEDDY. The departure from Mexico to invade Cuba, and also showed the 

support of the Communists in Mexico for Castro when he already was in Cuba . 
• • • • • • • 

We had been watohing developments in Cuba from the Embassy in Mexico for 
many reasons, among the first of which was our responsibility for reporting on 
Communist developments in Mexico. The affiliations which Castro had in Mex
ico were known. When the Batista government fell, we received a great number 
of refugees from Cuba and many of them were known to officers in the Embassy 
who had served in Havana where many of them made their way to the Embassy 
for reasons wishing to inform us about developments in Cuba. We listened to 
and reported their information and it indicated to us a growing pattern of Com
munist takeover and we expected to see this reflected in the reports from the 
State Department. 

• • • • • • • 
I recall particularly that there was a summary prepared as of the end of June 

which was under the auspices of the Intelligence community, which summarized 
the characteristics of the government and its tendencies after 6 months in power. 

• * 
Mr. SOURWINE. And 

munlst? 
Mr. LEDDY. It did. 

* * * * * 
did this estimate indicate that Castro was pro-Com-

• * * * * * * 
Mr. SOUR WINE. Did it indicate that he was surrounded by Communists? 
Mr. LEDDY. It characterized his immediate advisers as either Communist or 

pro-Communist. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did it refer to "Che" Guevara as a Communist? 
Mr. LEDDY. The exact words I don't recall but I do remember that it placed 

"Che" Guevara in the Communist camp without saying that he was a Communist. 

* * * * • * * 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you know whether Mr. Wieland had access to this intelli

gence report? 
Mr. LEDDY. I would feel certain that such an estimate circulated to the Em

bassy would be fully circulated to the responsible officers of the State Department 
inasmuch as they are primarily concerned and the State Department is one of the 
agencies of the Government which participates in preparing the estimates." 

Available Intelligence on Castro 

The record demonstrates that the Communist record of Fidel 
Castro was well known and officially accessible to Mr. Wieland as 
indicated by his own statements, the testimony of former ambassadors 
and intelligence officers, and the records of Government intelligence 

• agenCies. 
AMERICAN AMBASSADORS GAVE WARNINGS 

The State Department was kept fully informed by its ambassadors 
in Latin America regarding the inherent threat of Fidel Castro. Such 
information would certainly be required reading for Mr. Wieland as 
the Director of the Office of Middle American Affairs and later as 
the Director of the Office of Caribbean-Mexican Affairs. 
Arthur Gardner 

Arthur Gardner was Ambassador to Cuba in 1953. He testified 
before the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee on August 27,1960, 
in part, as follows: 

. 
U Communist Threat to the United States Througb);he Caribbean, pt. 13 • 
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Senator DODD. Mr. Gardner, when did you first have doubt about Castro; do 
_:'you remember? 

Mr. GARDNER. WeU, I saw a manifesto that he had printed in Mexico, which 
,stated- his principles, what he was going to do. He was going to take over the 
American industries, he was going to nationalize everything." .. 

Mr. Gardner reported his view on Castro to various officials of the 
,State Department. He testified regarding these interviews: 

Senator DODD. During these conversations with these several persons whom 
you have named, did you, from time to time, tell anyone of them, or all of them, 
that Castro talked and acted like a Communist, and should not be supported by 
the United States? 

Mr. GARDNER. Yes. But the purpose of these conversations always seemed 
to be * * * whether Castro carried a Communist card or not. We all know'
I think everybody knew-that his brother, Raul, was a Communist. But they 
.seemed to argue about it as if that was important. 

Senator DODD. You mean the technicality of party membership was made a 
matter of importance rather than his general attitude? 

Mr. GARDNER. Yes, that is right." 

Earl E. T. Smith 
Earl E. T. Smith was appointed Ambassador Extraordinary and 

Plenipotentiary to Cuba, June 3, 1957, and served until January 20, 
1959. He thus had an insight into Castro's activities prior to 
his assumption of power on January 1, 1959. Mr. Smith testified 
'before the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee on August 30, 1960, 
-with reference to Castro's early record: 

Fidel Castro landed on the south coast of Oriente in December of 1956 from 
'Mexico with an expeditionary force of 81 men. Intercepted by Cuban gunboats 
.and patrol planes, Castro and a handful of stragglers managed to ensconce them
tlelves in the rugged 8,000-foot Sierra Maestra Range. * * * 

His speeches as a student leader, his interviews as an exile while in Mexico, 
-Costa Rica, and elsewhere clearly outlined a Marxist trend of political thought 
(p. 686). 

* * • * * • * 
After I had been in Cuba for approximately 2 months, and had made a study of 

'Fidel Castro and the revolutionaries, it was perfectly obvious to me as it would 
lbe to any other reasonable man that Castro was not the answer; that if Castro 
came to power, it would not be in the best interests of Cuba or in the best interests 
of the United States (p. 689). 

* * * * * * * 
The Communists are too smart to infiltrate too openly at the beginning and 

,disclose their hand. Many times when I was in Cuba I said that the 26th of July 
Movement, the revolutionary movement, was a Boy Scout movement, compared 
to the Communists, and that the Communists would apply the blotting paper to 
the 26th of July Movement as they saw fit, and they did sop it up as they saw 
fit (p. 692). 

Castro was a revolutionary and a terrorist. From the time that he was a 
'university student, he was a guntoter. I was informed by a diplomat that he had 
:killed one nun and two priests in Bogota during the uprising in 1948. 

I checked very carefully into Mr. Castro's background shortly after I was 
there and talked to people in Cuba who were anti-Batista but who knew Castro 
'Well * * '. 

There is no question that Castro was a revolutionary and a terrorist but whether 
he started out as a Communist or not, I doubt. I believe that the beginning of 
his 26th of July Movement was a leftist revolutionary movement * * *_ 

" "Communist Threat to the United States Through the Caribbean," pt. 9, p. 66:i. 
n Having been granted an amnesty by President Batista tn May 1955, Fidel Castro was compelled to 

ileave the country. He was serving a term of 15 years for his part in the insurrectionary attack"on .Fort: 
.Moncado. He landed 1n Mexico in June 1955. . . 

'0 "Communist Threat to the United States Through the Carlbbean," pt. 9, p. 007. 
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But Fidel Castro did make a number of statements at Costa Rica and out of 
Mexico which showed clearly his Marxist line of thinking. He was also an active 
member, as a student, of the FED (a radical group)." 

The Communist line throughout the world is characterized by its 
hostility to private business, particularly American business enter
prises. On this point, Ambassador Smith's testimony in regard to 
Castro's treatment of American business interests is most enlightening: 

The revolutionaries under Fidel Castro demanded tribute throughout Cuba. 
By the fall or the late summer of 1958, they decided to also demand tribute from 
American business and American property holders. 

As soon as I heard this, I wrote a letter to every American bUEiness in Cuba in 
which I clearly stated that Americans should not pay tribute, and I asked them 
not to give any money to the revolutionaries, that we were still doing business with 
a friendly government, and that as Americans we had no right to pay money to 
active revolutionaries who were trying to overthrow a friendly government by 
force. 

This letter was approved by the St.ate Department before it was sent out. 
Every week I regularly had a meeting in my Embassy, of some of the leading 
businessmen in Havana, and they assured me that the Americans were not paying 
money. 

However, toward the closing days of the Batista regime, I believe some Ameri
cans did pay protection money. They were paying taxes to the Batista govern
ment, and were also paying taxes to the Castro people. I couldn't prove it. 
They wouldn't let me know. 

It was unofficially reported that the revolutionaries demanded $500,000 from 
a large oil company. Otherwise, the rebels said, they would blow up the refinery 
of this oil company. The American officials of the company refused to pay 
tribute. I give you this as an example of what took place." 

Ambassador Smith did not keep his views abou.t Castro to himself. 
One State Department official with whom he discussed Castro was 
.Roy Rubottom, who was in charge of Latin American affairs and Mr. 
William Wieland's superior officer. Mr. Smith's testimony is re
vealing: 

Senator DODD. Did you ever discuss Castro with Mr. Rubottom? 
Mr. SMITH. Yes, on numerous occasions .•• • Once I had made up my mind, 

• • • that if Castro succeeded to power, that it was not in the best interests of 
the United States, and also not in the best interests of Cuba, I used every power 
within my means to try to have the State Department cooperate with the existing 
government and to adhere strictly to a nonintervention policy .• • • I further 
went on to say ·that we would either have to step in and support a broadly based 
provisional government or Castro would take over and if Castro took over, the 
only ones that would benefit would be the Communists." 

Spruille Braden 
Mr. Spruille Braden, former Ambassador to the Chaco Conference, 

to Colombia, Cuba, Argentina, and former Assistant Secretary of 
State, testified before the Internal Security Subcommittee on July 
17 1959. At the outset, Mr. Braden offered for the record an article 
frC:m Human Events, describing his publicly expressed views as early 
as August 17, 1957, from which the following excerpt is given: 

Mr. Braden says of Fidel Castro, leader of the fledgling Cuban revolt, that, 
according to official documents he has seen, "He is a fellow traveler~.if not a 
member of the Communist Party and has been so for a long time. He was a 
ringleader in the bloody uprising in Bogota, Col,?mh.ia, in April 1948, which 
occurred (and obviously was planned by the Kremhn) Just at the time-when the 
Pan American Conference was being held in that capital, with no less a person 

n uCommuntst Threat to tbe United States Through the Caribbean," pt. 0, pp. 686, 689, OV2. aud ';'0; . 
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than Secretary of State George C. Marshall present. The uprising was engi
neered and staged by Communists, and the Colombian Government and Co
lombia press subsequently published documentary evidence of Fidel Castro's role 
as a leader in the rioting which virtually gutted the Colombian capital. The 
appearance of this Cuban at the head of the recent uprising in his own country 
stamps the insurrection as another part of the developing Communist pattern of 
such subversion throughout Latin America." " 

William D. Pawley 
William D. Pawley was formerly Ambassador to Brazil and er-

fense Departments. e testified before the subcommittee on Sep
tember 2, 1960, describing the warning he gave State Department 
officials, including William A. Wieland, at a meeting held 6 weeks 
before Castro came into power. We quote his words: 

I have told Wieland and other members of the Department of State, including 
Rubottom and members of the CIA, just that, prior to Batista's fall, in meetings 
in which I participated both in CIA and in the Department of State and I told 
Wieland in the meeting of several people, "If you permit Fidel Castro to come to 
power, you are going to have more trouble than you have ever seen in your life."" 

Robert C. Hill 
• 

Mr. Robert C. Hill occupied the post of Ambassador to Mexico from 
May 1957 to January 3,1961, covering the entire time of Fidel Castro's 
coup in Cuba. Mexico afforded an excellent observati.on post 88 t.o 
events in Cuba and individuals involved. According t.o Mr. Hill: 

The proximity of Mexico to Cuba was such that the agents coming from Moscow 
and some from China would go back and forth between the Soviet Embassy in 
Mexico City and Cuba.'" 

Mr. Hill was 88ked, "When did you first kn.ow or come t.o the COIl

clusi.on that Fidel C88tro was surrounded by Communists and W88 
C.ommunist d.ominated?" He answered: 

Well, I had known about Castro and his activities in Bogota during the Bogo
taw. I believe that was in 1948. Also I was aware of his arrest ill Mexico in 
June of 1955, later to be released in July of 1956. * * * As far as conclusive 
evidence of Fidel Castro and communism is con<;erned, I was convinced early in 
1959 that he was not an independent. agent; that he was being directed by Moscow 
and Peiping. * * * (based upon) intelligence reports that were available to me 
as U.S. Ambassador in Mexico City." 

Andres Perez-Chaumont (Cuban G-2 reports) 
U.S. Emb88sy attaches in Mexico City were in contact with a. 

number of reliable sources of information in that city and information 
was forwarded through Emb88sy channels to the State Department. 
Andres Perez-Chaum.ont, n.ow export manager for the American Glass 
Tinting Corp. of Houston, Tex., W88 Cuban military attache in Mexico 
in 1957. He held the rank .of lieutenant colonel. He W88 in charge 
.of Cuban intelligence in ).fexico and Central America. He had been 
sub director of the sch.ool for officers of the general staff in Cuba. 
He testified that he hlld, on many occasions, made available t.o our 
Embassy reports regarding C.ommunist c.onnections and activities 
.of the Fidel Castr.o group. According to Mr. Perez-Chaumont, these 
reports spelled .out the names, dates and places of activities by in-

.4 71'Comml1ojst Threat to the United States Through the CarJbbem," pt. 5, p. 248. 
II IbId., pt. 10 • 
.. IbId., pt. 12 . 
.. IbId., pt. 12. 
17 IbId., p. 794. 
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dividuals associated with Castro. However, the American Embassy 
informed him that action had not been taken on these reports, even 
though Ambassador Robert Hill had complimented him for his efforts. 
He testified on March 29, 1961, in part as follows with regard to his 
reports to the American Embassy in reference to the record of Fidel 
Castro: 

I would, for instance, make it very clear for the Government of the United 
States, the Communist connections of Fidel Castro and all his group of 
exiles. * * * They had close connections with the Communists, they were in 
'close contact with the Czech commercial attache, with the Russians * * * 

reven turned in records, I remember. For instance, once there were about 80 
of them that went to make a demonstration in front of the British Embassy when 
they decided to sell arms to the Cuban Government, when the United States 
decided not to. Then about 80 or 90-89 exactly * * * of the Cuban exiles in 
Mexico, made a demonstration in front of the British Embassy. * • * And they 
would start singing all the time the Communist International song. 

Then the police came and put them in cars. They kept singing all the time, 
and when they got to the police station, all 89 of them kept singing. * * * They 
even made records of the song * * • and the names of everyone were taken. I 
turned all that over to the Embassy. • • * Some of them even belonged to the 
Communist Party. For instance, I have the Communist identification of Mrs. 
Guevara, who was later to become one of the most prominent people in 
Cuba. * * * .. 

Mr. Perez-Chan mont was in a position to furnish firsthand informa
tion with regard to Castro's leadership of the attack on Fort Moncado, 
and seizure from him, at that time, of certain records. He testified: 

Fidel Castro decided to attack in Cuba for the first time in 1953, he went to 
Oriente Province, to Moncado, where I was in command. * * * 

On the 26th of July, as a matter of fact, the day that gave the name to his 
movement, he went there with 295 men and he attacked us at about 5 o'clock in 
the morning * * * they were completely defeated. 

Well, among the things we collected were some records. * * * They were 
going to be played in all the radio stations there as soon as the movement suc
ceeded. In those records he spoke in his usual manner and his program was 
definitely outlined there. * * * It was all about the agrarian reform, taking 
away all the land and distributing it and all that, dist.ributing the stock of all 
industries to the people. * * * And taking away all the idle money that was 
in the banks. * * * And nationalizing, of course, all foreign enterprises there, 
all services, electric company and all that sort of thing." 

The witness then identified the following individuals in Castro's 
entourage as Communists: "Che" Guevara, Raul Castro, Vilma Espin, 
(Raul Castro's wife) and Haydee Santa Maria.60 •• * 600. 

Wieland and Castro Letter of December 1957 
Mr. Wieland knew about Fidel Castro's letter of December 1957 

to the Cuban exiles in Miami; but he did not regard it as indicating 
Castro was a Communist: 

Mr. SOURWINE. Can you give us a chronological birds-eye view of the develop
ment of the Department's policy toward Castro? Initially it was not unfavorable, 
was it? 

Mr. WIELAND. May I start by saying this: I don't recall talking to anyone in 
the Department who, at any time, saw Castro as the savior of Cuba. 

At first, there was no indication that the man was a Communist. There were, 
of course, ample indications that he was unstable, increasing indications that he 
was unscrupulous, increasing indications that he was tyrannical in his leanings, 
and these were substantially confirmed, I would say, in December of 1957 when 
Castro wrote a letter to the Cuban exiles in Miami, and in that letter he outlined a 

as Communist Threat to the U.S. Through the Caribbean, pt. 13. 
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program which, if carefully read, indicated pretty clearly that he intended to 
establish a milch more tyrannical dictatorship than Batista had. 

Mr. SOURWINE. This was in 19571 
Mr. WIELAND. This was in December 1957. 
Mr. SOURWINE. While he was still in the Sierra Maestra. 
Mr. WIELAND. While he was still in the Sierra Maestra. 
In that letter, in essence, what he proposed was that the Cuba opposition accept 

his candidate for the Presidency, provisional President; abolition of all legislative 
functions, and their transfer to the Chief Executive. The placing of the reorgani
zation of all the armed forces under his control through the 26th of July movement, 
the same with the police, the judiciary, and the labor unions. 

This presented a pretty hair-raising picture of a dictatorship of a type that 
Batista had never achieved or probably never aspired to." 

Wieland Warned in January 1958 
Gen. Jor~e Garcia-TuDon, a Cuban military officer, placed in the 

record of hiS testimony on June 1, 1961, before the Senate Internal 
Security Subcommittee a certified translation of a letter he had sent 
to William A. Wieland in January 1958. The general's letter contained 
a detailed analysis of Fidel Castro's programmatic letter to the Junta 
For the Liberation of Cuba, dated December 31, 1957, and directed 
attention to the following significant points: 

(1) * * * at no time is a pronouncement made against communism. * * * 
• * * * * • • 

(5) * * * It should be noted that Fidel Castro, in this program, proclaims 
himself the source of law and promises: 

(a) Designates the executive power. 
(b) Abolishes the legislative power. 
(c) Creates new workers' leaderships, sweeping out the present ones, which 

means, simply, that the new workers' movement which he promises will 
have revolutionary overtones. * * * 

(d) Dismisses wholly the judicial power. 
(0) Liquidates the armed forces of the RepUblic * * * and promises to 

substitute them with elements of revolutionar~' extraction. * * * 
(f) Abolishes the system of political parties. * * * Only the 26th of JUly 

Party, his own, will have access to the new structure of revolutionary regime 
he proposes. 

(g) It should be noted that all the aims which come forth from the revolu
tionary program of Fidel Castro are directed toward the creation of a totali
tarian regime. Compare "All power to the Soviets," said by Lenin in 1917 
with "All power to the 26th of July Movement" said by Fidel Castro in 
1958." 

This clear-cut, publicly announced program, of which Wieland was 
apprised, furnished indisputable evidence of the definite Communist 
trend of Castro's views as early as December 1957. It is significant 
that Wieland knew of these at least as early as January 1958. 
Communist Technicians 

General Garcia was asked on June 1, 1961, how many Czechs, 
Chinese, and Russians were in Cuba. He said, "I believe that they 
exceed 15,000 persons," and explained that his figures were based on 
reports of agents in Cuba working with him and "also by the num
ber of houses, apartment houses, and residences which have been taken 
{)ver where Czechs, Russians, and Chinese live in those apartments 
* * *. They live with their families." 63 

11 State Department Security Hearings, pt. 5. pp. 578-579, 
U "Translation From the Spanish Language, January 1958t Obscnrations Regarding Fidel Castro's 

Letter to the Junta Cor the Liberation or Cuba,' inserted tnto tne testimony of Jorge Oarcia~Tunon, Com
munist Threat to the U.S. Througb the Caribbean, pt. 13. 

II Ibid. 
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Oastro and the Mexican Oommunists 
General Garcia was, asked what he knew about the relations between 

Castro and the Mexican Communists, during the period when Castro
was assembling his forces. The general replied: 

Dr. Oscar de la Torre, Amb8Jl8ador of Cuba in Mexico, a friend of mine, when 
I visited him he told me that the Communists, that they were baoking the politioaL 
activities of Castro inclusive in those days and they had attacked the Cuban 
Emb8Jl8Y in Mexico with Molotov cockt,ails. The Amb8l!sador showed me the
damage that was caused * * *. Yes, they (the police) found Communist litera.
ture in the Castro headquarters * * *. The arrests and the raid was public * * *. 
I remember that he mentioned the name of the brother of Castro as a person who
participated * * *." 
Wieland Testimony on Garcia-Tunon Oontacts 

Regarding information given him by Ricardo Artigas Ravelo and 
Gen. Jorge Garcia-Tunon, Wieland testified: 

Mr. SOURWINE. You have told us that you were visited at your office in 
Washington by Ricardo Artigas Ravelo and Gen. Jorge Garcia-Tunon? 

Mr. W,ELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SDURWINE. I will try once mDre to. refresh YDur recDllection. Is it nDt 

true that these gentlemen made as many as six or seven visits to. your office
during 195i and 1958 for the purpose of giving YDU factual materials with respect. 
to the CDmmunist cDnnectiDns Df Fidel CastrD? 

Mr. W,ELAND. I dDn't recall that General Garcia-TunDn was in that Dften_ 
But Artigas Ravelo. he was in several times, but I dDn't recall hDW many .. 
Artigas was in more frequently. . 

Mr. SD!:RWINE. And their visits were fDr the purpo~e Df gh'illg YDU mDre 
factual material relating to. the Communist connections of Fidel Castro? 

Mr. W,ELAND. Every now and then Artigas would leave some clippings or· 
other material or notes of his own. Garcia-Tunon, I remember, wrote a letter, 
perhaps two, giving his views also on the Cuban situation and Fidel Castro being 
Comnlllllist; yes, sir. 

Mr. SOlJRWINE. Did you take the position and express it to Artigas Ravelo. 
and Garcia Tunon that the reports and documents and other material they were
bringing you were of no particular importance and that even if it were true that 
Castro was a Communist, under the Atlantic Pact, the Gnited St.ates could not 
interfere in Cuban affairs and therefore could do nothing abDut Castro. 

Mr. WIELAND. Xo, sir; that would not have been my position. 
In the first place, the evaluation of the material we would be getting from them 

would be dDne by the intelligence research people. Anything of that nature· 
that I would get and could not determin'e for myself would just nDrmally pass 
Dn to the Cuban desk and from there to the intelligence area for conclusiDn or· 
whatever summaries they wanted to make of the overall situation. 

I couldn ' t say whether Dne or another was mDre valid than somebody else's, 
you see. 

I did say, yes, that our position regarding the pDlitical situation in Cuba was 
Dne in which the United States could not intervene. This was the U.S. positiDn .. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Because of our obligation under the Atlantic Pact? 
Mr. WIELAND. No, sir; because Df Dur hemisphere cDmmitments, is what I 

would probably have !!aid." 

Wieland's Information From Other Sources on Oastro 
Another instance of information allegedly received by Mr. Wieland 

respecting Castro's Communist affiliations, which Mr. Wieland did 
not remember reporting to the State Department, was discussed 
during Wieland's testimony on F8bruary 2: 

Mr. SDURWINE. You have told us that YDU knew Miguel Angel Qyevedo, that 
you did know him. 

Mr. WIELAND. Of BDhemia magazine, yes. 

N Communist Threat to the Untted State. Through tbe Caribbean, pt. 13. 
II State Department Securlty Hearings. pt. 5, PI). 643 6U,. 
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Mr. SouawiNE. Yes, sir, director of Bohemia Libre, formerly published in 
-Cuba and reestablished in New York in October of 1960. 

How long have you known Mr. Quevedo? 
Mr. WIELAND. I had known of him for a number of years. 
The first time I remember meeting him was in New York, at Columbia Uni

"versity, when he received the Moors Cabot award. 
Mr. SoURWINE. When was that? 
Mr. WIELAND. That was near the end of 1958. It was the night, incidentally, 

that he received the award and received word from Havana that the Batista 
government had intervened his magazine. I think he returned precipitately to 
Cuba. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Do you consider Mr. Quevedo a reliable person? 
Mr. WIELAND. That was my only association with him as I can recall, but I 

know nothing to. the contrary. 
Mr. SOURWINE. So far as you know, he is entitled to credibility? 
Mr. WIELAND. I would think so; yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Would you yourself believe him? 
Mr. WIELAND. I would think 80. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you discuse Fidel Castro with Mr. Quevedo in November 

of 1958? 
Mr. WIELAND. J well may have, sir. He was a Cuban in New York. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did not Miguel Quevedo warn you in November of 1958 that 

"Fidel Castro should be prevented from gaining power? Did not Quevedo tell you 
that he had known Fidel Castro as a boy, that he knew him to be irlesponsible 
and that he knew him to have Communist Party affiliations? 

Mr. WIELAND. I don't recall his saying his saying those things, sir. If he did, 
he would have said them very hastily, because as I say, this was at Columbia 
University the night he received an award and it was in a crowded room, with 
tables from one wall to the" other and people clustering around those receiving 
these honors. 

If he made that remark, I don't remember. 
Pardon me, we had no private or separate conversation. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You did not? 
Mr. WIELAND. No private or separate conversation. 
There was 0. general group there, d;eeuseing Cuba. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you ever make a report to the State Department ra

apooting any inforillation of this nature given to you by Mr. Quevedo? 
Mr. WIELAND. I don't remember that I did; no, sir." 

Wieland admitted he saw a number of FBI reports about the Com
munist connections of Fidel Castro; but his testimony respecting 
8uch reports was somewhat equivocal: 

Mr. SOURWINE. While you were in charge of the Caribbean-Mexican desk in 
the State Department did 0. number of articles come in to the Department dealing 
with the Communist connections of Fidel Castro? 

Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir; a number of FBI reports came in on all subjects, 
including that. 

Mr. SOUR WINE. Did you see any of these reports? 
Senator EASTLAND. Including what? 
Mr. WIELAND. Including Fidel Castro, sir. 
Senator EASTLAND. The question was specifica.1ly dea.1ing with the Communist 

conneotions of Fidel Castro. 
Mr. WIELAND. Dea.1ing with the Communist connections of Fidel Castro. 
Senator EASTLAND. Did you see any of those reports? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir; a great many of them. 
Senator EASTLAND. Could you say that you saw a.1l of them or most of them? 
Mr. WIELAND. I couldn't say that, sir. I doubt that I would. 
Senator EASTLAND. They should have come to your desk? 
Mr. WIELAND. Not necessarily all of them, no. The FBI reports come in to 

the security area in the Department and they are routed to wherever it is decided 
they are the most required or used. 

Senator EA .. rLAND. Would It not be required that they go to your desk? . 
Mr. WIELAND. Not necessarily, sir. They may go to somewhere above me or 

the Cuban desk. Cuban desk would norma.1ly go through this JUaterial and 
consult with the intelligence area of the Department of State and sometimes come 
to my attention . 

.. State Department 8PcurU.y Hearings, pt. ~, p. 645. 
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Mr. SOUR WINE. You said you saw a great many of these reports, but you did 
not think you saw even a majority of them. 

Mr. WIELAND. No, sir; that would be impossible. 
Mr. SOUR WINE. So if you saw a great many of them and did not see the 

majoritXI you must assume tbere were a great many more you did not see? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You must know those FBI reports were consistent in referring. 

to Castro as a Communist and his regime and his movement as· .. Communist 
regime and a Communist movement? That is true, is it not? 

Mr. WIELAND. I don't recall them, sir, specifically. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you ever see--
Senator EASTLAND. Wait a minute. 
Do you recall an FBI report that you saw that characterized Fidel Castro as III 

Communist? 
Mr. WIELAND. I recall many reports, sir, which would describe Castro as a 

Communist; yes, sir. But I can't say whether one or another at this time came 
through the FBI or what the source was. I could not identify this. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Can you tell us whether you ever saw an FBI report while 
you were on the Caribbean-Mexican desk? 

Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Which referred to Fidel Castro as other than a Communist? 
Mr. WIELAND. I don't know, sir." 

Mr. Wieland failed to recall a CIA report relating to Communist 
activities at the University of Havana, and involving an inflammatory 
article signed by Fidel Castro which accused President Eisenhower of 
sending arlUs to Cuba: 

Mr. SOURWINE. Are you aware that a CIA report relating to Communist 
activities at the University of Havana was routed over your desk in June of 19557 

Mr. WIELAND. In June of 1955? 
Mr. SOURWINEi. Yes, sir. . 
Mr. WIELAND. No, sir; I am not. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You do not recall such a report? 
Mr. WIELAND. No, sir-in 1955? I believe I was then in Ecuador. No, sir; 

I don't recall that. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you recall a report referring to attempts by Cubans t~ 

distribute Communist Party pamphlets in May of 1955? 
Mr. WIELAND. In Ecuador? I don't recall that; no, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. I didn't say anything about Ecuador. 
Mr. WIELAND. That is where I was stationed. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You said you were in Ecuador. I do not mean that the report 

referred to activities of Cuban students in Ecuador, it referred to Cuban students 
in Havana. 

Mr. WIELAND. I do not recall that. . 
Mr. SOURWINE. I tpll you that there was such a report and one of the pamphlets 

the Communists were trying to distribute was what the report called an inflam
matory article signed by Fidel Castro, which accused President Eisenhower of 
sendin~rms to Cuba. Do you not remember such a report? 

M N ." r. lELAND. 0, Slr. 

Mr. Wieland could give no information with respect to a Cuban 
Army G-2 report on Castro and the Communists surrounding him, 
which reached the head of the CIA in Washington in 1957: 

Mr. SOURWINE. Are you aware that a complete dossier on Castro and the 
Communists surrounding him which had been prepared by the 0-2 of the Cuban 
Army under Batista was hand-carried to Washington in 1957 and delivered to 
the then head of the CIA, Mr. Allen Dulles? 

Mr. WIELAND. No, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You were not aware of this? 
Mr. WIELAND. No, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Were you aware that a 0-2 dossier on Castro and Cuban 

Communists surrounding him never reached the Department of State? 
Mr. WIELAND. I cannot answer that positively, sir. I have heard discussions 

of that document to the point that I don't know If I saw it or heard of it. 

t1 State Department 8eeur1ty Hearings, pt. 6, pp. 642-643. 
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Mr. SOURWINE. That was to be my next question, Mr. Wieland, whether you 
ever saw the document. 

Did you know that a copy of this dossier was discovered in the files of the 
Bureau of International Research in 1961, still untranslated? 

Mr. WIELAND. No, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you know that that was not the original report, but a 

carbon or a copy which had been supplied to the Department by Ambassador 
Farland from the Dominican Republic? 

Mr. WIELAND. No, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You have no knowledge as to what happened to the original 

report? 
Mr. WIELAND. No, sir." 

Other Reports Wieland Didn't Remember 
Wieland was further questioned about reports in the State Depart

ment concerning Communist activity among Castro forces in Cuba. 

• * * * * * * 
Mr. SOUR WINE. While you were in charge of the Caribbean-Mexican desk in 

the State Department did a number of articles come into the Department dealing 
with the Communist connections of Fidel Castro? 

Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir, a numbe~ of FBI reports came in on all Bubjects, 
including that. 

* * • * * * • 
Senator EASTLAND. The question was specifically dealing with the Communist 

connections of Fidel Castro. 
Mr. WIELAND. Dealing with the Communist connections of Fidel Castro? 
Senator EASTLAND. Did you see any of those reports? 
Mr. W lELAND. Yes, sir; a great many of them. 

* * * • * • • • 
Senator EASTLAND. • * • Do you recall an FBI report that you saw that 

characterized Fidel Castro as a Communist? 
Mr. WIELAND. I recall many reports, sir, which would describe Ca.o,tro as a 

Communist; yes, sir. But I can't say whet.her one or another at this time C9.me 
through the FBI or what the source was. I could not identify this.'· 

BOGOTA 

According to the State Department Biographic Register, Wieland 
served in Bogota, Colombia, from November 13, 1946, to July 1, 1949, 
occupying the following responsible posts from time to time: third 
secretary and vice consul; second secretary and vice consul; consul. 
On April 9 and 10, 1948, during the period of Wieland's service, 
Communist-inspired riots occurred in Bogota in an effort to disrupt 
the Inter-American Conference. In a special report on "Mob Violence
as an Instrument of Red Diplomacy," the Senate Internal Security 
Subcommittee in 1960 had this to say about the Bogota rioting: 

The fact that the Communists played a decisive part in the events of April 9 
and 10 is corroborated by a number of authoritative sources. Ra.fael Azula 
Barera, secretary general of the Colombian presidency * * * charged that 
Cuban, Costa Rican, and Honduran Communists had participated in the April 9' 
attacks on the Government radio stations • * * Then Secretary of State George 
C. Marshall was most outspoken in placing the blame for the outbreak on the 
Communist Party of Colombia and the Soviet Union (p. 8). 

II State Department Security Hearings, pt. fi, P 642 . 
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On February 2, 1962, Mr. Wieland testified as follows regarding his 
knowledge of Castro's part in these riots: 

Mr. WIELAND. Sir, I knew that Castro had been in Bogotlt; yes, sir. I knew 
that he had gone as a member of a Cuban student group to some student gathering 
down there that I understand was Communist dominated or Communist inspired. 
I knew that he had been reported active in one way or another in the disorders 
which took place in Bogota at that time, but what degree of involvement I don't 
think I did know.71 

Mr. Wieland admitted that he mentioned this to Sam Shaffer of 
Newsweek magazine in the fall or winter of 1957 as a reason for 
believing that Castro "is subject to Communist influences."72 

On March 15, 1961, the subcommittee questioned Col. Benoid E. 
Glawe, a man of considerable experience as an intelligence officer, who 
was a member of a group that interviewed Dr. Milton Eisenhower, 
Presidential Adviser on Latin American Affairs, on an airplane trip to 
Mazatlan in August 1959. Mr. Wieland was a part of the group which 
discussed the Communist record of Castro. Here is Colonel Glawe's 
testimony: 

I recall asking Mr. Wieland how he could say Fidel Castro was not a Com
munist when we had evidence that he was a leader of the Bogotazo in Colombia. 
He said that was a report from a limited source and had never been substantiated 
by any other reports." 

Later, on February 2, 1962, Mr. Wieland testified as follows 
regarding his service in Bogota at the time of the riots: 

Mr. SOURWINE. Where were you stat.ioned at· the time of the Bogota uprising? 
Mr. WIELAND. In Bogota. 
Mr. SOURWINE. In what capacity? 
Mr. WIELAND. I was second secretary in charge of the political section." 

* * • * * * * 
Mr. SOURWINE. What were your duties in that office, and position? 
Mr. WIELAND. I was in charge of labor and political reporting and some 

consular affairs.'" 
* * • • * • • 

Mr. SOURWINE. During the year 1948, did you see any reportA dealing \\ith 
Fidel Castro? 

Mr. WlJ)LAND. I may have and probably did. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you recall that you did? 
Mr. WIELAND. I have since remembered that I did when they were shown to 

me, yes. 
Mr. SOURWINE. What WR9 the nature of theee reports? 
Mr. W IBLAND. There were various reports that he was engaged in the uprising 

in Bogota. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you know that numerous reports concerning Castro and 

designating him as a Communist went either over or around your desk during that 
period? 

Mr. WIELAND. I don't recall those, though. 

* * * • * * * 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you see any reports at that time about Fidel Castro's 

connections with communism? 
Mr. WIELAND. I have since learned that there were such reports." 

* * * * * * * Senator HRUSKA. If there were reports, then they would come across your desk, 
you would occupy yourself with them, you would know who the figures were, who 
the personalities were? 

11 State Deptartment Security Hearings, pt. 5; p. 610 . 
., Ibid, p. 61S. Also see ul'erpt on p. 118 thls report . 
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" Ibid, p. 638. 

Stolen from the Archive of Dr. Antonio R. de la Cova 
http://www.latinamericanstudies.org/cuba-books.htm



STATE DEPARTMENT SlECURlTY 117 

Mr. WU:LAND. The principal ones; yes, sir, we tried to. 
Senator HRUSKA. Are you now testifying that you do not recall any of those 

reports concerning that uprising which named Castro's part therein? 
Mr. WIELAND. I recall that that there was mention of Castro, sir, bu~ identify

ing him specifically as a Communist, I do not recall. 
Castro at that time was a representative from Cuba to this student gathering 

in Colombia. The Bogotazo itself was a major event in Colombia and there was 
80 much going on that I don't think that Fidel Castro was identified, in my mind, 
as having been a major p&rticipant. He was one of those who did take part. 
I don't think it made any strong impression on me then. 

Senator HRUSKA. What were the nature and activity of this student gatheri(lg? 
Mr. WIELAND. It was some kind of student conference, the nature of which I 

don't recall at this time. 
Senator HRUSKA. Was it Communist in nature and background and activity 

and sympathy? 
Mr. WIELAND. It was certainly Communist inspired. Almost all of them were 

at this time. 
Senator HRUSKA. Did your reports and information in your office contain 

information about it? 
Mr. WIELAND. There would have been information; yes, sir. 

• • • • • * * 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you, Mr. Wieland, file any report or reports with the 

State Department in Bogota on the youth conference in Bogota in April of 19487 
Mr. WIELAND. I would assume so, sir, but I don't remember. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you file a report with the State Department at any time,. 

stating that the meetings, the youth conference meetings, · were attended by 
members of the Communist party? 

Mr. WIELAND. I may have, sir. 

• * • * * • * 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you mention Fidel Castro as among the Cuban student» 

who attended? 
Mr. WIELAND. I may well have, again, sir, but I don't recall. 

* * • • • $; * 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you remember ever seeing any reports about a group, 

including Fidel Castro, Enrique Ovares, Alfredo Guevara, Rafael del Pino? 
Mr. WIELAND. I know, of course, the name of Rafael del Pino, who was with 

Castro in Bogota. The other two I don't remember." 7. 
Wieland and the Bogota 0-£ Reports 

The subcommittee was advised that there were Army G-2 reports 
and ONI reports regarding Fidel Castro, del Pino, and others who 
participated in the Bogot' riots, plus an evaluation by vllrious intel
ligence agencies in October 1948, all of which documents referred to 
these individuals as Communists. When asked whether he had seen. 
these reports, Mr. Wieland replied: 

I don't know. 

.... one 
activities 
CMOS· • 
IDly 
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" 

I don't know if I saw a report like that in 1948." 

Marto Acosta Hurtado en· 
saId in part: "Fidel CBltro 

comrades, engaged in clandestine 
IIlI! bumlng of property, and 

tbe Cubenaln Its Friday. 
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In his February 2, 1962, hearing, Wieland was questioned with 
relation to the events in Bogota in 1948. 

Mr. SOUBWINE. Did you at that time-that is, in April 1950 see a report 
from Bogota relating to the riots in 1948 and stating that those riots had been 
led by Communist students? 

Mr. WIELAND. No, sir, I don't recall • • •. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Are you aware that in 1950 the U.S. Embassy in Havana 

.reported to the State Department, "Communist Party leaders such as Fidel 
Castro gathered at the university to demonstrate in favor of the independence of 
Puerto Rico"? 

Mr. WIELAND. I don't remember that report." 

When he first appeared before the committee, Mr. Wieland dis
·claimed having had any contemporary knowledge of Fidel Castro's 
Mtivity in Bogota in 1948. But he admitted that before July of 1949 
he knew that Castro had been active in the Bogota uprising in 1948. 

Mr. SOURWINE. You were then in Bogota for the 1948 conference? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. . 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you know Fidel Castro at that time? 
Mr. WIELAND. No, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you know of his activity in Colombia at that time? 
Mr. WIELAND. I learned of it later, sir. 
Mr. SOUftWINE. You didn't learn of it at that time? 
Mr. WII<LAND. No, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. He went on the radio at that time and broadcast, using his 

-own name, didn't he? 
Mr. WIELAND. There were thousands of people broadcasting on the radio on 

April 9, sir. I did not hear that particular broadcast that you refer to. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Until when? 
Mr. WIELAND. Some time later, sir, I saw a report that a Cuban student by 

the name of Fidel Castro had been active in the Bogota uprising. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Which was how much later; years later? 
Mr. \VIELAND. No, sir. I saw a report before leaving Bogota. 
Mr. SOURWINE. So that, before July 1949, you knew that Fidel Castro had 

been active in the Bogota uprising in 1948? 
Mr. WIELAND. I had seen his name; yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you at that time, while you were in Bogota, see or know 

about any files related to Castro's background and his Communist associations? 
Mr. WIELAND. No, sir.8I 

Wieland on Castro and Bogotdzo 
Wieland admitted in his testimony on February 2, 1962, that as 

early as the winter of 1957-58 he had known about Fidel Castro's 
participation in the Bogottizo, and had mentioned this to Mr. Samuel 
Shaffer of Newsweek at that time. 

Mr. SOURWINE. * • • let me ask you this: If we asked you whether, in 1948, 
you knew of Fidel Castro participating in the Bogotazo? 

Mr. W~LAND. I remember there was some discussion on that, yes. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you in fact know about that? 
Mr. WIELAND. Sir, I knew that Cadtro had been in Bogota; yes, sir. I knew 

that he had gone as a member of a Cuban student group to some student gathering 
down there that I understand was Communist-dominated or Communist-inspired. 
I knew that he had been reported active in one way or another in the disorders 
which took place in Bogota at that time, but what degree of involvement I don't 
think I did know. . 

Mr. SOURWINE. You mentioned that and told Mr. Shaffer about that also at 
the time of this talk which came after the poker party, did you not? 

Mr. WIELAND. I probably yes, I must have .... 

" State Department Security bearlnp. pt. 6. p. MI. 
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Wieland Knowledge of Oastro and Bogotdzo 
On the question of Mr. Wieland's knowledge of Castro's participa

tion in the uprising in Bogota in May of 1948, the following testimony 
by Mr. Wieland is significant. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Where were you stationed at the time of the Bogot~ uprising? 
Mr. WIELAND. In Bogota. 
Mr. SOURWINE. In what capacity? 
Mr. WIELAND. I was second secretary iD charge of the political section. 
Mr. SOURWINE. At your Embassy? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Was that in May of 1948? 
Mr. WIELAND. I believe that was the date, yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. What were your duties in that office. and position? 
Mr. WIELAND. I was in charge of labor and political reporting and some 

oCOnsular affairs. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you know the individual who was then military attach6 

.at the Embassy? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Who was that? 
Mr. WIELAND. I recall, Colonel Burkett. I don't recall whether he was 

.attach~ at that moment or not. I think BO. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Where was your office situated with respect to the office of the 

military attach6? 
Mr. WIELAND. On the floor above. 
Mr. SOUR WINE. You were not officed together? 
Mr. WIELAND. No, sir. 

• 

Mr. SOURWINE. During the year 1948, did you see any reports dealing with 
Fidel Castro? 

Mr. WIELAND. I may have and probably did. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you recall that you did? . 
Mr. WIELAND. I have since remembered that I did when they were shown to 

me, yes. 
Mr. SOURWINE. What was the nature of these reports? 
Mr. WIELAND. There were various reports that he was engaged in the uprising 

in Bogot~. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you know that numerous reports concerning Castro and 

·designating him as a Communist went either over or around your desk during 
that period? 

Mr. WIELAND. I don't recall those, though. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You do not recall those, though? 
Mr. WEILAND. No. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You mean you know there were such reports but you do not 

recall them. 
Mr. WIELAND. There were such reports but I don't recall them now. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you see any reports at that time about Fidel Castro's 

oCOnnections with communism? 
Mr. WIELAND. I have since learned that there were such reports. 

When Wieland was examined about whether he filed any reports 
.... wnith the State Department concerning Castro's participation in the 
Bogotazo, he again had memory trouble: 

Mr. SOURWINII. Did ypu, Mr. Wieland, file any report or reports with the 
:State Department in Bogot~ on the youth conference in Bogot~ in April of 19487 

Mr. WIELAND. I would assume so, sir, but I don't remember. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you file a report with the State Department at any time, 

-stating that the meetings, the youth conference meetings, were attended by 
members of the Communist Party? 

Mr. WIELAND. I may have, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You are saying you do not remember? 
Mr. WIELAND. I do not remember. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you name any members of the Communist Party in your 

reports as having attended these meetings? 
Mr. WIELAND. I may have but I don't recall. 

Stolen from the Archive of Dr. Antonio R. de la Cova 
http://www.latinamericanstudies.org/cuba-books.htm



120 STA'l']!} DEPARTMENT SFoCORlTY 

Mr. SOUBWINE. Did you mention Fidel Castro as among the Cuban students 
who attended? 

Mr. WIELAND. I may well have, again, sir, but I don't recall. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Did you mention him as a Communist? 
Mr. WIELAND. I don't remember. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Is it conceivable to you that you filed a report on this youth 

conference in BogotA but that in that report you did not state anything about 
the meetings being attended by members of the Communist Party, did not name 
any Communists who attended and did not name Fidel Castro? 

Mr. WIELAND. I don't know, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. You do not remember. 
Mr. WIELAND. I do not remember. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Is it conceivable to you, knowing now what you had access to 

at the time, that you could have filed any report withqut mentioning those facts? 
Mr. WIELAND. I don't recall what was available at that time. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. You have told us that you now know there were reports which 

mentioned Fidel Castro being involved in the uprising and that there were reports 
which mentioned Fidel Castro as one of the delegates at the youth conference. 
and that there were reports that the conference was Communist-inspired? 

Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Is it conceivable that you could have filed a report to Washing

ton on the conference and not mentioned these facts? 
Mr. WIELAND. If I knew in 1948 enough about Fidel Castro to judge what he 

would be up to in 1958 or 1957, it would certainly be inconceivable, yes. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Well, of course, that is not the question. 
Mr. WiELAND. But I don't know. I don't recall what I did see then or I 

don't recall what I said, sir." . 

THE AIRPLANE INCIDENT 

Robert C. Hill, former Ambassador to Mexico, described the previ
ously mentioned airplane trip from Mexico City to Mazatlan in 
August 1959. The passengers listed by Mr. Hill were Dr. Milton 
Eisenhower, President Eisenhower's brother and his adviser on Latin 
American affairs; William A. Wieland, acting as Dr. Eisenhower's 
adviser; Raymond Leddy, political affairs counselor for the Embassy, 
"one of the most knowledgable men in Latin American affairs in the 
Department of State"; Col. Benoid Glawe, air attache, and others. 
Ambassador Hill took advantage of the opportunity to hold a briefing 
session on Cuba, with Dr. Eisenhower's consent. Mr. Hill explained 
that,-
The U.S. EmblLSSY in Mexico was very concerned about the Cuban problem 
and how It would affect our relations with Mexico. • •• If Ca~troism was not 
restrained in Mexico, it could continue on to the Central American countri$ and 
through the Caribbean into Latin America." 

At this briefing session, Mr. Leddy sought to place at Dr. Eisen
hower's disposal information accumulated by the Embassy over the 
years from many sources. 

Here is Hill's description of the briefing session with 
Dr. Eisenhower: 

Each time Mr. Leddy would say, "This is Communist dominated" or "This 
man is a Communist" he was met with Mr. Wieland saying, "It is not true." 

In the middle of what turned out to be quite a long discussion, Colonel Glawe, 
who was the air attache, came back and joined in the discussion IUld became 
involved in supporting Mr. Leddy's point of views. Each time that communism 
was mentioned and its control of the situation in Cuba, it was discounted by 
Mr. Wieland. 

Mr. Leddy had an intelligence report for the month of June 1959 which suJ?
ported many of Mr. Leddy's contentions. It was obvious to me the.t Mr. Wie
land had not read the report, although he was directly responsible for the area • 

• State Department Security heArings p. 6, pp. 637 610. 
M Communist Thn!at to tbe United States Through tbe Caribbean, pt. 12, p. '1116. 
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But when Mr. Leddy attempted to project the actual documents into the picture, 
an argument ensued, not a serious one, but I mean men disagreeing on the issue. 
Colonel Glawe referred to Mr. Wieland as either a damn fool or a Communist 
and, of course, it caused tempers to flare and Dr. Eisenhower said he did not want 
to hear any more about the situation * * *. In every instance where we tried 
to present Communist infiltration in the government of Castro it was met with 
a rebuff by Mr. Wieland." 

The questioning brought out further details: 
. Mr. SOURWINE. Do you remember telling us in executive session that, on the 

occasion of this airplane trip to Matzatlan, which of course followed the El 
Salvador conference, Mr. Wieland had declared that Castro was an idealist; that 
he knew Castro personally; that there had been lots of charges and misrepre
sentations, but that there was no evidence in the State Department files to confirm 
Mr. Leddy's point of view that Castro was a Communist or surrounded and 
Controlled by Communists! 

Mr. HUJ •. I recall the conversation. We referred to the intelligence report of 
June 1959, to substantiate Mr. Leddy's claim that there was evidence in the files 
of pro-Communist and communistic associations by Fidel Castro . 

• • • • • • • 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did Mr. Leddy get an opportunity to $ow Dr. Milton 

Eisenhower this intelligence report? 
Mr. HILL. If I recall correctly, Mr. Sourwine, he took it out of his briefcase, 

but that 'was the point that the meeting broke up. The doctor felt that tempers 
had risen and it would be unproductive to pursue the matter any further . 

• • • • • • • 
Mr. SOURWINE. I want to read to you from your executive session testimony 

and ask you if, aecording to your present recollection, this is exactly what hap
pened. You told us that, after Mr. Wieland had interrupted the briefint:: to 
defend Castro against the charges of communism or Communist connections, 
...... Mr. Wieland said, "There is no evidence of Communist infiltration in . 
Cuba." 

Mr. HUJ .. That is correct." 

Colonel Glawe TeUs Same Story 
Col. Benoid E. Glawe, who testified before the-subcommittee on 

March 15, 1961, hlis had considerable e~erience as an intelligence 
officer, including 3~ yea.rs as air attacM ill Italy, 3 years with the 
Central Intelli~ence Agency, and finally a little over 3 yea.rs as air 
attacM in MeXICO. As pilot of the C-4 7, he recalled the circumstances 
of the August 1959 trip to Mazatlan with Dr. Eisenhower, and his 
pan in the discussions which took place: 

Colonel GLAWE ....... The discussion revolved about the Caribbean situation 
and Cuba in particular. The Ambassador and Mr. Leddy were trying to paint 
a picture of the situation for Dr. Eisenhower, describe the situation &8 they and 
the members of their staff saw it. Members from the Embassy, who were in 
that discueeion, were decrying the tragedy of the Coinmunist takeover in Cuba. 
Mr. Wieland disagreed with us very strongly, and he said words to the effect 
that there W&8 absolutely no evidence of communism in Cuba. 

• * * • * * * 
In reply to me in particular, Mr. Wieland said he saw more intelligence reports 

then I did, therefore he had certainly a broader $rasp of the situation than we 
who were limited in our view to Mexico. We pomted out that we saw a great 
many reports other than those originated in Mexico from various intelligence 
sources, mcluding the FBI, CIA, the military, as well as the State Department. 
And that, without exception, all reports from our Emb&88Y pointed to one thing, 
and that was very positive evidence that Castro and the leading elements of his 
government were Communists. We also pointed to the fact that these reports 
were available much before Castro came to power. I recall asking Mr. Wieland 

If "Commanist Threat to tbe UD1ted States Through the Oaribbean," pt.l2, p. 798.. 
-Ibid., pp. 806, 8IJl. 
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how he could say Fidel Castro was not a Communist when we had evidence that 
he was a leader of the Bogotazo in Colombia. He said that was a report from 
a limited source and had never been substantiated by any other reports." 

* * * * * * * 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you recall any incident about this briefing in the airplane 

that you have not told us? 
Colonel GLAWE. There was one statement that I thought was pertinent. At 

the time Mr. Wieland said there was absolutely no evidence of communism in 
Cuba, that he was challenged on that when we cited all the reports from the many 
agencies to the contrary he corrected himself to say, "Well, there was no sub
stantial evidence of communism in Cuba." But it wasn't~-

The CHAIRMAN. And you told him he was either a liar or a Communist a fool 
or a Communist. 

Colonel GLAWE. That his talk could come only from a fool or a Communist
or a Communist sympathizer." 

Colonel Glawe also explained the sources of his information: 
Mr. SOURWINE. Now, Colonel, you were at the time quite knowledgeable with 

regard to Cuban affairs, were you not? 
• • • * • • • 

Colonel GLAWE. Yes, sir. • • • As a result of reports that I read, as a result. 
of reports that I wrote, as a result of many contacts I had with Americans from 
Cuba, as well as Cuban refugees from Cuba. 

Mr. SOURWINE. You had been knowledgeable with regard to Cuban affairs for 
a period of several years; had you not? . 

Colonel GLAWE. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Can you tell the committee when it first became apparent to

intelligence people that the Castro regime was a Communist-infiltrated regime? 
. Colonel GLAWE. I would say, from my own personal conviction, that in the· 
summer of 1958, sufficient evidence by reports had been collected to where it 
eliminated any doubt in my mind- * • * We had such evidence as the chanting' 
of the Communist Internationale in front of the British Embassy in Mexico when 
the British were going to provide Batista airplanes, when we refused· to do so .. 
These Communist manifestations in defense of Castro were apparent even in 
Mexico 7 or 8 months before he came to power. 

Mr. SOURWINE. You knew who was giving Castro's people in the Sierra. 
Maestra guerrilla training, did you not Gen. Alberto Bayo? 

Colonel GLAWE. We knew he was getting support from that direction. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And you knew that Bayo was an oldtime Communist? 
Colonel GLAWE. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And you knew that "Che" Guevara was with Castro? 
Colonel GLAWE. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And you knew that "Che" Guevara had a long Communist·· 

record? 
Colonel GLAWE. From Argentina; yes, sir. . 
Mr. SOURWINE. And you knew that Raul Castro had a Communist record;: 

didn't you? 
Colonel GLAWE. We had reports that identified him positively with the 

Communist movement. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And you knew of Fidel Castro's own part in the uprising inc 

Bogota; didn't you? 
Colonel GLAWE. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOUR WINE. Would you have said that it would have been possible for a 

highly knowledgeable person as early as the winter of 1957-58 to have concluded'. 
and stated that Castro was surrounded by Communists and might himself be a 
Communist? 

Colonel GLAWE. I believe that would be a very logical conclusion. 

* * * * * * • 
Mr. SOURWINE. In those reports, were you describing the situation as it was-· 

you were describing the Castro forces as Communist oriented? 
Colonel GLAWE. Our reports were made on separate incidents which would. 

add up to whenever we identified an individual or an action, that was associated. 

r. State Department Security Hearings, pt. 1, p. 15. 
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with the Communists, those reports would cover that, and as such were part of 
the big jigsaw puzzle to make a complete picture. 

• * * * * * * 
The CHAIRMAN. What about when he was a refugee in Mexico? 
Colonel GLAWE. His associations when he was a refugee in Mexico were with 

members of the Communist party. 

* * * * * * * 
Mr. SOURWINE. * * * Do you know of other specific instances about which 

you can tell us? 
Colonel GLAWE. Well, the press carried statements from the philo-Communist 

Party, the Parties Populare, down in Mexico, which showed their strong support 
for Castro and his movement. And we all knew what the popular party in 
Mexico stood for-that their support could only'--

* * * * * * * Senator JOHNSTON. Did you .know at any time of any Communist in Mexic() 
that was in contact with Castro that is, prior to him taking over in Cuba? 

Colonel GLAWE. I don't recall the names, but we had names of such contacts 
and reports. To answer your question specifically, there were reports ,that 
identified Communists had been in contact with Castro while he was in Mexico, 
prior to his coming to power in Cuba." 

Leddy Corroborates 
Mr. Leddy corroborated Mr. Hill's testimony with regard to what 

occurred aboard the 0-47 in August 1959: 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you remember a particular occasion when Mr. Milton 

Eisenhower visited Mexico and when he was briefed with regard to Castro during 
an airplane ride? 

Mr. LEDDY. I do, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Will you tell us first: were you on the airplane? 
Mr. LEDDY. Yes, sir. 

• * * * * * * 
Mr. SOURWINE. Now, who gave Mr. Milton Eisenhower the briefing on Castro? 
Mr. LEDDY. I was asked by the Ambassador to discuss the conclusions of the 

fifth meeting of Foreign Ministers at Santiago, Chile, that same weekend. 
Mr. SOVIlWINE. Did you do this? 
Mr. LEDDY. In the course of this discussion we got into the entire Cuban 

situation since the meeting at Santiago had been called primarily to deal with the 
Cuban problem. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Did you express your synthesis of the intelligence which had 
come to you with respect to Castro? 

Mr. LEDDY. Yes, sir; I reviewed a number of items which concerned the con
clusions of the Foreign Ministers meeting and their relation to the Cuban Govern
ment and then discussed the composition of the Cuban Government and its actions 
up to that time, which was the last week of August of 1959, when Castro was 
in power for about 8 months. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Did you express a conclusion respecting Castro's communistic 
connections or his affiliations? 

Mr. LEDDY. Yes, sir; I pointed out that the information which we had available 
would indicate in my mind conclusively that Castro was, himself, pro-Communist 
and that his government was falling under the control of Communists and that, 
as such, it constituted a danger to other countries and a matter of serious concern 
to our own Government. 

Mr. SOUR WINE. Were you interrupted at all during this briefing? 
Mr. LEDDY. Mr. Wieland expressed disagreement with me throughout the 

perioo of an hour and a half. 
Mr. SOURWINE. SpeCifically, did he express disagreement with what you have 

just told us you said about Castro's communistic connections and affiliations? 
Mr. LEDDY. Yes, sir; he expressed disagreement with each of the points which 

I raised for discussien. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did he declare that Castro was not pro-Communist? 

• State Department Security Hearings, pt. 1, pp. 13-17. 
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. Mr. LEDDY. He said that Castro was not a Communist and that there wn;; no 
conclusive evidence that any of the people in his government were Communists. 

• • • • • • • 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you remember the words in which Colonel Glawe expressed 

this disagreement? 
Mr. LEDDY. I do very clearly because at the end of the discussion, Colonel 

Glawe turned to me and said, "I disagree with Mr. Wieland of the State Depart
ment. In my mind, he is either pro-Communist or a fool." 

• • • • • * • 
Mr. SOURWINE. Am I correct in understanding that Ambassador Hili and 

Colonel Glawe both supported your position? 
Mr. LEDDY. That is correct. 
Mr. SOURWINE. That Mr. Wieland was alone in defending Mr. Castro to Milton 

Eisenhower? 
Mr. LEDDY. That is correct. 

• • * • * * • 
Mr. SOURWINE. Now, from your knowledge of the intelligence which you saw 

in your official capacity were you able to form an opinion respecting the position 
Mr. Wieland took during the briefing of Mr. Eisenhower in the airplane in August 
of 1959? 

• • * • • * * 
Mr. LEDDY. In the first place, that he was not fully informed of all the faots 

bearing upon the Communist penetration of the Cuban Government, and secondly, 
that he was not willing to accept the interpretation of those facts which was 
offered in the course of the dismIssion. 

• * • • • * * 
In the cours.e of the conversation, he made a point of the fact that he sawall of 

the reports whereas we could only see part of them in Mexico. DO 

Wieland' 8 Account 
The August 1959 plane trip with Dr. Milton Eisenhower, Presiden

tial adviser on Latin American affairs, and the argument which ensued 
regarding the Communist ties of Fidel Castro, was reca.lled vividly by 
four witnesses. Undoubtedly it was an important occasion in the 
career of .Mr. Wieland. It seems reasonable to assume the incident 
was the subject of official reports by several, if not all, of the partici
pants. And yet, Mr. Wieland swore he could not recall it. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Did you, on the occasion of this briefing of Dr. Milton Eisen
bower in Mexico City, make statements discounting Castro's Communist affilia
tions? 

Mr. WIELAND. I don't recall doing that, no .... *. 
• * • • • * * 

Mr. SOUR WINE. At this briefing of Dr. Eisenhower * * * did you hear any 
person make a statement substantially to the effect that Castro was obviously 
under Communist control if not actually a Communist? 

Mr. WIELAND. I don't recall that statement. 
• • • * • * * 

Mr. SOURWINE. * * * the committee bes had the allegation that you were 
present at such a briefing, that this statement was made, that you interrupted to 
declare, "That is a lie, Dr. Eisenhower ....... " Did you say that? 

Mr. WIELAND. I do not recall saying that; no, sir; I do not. 
Mr. SOURWINE. The question was, did you interrupt a briefing where this 

statement had been made to convey to Dr. Eisenhower the information that in 
your 0Wion, at least, tbe information was untrue? 

Mr. lELAND. I do not recall." 

eo Communist Threat to the United States tbe C&rlbbean, pt. 13. 
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First questioning of Mr. Wieland about the briefing of Dr. Milton 
Eisenhower was phrased so as not to directly identify the incident, in 
order to test Mr. Wieland's recollection. 

Mr. SOUR WINE. Do you remember any occasion when Dr. Eisenhower was 
being briefed when you interrupted the briefer or contradicted the briefer? . 

Mr. WIELAND. No, sir; I do not. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you ever interrupt or contradict a briefing of Dr. Milton 

Eisenhower for the purpose of defending Castro and the Castro regime? 
Mr. WIELAND. No, sir; not that I recall. 

* * * * * * * 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you remember an occasion at the U.S. Emba ... y in Mexico 

City when Dr. Eisenhower was being briefed with regard to conditions in Cuba? 
Mr. WIELAND. I don't remember the location, sir. I do remember that Am-

bassador Hill was discussing Cuba with Mr. Eisenhower; yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You were present? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. In the Mexican Embassy or however it was on this occasion? 
Mr. WIELAND. I was present during such discussion; yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Were several others also present? 
Mr. WIELAND. I believe so, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you recall any of those others who were present? 
Mr. WIELAND. There was Ambassador Hill. 
Mr. SOURWINE. That is Robert Hill. 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir; Ambassador Robert Hill, former Ambassador to 

Mexico; Mr. Ray Leddy'--
Mr. SOURWINE. Raymond Leddy, counselor on political affairs for Mexico, 

now adviser to the 15th General Assembly of the U.N. 
Mr. WIELAND. I did not know, but it is the same Leddy. 
I think Mr. Keith Spalding, as well, who was, I believe his title is, special ~"Sist

ant to Dr. Eisenhower. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. H. Gerald Smith, counselor for economic affairs of the 

U.S. Embassy; WB.8 he there? 
Mr. WIELAND. I don't recall. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Col. Benoid E. Glawe of the U.S. Air Force; was he there? 
Mr. WIELAND. I don't recall, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you, on the occasion of this briefing of Dr. Milton Eisen

hower in Mexico City, make statements discounting Castro's Communist afBIia
tions? 

Mr. WIELAND. I don't recall doing th~t; no . 
. Mr. SOURWINE. Did you interrupt anyone during that briefing or contradict 

anyone during that briefing? 
Mr. WI\ELAND. I do not remember that. 
Senator DODD. Wouldn't you remember a thing like that? 
Mr. · WIELAND. Pardon me? 
Senator DODD. Wouldn't you remember an occurrence like this? I under

stand--
Mr. WIELAND. I would try to honestly, Mr. Chairman, but I don't. 
Senator DODD. You don't just remember whether you did or not? Is that a 

fair appraisal of your answer? 
Mr. WIELAND. I do not remember interrupting or contradicting; no, sir. 
Senator DODD. Wouldn't you remember, don't you think you would remember, 

if you were defending him? 
Mr. WIELAND. I think I would, sir. 
Senator DODD. If you were explaining him or explaining or arguing with others 

about his true posture, political posture? This wasn't a very slight and unim
portant matter, I assume? 

Mr. WIELAND. Sir, I assume I would remember contradicting anyone in such 
a briefing, but I do not remember. 

Mr. SOURWINE. At this briefing of Dr. Eisenhower at the U.S. Embassy in 
Mexico, did you hear any person make a statement SUbstantially to the effect 
that Castro was obviously under Communist control, if not actually a Communist? 

Mr. WIELAND. I don't recall that statement. 

8726<>-62 9 
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Senator DODD. Was there any ariUment or discussion or difference among 
the participants at that conference about Castro's true political posture, I describe 
it, position, affiliation? You didn't have meetings like this every day, obviously? 

Mr. WIELAND. Mr. Chairman, I don't recall the details of the conversation. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Well, now, Mr. Wieland--
Mr. WIELAND. I don't. 
Mr. SOURWINE. In line with the chairman's statement;--
Mr. WIELAND. Yes. 
Mr. SOURWINE (continuing). That we are perfectly frank, the committee has 

had the allegation that you were present at such a briefing, that this statement 
was made, that you interrupted to declare, "That is a lie, Dr. Eisenhower." 

Senator DODD. I think more than one person has said so, too. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Yes, sir. 
Did you say that? 
Mr. WIELAND. I do not recall saying that, no, sir; I do not. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Well, can you deny that you said it, if other people, I don't 

want to put itr--
Senator DODD. I don't like to have a question put in that way, Mr. Bounrine, 

because we assume he is giving his best recollection. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Yes, 8ir. 
Senator DODD. I think all we can hope to do is refresh his recollection. 
Mr. WIELAND. I do not recall contradicting, denying. I do not recall using 

such a phrase at a!!)' time. 
Senator DODD. He was the President's brother, after all. 
Mr. WIELAND. Yea, sir. 
Senator DODD. And this is a pretty unusual thing to say, I would think. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Well now, the phrase isn't SO important as the substance. 
Mr. WIELAND. I know that. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And it isn't a question of the phrase or the exact words but the 

substance. The question was, Did you interrupt a briefing where this statement 
had been made to convey to Dr. EiBeahower the information that in your opinion, 
at least, this statement was untrue? 

Mr. WIJ:LAND. I do not recall. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Well, you have recalled hernel-
Mr. WIELAND. That conversation. 
Mr. SOURWIN E. You have recalled here making numerous anti-Castro state

menta--
. Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 

Mr. SOURWINJ: (continuing). To your people in the Department and to 
. newspaper people, and 8.0 forth. 

Mr. WIELAND. Yes, SIr. · ' .. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You do not recall making the pro-Castro statement on this 

instance? 
Mr. WIELAND. No, sir; I do not." 

Questioned on February 2, 1962, a year later, the witness seems to 
have had a different viewpoint. 

Senator KEATING. What was the date of the conversation in the airplane 
regarding which we have had so much evidence? 

Mr. WIELAND. That was in the latter part of August 1959. I don't remember 
the exact date. • • • 

. Mr. SOURWINE. You remember this as the occasion of the briefing of Mr. 
Milton Eisenhower? 

Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you remember now that t1!is di~ take place in ft:Il airplane? 
Mr. WIELAND. I remember now there was a dIBC1'SSIOn, Mr. BourwlDe • • • 
Mr. SOURWINE. Are you aware that in the previous discussion, you were not 

asked and you did not tell us that that took place in an airplane? 
Mr. WIELAND. I don't recall, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. But you remembered the incident and you knew that it did 

take place in an airplane? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir." 

til State Deprartment Security Bearings, pt. 6, pp. 601~. 
II ibid., p. t18. 

Stolen from the Archive of Dr. Antonio R. de la Cova 
http://www.latinamericanstudies.org/cuba-books.htm



STATE DEPAM'MENT S':CORlTf 127 

Mr. Wieland still clsjmed he did not recall the events which took 
place in the ~lane. After the test,imony of Colonel Glawe was read 
to him, Mr; Wieland rep-lied to the question: You have testified you 
do not recall anything like that happening? that,-

I don't reoall. I know that there was tension in the discussion but, honestly, 
I do not recall. 

Committee couDsel then exhorted Mr. Weiland: 
I want to call y'0ur attention to the fact that four before this subcom-

mittee have testified to this incident in substantiallr same terms. They all 
witnessed that it took J1lace and under oath, they Bald that it did. This was not 
too many years ago. If it took p-lace it took place in the presence of your superior, 
in the presence of the President s brother, and is not the kind of thing that a man 
would be likely to forget." 

But Mr. Wieland did not admit that he remembered. 
From a partial nonrecall of the incident, Mr. Wieland veered to a 

total nonrecall of certain phases and an attempt to rationalize what 
took place as follows: 

Now, it may be that in trying to explain that there was not enough hard evidence 
of sufficient strength to convince others of the Communist threat in Cuba, when 
you have two positions of this sort, one taking the other position that communism 
had already been proven, the other trying to show that we needed more hard and 
fast evidence which so far we had not had in the joint estimates, you might ~ve 
rise to a different interpretation, and if I led him to misunderstand my positIOn, 
I must regret it." 

But Mr. Wieland would not challenge the testimony of other 
to the incident. . 

Mr. SOUBWINE. Do you remember the discussion becoming heated in the 
airplane? 

Mr. WIELAND. I remerrber there was strain and tension; yes, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Do you remember that Mr. Leddy and AmbMSlldor Hill and 

Colonel Glawe were all uniting to challenge your position? 
Mr. WIELAND. Sir, I do not recall the specifics of that conversation. I do recall 

that their position, the Ambassador and Mr. Leddy I don't remember having 
discussed the Cuban situation with Colonel Glawe previously was, as I recall 
their positions, in the nature of insisting that the {; nited States ought to take im
mediate action, either hemispherewide or if that failed, by force, to put an end to 
the problem in Cuba. 

The position of the Department, as I recall it, was rather that we had to gather 
more hard factual evidence that would be more persuasive to other governments, 
other people, other countries, before we would be in a position for that strong 
action. 

Mr. SOURWINE. All right, sir. 
Senator KEATING. I think, if I may, I would like to ask this. Your recollection 

seems to be hazy on this subject. Do you challenge the statements of all three 
of these witnesses in substance, that they said you must be either a Communist 
or a fool? ' 

Mr. WIELAND. Sir, if the three witnesses say that such a remark was made, 
I don't challenge it, no. I don't reoall." 

The evaluating officer who handled the Wieland security case 
testified he did not accept as credible Wieland's statement that he did 
not remember the incident in the airplane, when, according to several 
witnesses, during an attempted briefing of Dr. Milton Eisenhower with 
respect to Castro's Communist background and llSSociations, Wieland 
repeatedly interrupted the briefing to defend Castro: 

Mr. SoURWINE. • • • Are you familiar with the incident alleged to have 
taken place in an airplane over Mexico? 

Mr, O'i'EP'u. Yes, sir . 

.. State Deportmenl 8ecUllly Hearlnp, pU, pp. 621-622. 
• Ibid., p. B21. 
• Ibid., pl. I, pp. 1~ 101. 
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Mr. SOURWINE. You have read all the testimony in regard to it and have 
questioned Mr. Wieland with respect to it? 

Mr.OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. After you had done all that did you feel you had reason to 

disbelieve or discount the testimony of Ambassador Hill and Mr. Leddy and 
Colonel Glawe? 

Mr. OTEPKA. On the contrary, I chose to believe the statement of those indi
viduals as against the statement of Mr. Wieland, or the lack of recollection on the 
part of Mr. Wieland as to what transpired in the airplane. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Did you accept as credible Mr. Wieland's stateml'nt that he 
did not remember that instance? 

Mr. OTEPKA. I did not accept that. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Was Dr. Milton Eisenhower contacted in connection with the 

investigation in the Wieland case? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Was a statement secured from him with respect to his memory 

of the conversation in the airplane? 
Mr. OTEPKA. In the contact of Dr. Eisenhower by the investigating agency, in 

the original account of that investigation there is no account of the airplane 
incident. 

Mr. SOURWINE. That seeInB peculiar. This was a central point, was it not? 
Mr. OTEPKA. I thought so, sir. 

• • • • • • • 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you yourself contact Dr. Eisenhower-by you, I mean 

your division? 
Mr. OTEPKA. The Department of State made no contact of Dr. Eisenhower." 

But Deputy Under Secre'tary Jones testified he had considered the 
"apparent discrepancy" between Wieland's testimony and the testi
mony of othl'r witnesses re arding the incident which involved the 

Mexico and that he had decided the facts in favor of Mr. ieland. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You mean the Evaluation Division never raised anv question 

about whether he had lied to this oommittee? • 
The CHAIRMAN. Well, of course, that is what he said. 
Mr. JONES. They raised the issue as to whether these were material facts, in 

new of the fact that they were not in the original application material submitted 
to the State Depa,rtment at the time of his initial appointment. 

Mr. SOURWINE. I understood you to say those were all of the points that were 
raiRed. 

Mr. JONES. This is on integrity, yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. They did not raise any question about whether he had lied to 

~his committee? 
Mr. JONES. I recollect no raising of that issue in those terms. 
Mr. SOURWINE. They did not raise the question about whether he had lied to 

this committee when he said he did not remember the incident in the airplane? 
Mr. JONES. No. 

I am talking now about the integrity I am coming to that side of the thing. 
thing. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Is not lying to a congressional committee under oath a matter 
", integrity? 

Mr. JONES. I am tryinl! to put these things in the categories in which they 
came to me, Mr. Sourwine. 

Mr. SOURWINE. I am sorry, go ahead. 
Mr. JONES. Now, moving over to the question of judgment, the record goes 

into the question ' of the a.irplane incident, the question of the way in which Mr. 
Wieland responded to certain questions put to him by the committee, and the 
apparent discrepancy between his testimony and the testimony of some of the 
officers who expressed themselves very vigorously with respect to their judgments 
about Mr. Batista and Mr. Castro. 

Mr. SOURWINE. And did the Evaluation Division make findings adverse to 
Mr. Wieland on these points? 

Mr. JONES. They did not make findings adverse, no, sir. 
facts for us at the higher level to decide. 

" 8tate Department Security heartngs, pt. I, p. 103. 
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Mr. SOURWINE. And you went into the question and decided those facts? 
Mr. JONES. This is correct. This was done. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And you decided them in favor of Mr. Wieland? 
Mr. JONES. They were decided in favor of Mr. Wieland." 

Wieland's Alias 

129 

Mr. Wieland testified on February 2, 1962, that if the application 
form he signed when he entered employment with the State Depart
ment had required him to list any alias or any former name by which 
he had gone or which he had used, he would have disclosed that he had 
used the Dame Montenegro. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Wieland, we discussed at a previous session your employ
ment application of June 4, 1941, and the fact that this employment application 
listed no alias or no former name that you had used. You pointed out, I believe, 
that there was no place on the form to list any aliases. In other words, you were 
not asked if you had used any previous names. That is correct, is it not? 

Mr. WIELAND. I don't have the transcript. I may have said that. 
Mr. SOURWINE. I am just asking you: Is it true, that this application form of 

1941 does not have any place on it to list a previous name? It does not ask you 
if you had ever used an~ previous name. 

Mr. WIELAND. I don t know, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. I will show you a photostat of the form, which you have seen 

before. 
I thought the witnesa was familiar with that point. I am willing to state for 

the record that there is no place on this application calling for a listing or di .... 
closure of any previous name or any alias and the completed form does not dis
close any previous name or any alias. 

Mr. WIELAND. That seems correct, sir; yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. If that form had required that you list any alias or any former 

name by which you had gone or which you had used, you would have disclosed 
that you had used the name Montenegro, is that correct? 

Mr. WIELAND. I should have; yes, sir." 

Concerning~ the form 84 which Mr. Wieland filled out in 1948, this 
was Deputy Under Secretary Jones' testimony: 

Mr. JONES. Standard form 84 is a single sided form. It was not made out in 
duplicate. The original, which was sent to the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
with the procedures which existed at that time, has been destroyed by the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation. 

They followed a practice of sending back a photostat which was· appropriately 
stamped or endorsed, and then the original was destroyed. 

The form, in photostatic form, does not show the signature of the individual 
because it does not take in the photostatic process unless a certain type of ink was 
used. 

Consequently, Mr. Wieland's signature, his signed certification, does not show 
on thephotostat. 

All Government employees were not required to complete a new form 84 at the 
time that Executive Order 10450 replaced Executive Order 9835, so we have to 
go all the way back to the 9835 form which he completed on May 11, 1948. 

Under an Executive direction which is still in effect, issued March 13, 1948, 
and signed by President Truman, all officers and employees of the executive 
branch of the Government were instructed not to well, let me put it positively
were instructed in these words: 

"Reports rendered by the Federal Bureau of Investigation and other investiga
tive agencies of the executive branch are to be regarded as confidential. All 
reports, records, and files relative to the loyalty of employees with respect to 
employers, including reports of such investigative agencies, shall be maintained 
in confidence and shall not be transmitted or disclosed except as required in the 
official conduct of business." 

.. State Department Security Hearings, pt. I, pp. 36-36. 
" Ibid., pt. 5, pp. 628-629 . 

• 

Stolen from the Archive of Dr. Antonio R. de la Cova 
http://www.latinamericanstudies.org/cuba-books.htm



130 STATE DEPARTMENT SECORrn 

Under that authority I have been instructed to inform the committee that the 
form 84 with the endorsement of the Federal Bureau of Investigation may not be 
submitted, but I am at liberty to give to the committee a typed copy which I am 
willing to certify is a copy of all of the material that appears on that form, except 
that I cannot certify that Mr. Wieland's name was there, because it does not show 
on the photostat, and I cannot reproduce the endorsement from the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Although they have assented that they would be perfectly 
willing that YOH should do so? 

Mr. JONES. That is correct, sir, but I am instructed under this directive not 
to give the actual photostatic form itself. 

Mr. SOUR WINE. Who instructed you in that regard? 
Mr. JONES. I have had those instructions from the legal advisers. 
Senator KEATING. Let me ask you--
Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Chayes, you mean? 
Mr. JONES. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. He can instruct you; can he? 
Mr. JONES. He can instruct me on matters of law and compliance with requests 

of the Congress. 
Senator KEATING. Does the record in the FBI indioate whether or not this was 

signed by Mr. Wieland? 
Mr. JONES. I did not understand the question, Senator Keating. . 
Senator KEATING. Does a record in the FBI indicate whether or not this appli

cation was signed by Mr. Wieland? 
Mr. JONES. I do not think I can give you a definitive answer to that. The 

MSUmption by eJl of us is that it was, because it was standard practice to require 
signature of these forms by the individual. 

Mr. SOURWINE. It would not have gone to the FBI in the first place if it had 
not had his signature? 

Mr. JONES. I assume it would not have; no.' 

Mr. Wieland did not recall whether he had stated that he had used 
the name "Montenegro," in filling out security form 84 in 1948 which 
asked if he had ever used another name.! The record shows that 
Wieland answered: "None." 3 

Wieland Disagrees 
Testifying about form 84, which he filled out in 1948, Mr. Wieland 

swore that he had had no occasion to look over the form or go over it 
at all since he made it out. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Do you receJl in 1948 President Truman issued an Executive 
order, 9835, involving a review of everybody's security file and that everyone was 
required to fill out a form? 

Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you recall filling out a form 84 under that Executive 

order in 1947? 
Mr. WIELAND. I filled out a form, yes, sir. I think it was in 1948. 

* * * * * * * 
Mr. SOURWINE. * * * Is it not true that form 84 as a form does have a place 

where the applicant or the person filling it out is requested to state any alias or 
any former name ever used?" 

Mr. WIELAND. I don't recall, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you not know that to be true, Mr. Wieland? 
Mr. WIELAND. Sir, I am not reading the form. I don't have it in front of me. 
Mr. SOURWINE. I know you do not have it in front of you, but do you know 

that that form has such a question? 
Mr. WIELAND. I don't remember the form, Mr. Sourwine. 
Mr. SOURWINE. That is not my question. My question is, Do you not know 

it to be true that there is such a question on that form? 
Mr. WIELAND. Sir, I do not recall the form. I will assume so, I will not 

challenge it. But I don't know the form. 

"I State Department Security Hearings, pt. I, pp. 43, 44. 
I Ibid. pt. 5. p. 634. . 
I Ibid. pt. I, p. 46. 
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Senator KEA'rING. Mr. Wieland, counsel is asking you for a reference not only 
to your memory of the form but to all subsequent proceedings that have taken 
place. 

The question is, do you not know that that form contains a request for any 
previous names which you may have used. 

Mr. WIELAND. Sir, in view of the nature of the form, which is on the basis of a 
security investigation or a loyalty affidavit, I would assume so, sir, but I do not 
recall this form. 

Senator JOHNSTON. Do you mean to say that you have had no ocoasion to look 
over that form or to go over it at all? 

Mr. WIELAND. Not since I made it out, sir. 
Senator JOHNSTON. Not since you made it out? 
Mr. WIELAND. No, sir. 

Mr. Wieland also swore that he did not know whether, in filling out 
that form, he had disclosed his use of the name Montenegro; and he 
testified he had not been questioned by the Department on anything 
in reference to how he had filled out that form. 

Mr. SoURWINE. Let me ask you this question: Did you, in filling out that form, 
disclose that you had used the name Montenegro? 

Mr. WIELASD. I don't know, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You do not know? 
Mr. WIELAND. I don't know, sir. 
Senator JOHNSTON. You have not been questioned by the Department on 

anything~ in reference to how you filled out that form? 
Mr. WIELAND. No, sir. They did ask me about my use of the name Monte

negro in prior years and they did inquire why I did not fill it out in my application, 
why I did not put in this information; yes, sir. But I do not recall anything sp~ 
cifically on that one form; no, sir. 

Despite his earlier testimony that if his application form had con
tained a question about aliases or names formerly used, he would have 
disclosed his use of the name Montenegro, Wieland asserted that at 
the time he filled out form 84 in 1948 "it would not probably have 
occurred to me to put it down." Here is his testimony on this point: 

Mr. SOURWINE. Well, now, if that form carried a question about former names 
used by you and if you did fill out that form, is it conceivable to you that you 
would have 6lled in this space "None" or that you would have filled, in that space, 
information showing that you had used the name Montenegro? 

Mr. WIELASD. I will answer that as I should, sir. I should have filled in on 
that form the name Montenegro, but I doubt very much that I would have, be
because I had ceased using that name so long ago that it would not probably have 
occurred to me to put it down. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Do you think you might have filled the form in with the 
word "None" at that point? 

Mr. WIELAND. I might have, as my legal name was Wieland. I might have 
done that without~-

Mr. SOURWINE. But you do not know what you did in fact do? 
Mr. WIELAND. No, sir.' 

Wieland Oonfronted With 194-8 Form 84-
State Department policy in security cases would have required that 

Mr. Wieland be shown a copy of the form 84 he had filled out in 
1948, and be questioned about his answer "non(''' to the question on 
the form regarding the use of aliases or other names: 

Mr. SounwlNE. * * *. The investigation of a State Department employee 
In connection with security involYcs the questioning of the employee. h th"t :L 

fair statement? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir . 

• State Department Security Hearings, pt. 5, pp. 635, 636. 
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Mr. SOURWINE. Is that questioning done by an individual security officer or 
by a team of two or more? 

Mr. OTEPKA. It is usually done by an individual security officer. In some 
cases it may be done by more than one security officer: 

Mr. SOURWINE. When it is done by one security officer, is it customary that he 
should be alone with the person being questioned or is there usually a third person 
present? 

Mr. OTEPKA. Usually there is not a third person present. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And is this questioning usually taken down, that is, is it a 

inatter of record or is it something concerning which only notes are made? 
Mr. OTEPKA. The usual practice is that only notes are made by the interro

gating officer. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Now, this investigation, does it involve going over with the 

subject all of his applications and loyalty forms, everything with reEpet t to which 
an adverse allegation has been made? 

Mr. OTEPKA. Are we speaking of applicant cases, sir, or employees? 
Mr. SOURWINE. No. I am speaking of an employee case. 
Mr. OTEPKA. Well-
Mr. SOURWINE. Let me rephrase the question. Is he given an opportunity in 

the face-to-face confrontation to explain every allegation that has teen made 
against him, anything which is adverse? 

Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. If there is a question about what he wrote in an application 

20 years before, the application is pulled out, he is given a chance to see it. He 
is given a chance to explain it; is that right? 

• 

Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. If there has been an allegation against him, he is asked about it. 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir.' 

It appears this policy was carried out. Mr. Otepka specifically 
recalled having shown Mr. Wieland, in 1961, the fonn 84 which had 
been filed in 1948 under the Truman Executive order. 

* * * * * * * 
Mr. SOURWINE. Now, do you recall Mr. Wieland's form 84 which was filed 

in 1948 under the Truman Executive order? 
Mr. OTEPKA. I do, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you recall if there was a question about possible misstate

ment or direct miBBtatement? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. That question concerned a section of the form in which the 

signer is required or requested to indicate any aliases or nicknames? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And Mr. Wieland had written in that space "none"? 
Mr. OTEPKA. The typewritten answer on that form was "none." 
Mr. SOURWINE. And in fact he had gone by the name of Montenegro? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. As an alias or nickname? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Now, did you discuss this with him in connection with the 

security case? 
Mr.OTEPKA. Yes; I did. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you show him the form? 
Mr. OTEPKA. I did so. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And you showed him his answer? . 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And you showed him his signature? 
Mr. OTEPKA. I showed him the carbon copy of the form, which was a form 

which was returned by the investigating agency as the Department's copy. And 
I questioned him about whether he recalled signing that form and he acknowledged 
that he may have. 

Mr. SOURWINE. You showed him a photostat or carbon copy-which was it? 
Mr. OTEPKA. He saw the Department's record copy. 
Mr. SOURWINE. The Department's record copy? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 

$ Sta.te Department Security Bearings, pt. 4, pp. 454, 455. 

Stolen from the Archive of Dr. Antonio R. de la Cova 
http://www.latinamericanstudies.org/cuba-books.htm



STATE DEPARTMENT SElCURITY 133 

Mr. SOURWJNE. Now, there h88 been some discussion before this committee 
earlier about a copy which went to the Department of Justice and W88 returned, 
a copy of the copy of the photostat of the copy. Do you know anything about 
such a copy? 

Mr. OTEPKA. No, sir, th.ee--
Mr. SOURWINE. The Department's record copy had then been to the Depart-

ment of Justice? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. It had been? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And had been returned from that Department? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. But this a carbon copy of the original? 
Mr. OTEPKA. A carbon copy of the original. 
Mr. SOURWJNE. And this what you showed Mr. Wieland? 
Mr. OTEPKA. I did so. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And did you 88k him why he had given the answer "None"? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And wbat did he tell you? 
Mr. OTEPKA. He said a former name in his estimation did not fit the definition 

of "alias or nickname." 
Mr. SOURWINE. Were you and Mr. Wieland alone together when you asked 

him about this? 
Mr. OTEPKA. No, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Who else W88 with you? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Mr. Hite. 
Mr. SOUR WINE. And he heard Mr. Wieland answer? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir, and the stenographer was there. 
Senator HRUSKA. Was a transcript made of that conversation? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You do have that transcript? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir.' 

Mr. Jones gave testimony which directly contradicted the earlier 
statement by Mr. Wieland that he, Wieland, had not been questioned 
about his answers on the 1948 form 84: 

Mr. SOURWINE. This form 84, for instance, said-you mentioned "Mont
enegro"-there is a space "aliases and nicknames," and apparently he wrote in 
there "None." 

Mr. JONES. That is correct. 
Now, we do not consider that this was misrepresentation in the legal sense of 

the word, that misrepresentation must be deliberate with intent to falsify or to 
conceal. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Is it your opinion or your judgment that Mr. Wieland has lied 
either to the Department or to this committee? 

Mr. JONES. I have no evidence that Mr. Wieland h88 lied to the Department 
except if you call this a lie; but we do not consider this a lie, sir. 

Senator KEATING. Is there not evidence that he did not disclose full v the 
information requested of him? . 

Mr. JONES. No, I cannot put it in those terms, Senator Keating, because it 
was not asked for. 

• * * * * * * 
Mr. SOUDWINE. With regard to this matter of the form 84, has he been given 

an opportunity to explain why he wrote "None" in there? 
Mr. JONES. Yes, I asked him the question. 
Mr. SO\;RWINE. And that explanation was acceptable to you? 
Mr. JONES. It was entirely. 
:\[r. SOURWINE. What was that? 
Mr. JO"ES. His explanation was he used the name "Montenegro" as a boy 

when he lived in his stepfather's house; he did not consider it an alias and certainly 
did not consider it a nickname and did not consider it was relevant. 

Mr. SOURWINE. When did you ask him that? 
Mr. JONES. I cannot give you the exact time when I asked him that, sir. 

Certainly some time after last summer.' 

• State Department Security Hearings, pt. I, pp.1I8-100. 
7 Ibid. p. 50. 
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After Mr. Jones' attention had been called to the fact that his 
testimony with respect to the form 84 filled in by Mr. Wieland in 
1948 contradicted Mr. Wieland's sworn testimony, Mr. Jones began 
to hedge on his own testimony. The following excerpts are in proper 
chronological order, though the testimony was not consecutive: 

Mr. SOURWINE. Are you aware that Mr. Wieland has sworn under oath before 
this committee that he never saw this form 84 after 1948, and that he never had 
any reason to know what he had put on it other than his memory, which Will! 
nonexisten~f what happened in 1948? 

Mr. JONES. Yes, J am aware that he said that. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you think he told the truth when he said that? 
Mr. JONES. Yes, because I do not think he did see the form again, to the best 

of my knowledge. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You testified here that you asked him about it? 
Mr. JONES. Yes, but he did not see the form. 
Mr. SOURWINE. But you asked him about what his answer was? 
Mr. JONES. That is correct? 
Mr. SOURWINE.YOU discussed his answer with him? 
Mr. JONES. I discussed the issue of "Montenegro" with him; yes, sir . 
Mr. SOURWINE. So he had reason in that connection to know what his answer 

on the form was? 
Mr. JONES. No, sir. 
This was after his last appearance before this committee, sir. 
Mr. SOORWINE. It was? 
Mr. JONES. YeI!', sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. When was it? 
Mr. JONES. This was a.t the time I think counsel correctly refreshes my 

memory here. This question was not put to him by me until the time of the 
President's query with Miss McClendon. 

Mr. SOURWINE. In other words, you had never gone into that question. 
Mr. JONES. I had not. 
Mr. SOURWINE. At the time you made your decision about it? 
Mr. JONES. I did not go into this with him at that time. If I implied or said 

otherwise in the record, I made an error. 
Mr. SOORWINE. When was it? Can you give us the date on which you did 

go into it with him? That is the last thing I want here. 
Mr. JONES. I cannot give you the date. To the best of my recollection, it 

was not the afternoon of the conversation between the President and Miss Mc
Clendon. I know it was just about that time, and at that time I did not show 
him the form. I asked him about the "Montenegro" thing. 

Mr. SOURWINE. You called him in for that purpose? 
Mr. JONEB. No. We were talking about the whole situation, and I do not 

remember now, sir in fact, I am not sure. Bill, was the interchange with Miss 
McClendon prior to, or after, Mr. Wieland's last appearance before this com
mittee? 

Mr. BOSWELL. I believe it was prior to. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Your testimony is that you did not ask him this until after 

his last appearance before this committee? 
Mr. JONES. Then I could be wrong. Mr. Boswell may be correcting me again. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you ask him this in December or January? 
Mr. JONEB. To the best of my recollection, Mr. Sourwine, it was the day after 

the interchange between Miss McClendon and the President. 
The date of that, I do not recall, but I think Mr. Boswell is correct. That 

was prior to the time that Mr. Wieland was recalled by this committee, but I 
did not show him the form. 

Mr. SOURWINE. But you did go over the question of what he had said on the 
form? 

Mr. JONES. Only with respect to the question of the name "Montenegro." 
Mr. SOURWINE. That is right. 
Mr. JONES. That is correct. 
Mr. SOURWINE. In that one regard? 
Mr. JONES. That is correct. 

• • • • • • • 

Stolen from the Archive of Dr. Antonio R. de la Cova 
http://www.latinamericanstudies.org/cuba-books.htm



STATE DEPARTMENT SOOORITY 135 

Mr. SOUR WINE. * * * You mentioned a conference you had, or question seS8ion, 
with Mr. Wieland, Mr. William Wieland, the day after the Presidential press 
conference at which Sarah McClendon asked about Mr. Wieland and another 
individual. 

Mr. JONES. Yes, I indicated I thought it was the day after, and I have not had 
a chance to check the date. 

Mr. SOURWINE. I have been informed the Presidential press conference in ques
tion was January 24, 1962, which would have made your conference with Mr. 
Wieland the next day, the 25th. 

Can you tell us what were the reasons for that conference? Was it because of 
the Presidential press conference? 

Mr. JONES. Yes. I was straightening out with Mr. Wieland and also with Mr. 
Miller the responses that had been made. I was advising him of the responses 
that I had made to the press, and generally indicating to them what the position 
was that the Department was going to take in the event of conversations. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Were these gentlemen both present at the same time? 
Mr. JONES. No, they were the afternoon of the press conference. If it was the 

next day, and I am still not sure of that. I saw them separately. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you call them to your office for this purpose? 
Mr. JONES. Yes, sir. As a matter of fact, I am not even sure now whether Mr. 

Miller came up. I think I talked to him on the telephone, but Mr. Wieland did 
come to the office. 

Mr. SOURWINE. You remember that this matter came out when we were dis
cussing the question of whether you had given Mr. Wieland an. opportunity to 
explain the statement in the form 84? 

Mr. JONES. Yes. If I may conect counsel, it was not an opportunity to explain 
that so much as my asking him about the name "Montenegro." 

Mr. SouawINE. My question said: "Had he been given · an opportunity to 
explain?" 

Mr. JONES. Yes. 
Mr. SOUR WINE. And you said, as a matter of fact, you had talked to him 

yourself? 
Mr. JONES. Yes, I talked to him about it. 
Mr. SOURWINB. And in that context I understood at the time I first asked that 

question that you were saying that this had been done as a part of the investigation. 
Then it later came out that this apparently was not 80. 
Mr. JONES. No, not as a part of the investigation, no, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. That is right. You had simply asked him about this particular 

point when you talked with him on or about the 25th of January? 
Mr. JONES. That is correct. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Can you tell us how it happened that this one particular point 

came up? You did not traveIse everything in the security memorandum, did you? 
Mr. JONES. No, I did not. 
I cannot tell you why that particular thing stuck in my mind other than to 

give you an impression, Mr. Sourwine. 
Mr. SOURWINIl. Yes, sir. 
Mr. JONES. And that was that I have the impression, but it is not even a 

recollection, that in all of the f\areup that followed the President's press confer
ence and there was considerable for the next several hours, I assure you I think 
somebody referred to me, and it may have been one of the members of the preas, 
the question of the so-called alias or the U3e of the stepfather's name "Monte-
negro". . 

But, in any event, it was topeide enough in my mind the next day 80 that I 
asked him about that in connection with the form 84. 

Mr. SOURWINE. When you talked with him the day following? 
Mr. JONES. Yes. 
Mr. SOURWINE. The 25th or about the 25th? 
Mr. JONES. Yes. 
Mr. SOURWINE. That was the only item of the security case that was specifically 

discussed with him at that time? 
Mr. JONES. It was the only item of the form 84 which was discussed with him 

at that time; yes, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. As a matter of fact, that is the only discrepancy that has been 

claimed for that form 84, is it not? 
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Mr. JONES. I think there was also, was there not, Mr. Counsel, the question 
of the discrepancy in the birth date on which I think it subsequently was estab
lished that this was the correct birth date. 

Mr. SOURWINE. I was asking, not asserting. 
Mr JONES. Yes. 
Mr. SOURWINE. In any event, you did discuss with him the question of his 

answer "none" in the box on this form where it calls for aliases, and he told you 
that he did not consider "Montenegro" as either an alias or a nickname? 

Mr . JONES. That is right. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And this was a satisfactory explanation to you? 
Mr. JONES. That was a satisfactory explanation to me; yes.' 

Almost at the end of Mr. Jones' testimony, there was further 
colloquy about his discussion with Mr. Wieland of Wieland's use of 
the name Montenegro and his failure to disclose this on the form 84 
which he filled out in 1948: 

Mr. SOURWINE. * * * Did you state earlier that you had discussed the use of 
the name "Montenegro" with Mr. Wieland in August? 

Mr. JONES. If I did, I did not intend to do so, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You did not, in fact, discuss it with him at that time? 
Mr. JONES. To the best of my recollection, the time that I mentioned "Monte

negro" was after the McClendon-President exchange. 
Mr. SOURWINE. The day after? 
Mr. JONES. I think it was approximately the day after, and I did this because, 

as I told you, my recollection, but I have no documentation on this, that there 
had been put to me some question about the "Montenegro" thing that grew out 
of the similarity of the name well, the identity of the name "Montenegro" as 
afPlied to Mr. Wieland and a Montenegro who appeared in the testimony of one 
o the witnesses before the committee. I don't remember which witness it was. 

Mr. SOURWINE. There was a Carlos Montenegro who, with his wife, was a 
member of the Communist Party? 

Mr. JONES. Yes. 
Mr. SOURWINE. There is no connection between him and Mr. Wieland at all. 
Mr. JONES. No, but I don't remember which witness brought that up. I am 

quite sure, as I recall it now, one of the newspaper people or one of the press service 
people raised this issue with me, had this been settled, and I guess more out of 
curiosity, maybe to make conversation, than anything else

b 
I asked Wieland 

about this thing because I wanted to hear what he had to say a out it. 
Senator KEATING. Is this Carlos Montenegro a Cuban? 
Mr. SOURWINE. Yes, sir; a Cuban. 
Senator KEATING. A U.S. citizen? 
Mr. SOURWINE. No, sir. He is presently in Panama. 
Mr. JONES. The man who married Mr. Wieland's mother after his father's 

death subsequently became an American citizen. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And his mother was native born, and Mr. Wieland is an Ameri

can citizen? 
Mr. JONES. That is right. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Can you explain how Mr. Wieland, after having been ques

tioned by you about his answer in this form 84 and his explanation for the answer, 
having explained that in the context in which the question was asked he did not 
consider that the name "Montenegro" fell within it? How it is that on the 2d 
of February, when he was asked by this committee if he had any reason to know 
what his answer had been, he told us "No"? 

Mr. JONES. No, I cannot, because I do not remember, Mr. Sourwine, whether I 
referred to the form 84 or whether I did not at that time. I just don't-I am not 
sure whether--

Mr. SOURWINE. Wait a minute. 
Mr. JONES. )Wait, just let me finish. 
Mr. SOURWINE. All right. 
Mr. JONES. I am not sure whether I put it at first in the context of the query 

that had come to me, but I am sure that, before I finished, I did refer to the fact 
that the name "Montenegro" had not been made a matter of record on our forms. 
But whether I speCifically used the word "form 84," I don't recall. 

e State Department Secur1t.y Hearings, pt. I, pp. 52-55. 
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Mr. SOURWINE. You had to be discussing this form because you told us that 
he had said that he did not put it down because it was not called for by the lan
guage of the form. 

Mr. JONES. Yes, but I had reviewed all of the other documents. As a matter 
of fact, I am not sure you and I had not talked about this over the telephone prior 
to that time, but I had also looked at form 57, I had looked at various and sundry 
other forms tha.t had been filled out over the years, and the only thing that I 
wanted to make clear was that I am not sure that I specifically identified form 84 
when I talked with Mr. Wieland. I did--

Mr. SOURWINE. You talked with him about a form in which there was a blank 
space for ali""es or nicknames? 

Mr. JONES. That is correct. 
Mr. SOURWINE. In which he had written "none"? 
Mr. JONES. That is correct. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you describe this form to him in substantially that way? 
Mr. JONES. I do not recall whether I did or not, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Or did he remember that the form had said "alifU!es and nick-

na.mes"? . 
Mr. JONES. No. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And say that he did not consider this....-
Mr. JONES. I made that point to him. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Then you discussed with him a form which called for aliases 

or nicknames, and he told you that he did not put the name "Montenegro" in 
because he did not consider it was an alias or nickname? 

Mr. JONES. This is my recollection, yes. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And you did not identify the form as form 84? 
Mr. JONES. I do not know whether I did or not, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And you do not know whether you identified it, do you, as to 

the year? 
Mr. JONES. No, I am--
Mr. SOUR WINE. But you did identify it as 1\ form he had filled out to the De

partment? 
Mr. JONES. I think I did, I am not sure. I think I said this morning I did, 

and this afternoon I am saying that I still think I did, but I am not sure. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You would not have questioned him about a form that he 

filled out somewhere else, would you? 
Mr. JONES. May I repeat again, Mr. Sourwine, my discussion with him of this 

issue was against the backdrop of a name rather than the absence of a name on a 
fu=. . 

Mr. SoURWINE. Yes, sir. 
Mr. JONES. But I think I used the form and the absence of the name on the 

form in order to bring the question into focus, but I cannot be absolutely certain. 
Mr. SOURWINE. He had to know about the language "alias or nickname" in 

order to give you the answer he did, did he not? He had to know that the blank 
space on the form called for any alias or nickname, in order to give you the answer 
that he did not consider that the name "Montenegro" was either an alias or a 
nickname? 

Mr. JONES. I wish I could be absolutely certain in my recollection of how I put 
the question to him, Mr. Sourwine. 

Mr. SOURWINE. We are passing that at the moment. Are you clear that he 
did tell you that he did not consider "Montenegro" was either an alias or a 
nickname? 

Senator KEATING. No, Counsel, he is saying he does not remember how he put 
the question to him; that he does not know for sure whether he asked him, "Is 
this an alias or a nickname," is that not what you are saying? 

Mr. JONES. That is what I am saying, Senator Keating, because this issue of 
the alias or nickname is an issue which, somewhere along the line, I have also dis
cussed over the telephone with Mr. Sourwine against the backdrop of whether or 
not we could supply the copy for the record. 

I do know that I have discussed with Mr. Wieland the use of the name "Monte
negro." I do not know for certain, and please remember I am under oath, sir, I 
do not remember for certain whether I did it specifically against the backdrop of the 
form 84 or whether I did not. . 

Mr. SOURWINE. If the Chairman will permit, you have testified here that Mr. 
Wieland told you that he left that name out because he did not think it was called 
for by the form, since he did not consider it either an alias or a nickname? 

Mr. JONES. If I used the words "left it out," I probably misspoke myself. 
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Mr. SOURWINE. All right, perhaps you said that he answered "none" because 
he did not consider that the name "Montenegro" was either an &lias or a nick
name, but your testimony was that he told you he did not consider the name 
"Montenegro"--

Mr. JONES. This is correct. 
Mr. SOURWINE (continuing). Either an ali&S or a nickname? 
Mr. JONES. This is correot. 
Mr. BOURWINE. Therefore, he had to know that the form called for aliases or 

nicknames in order to give you that reason, is that not true? 
Mr. JONES. It is a v&lid &88umption, yes. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And he had to know that either beoause he read that it was on 

the form or because you asked him about it in those tenns? 
Mr. JONES. Or I could have asked him: 
"Did you ever adopt the name 'Montenegro'?" 
I don't remember how it came about. 
As I told you, I do not recall exactly how this came up. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You don't even recall now whether you asked him about an 

answer on a form? 
Mr. JONES. No, I do not recall that. 
Mr. SOURWINE. I am sorry, I must have confused you thoroughly. 
Senator KEATING. No, he is not confused. As I understand it, he said this 

morning just exactly what you say. He thought it over and this afternoon be is 
not absolutely sure that the words "alias or nickname" were used. Is that right 
or not? 

Mr. JONES. This is correct, Senator Keating. I do not remember whether I ever 
used those or not. I do not remember whether Mr. Wieland refened to "&lias or 
nickname." I do not know that explained to me the circumstances of his use of 
the name "Montenegro." 

Senator KEATING. You confronted him with having used this? 
Mr. JONES. This is correct. 
Senator KEATING. Having had this name and having filled some blank in with 

"none" and why did he do that? 
Mr. JONES. I am not sure whether I confronted him with the blank. I just 

don't remember. 
Senator KEATING. You are not sure even whether you had the blank in your 

possession at the time? 
Mr. JONES. I know that the blank was in my po8l!ession at the time, yes, sir, 

hec&U8e the entire Wieland file was in my at the time of this con-
versation. 

Mr. SOURWINE. I am sorry, Mr. Chairman, I thought that just a moment ago 
Mr. Jones told us that Mr. Wieland had said that he did not consider the name 
"Montenegro" either an alias or a nickname. 

Mr. JONES. I think he did say this, but what I am mixed up on is just where 
the "alias or nickname" came into this subject. 

Mr. SOURWINE. How it came in? 
Mr. JONES. How it came in or what point it came into the discussion. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. "Alias or nickname" is what is called for in that blank on the 

form 84? 
Mr. JONES. That is right. This is on the form, and I have looked at the form so 

many "times since then that I may have a compression of memory here with 
respect to the form as opposed to the incident in which I talked to him about the 
the use of the name "Montenegro." 

Mr. SOURWINE. So at least, if you did not ask him about a form and he was not 
answering you with regard to a form, it was an interesting coincidence that he 
used the words "alias or nickname"? 

Mr. JONES. If he did, indeed, U8e them. I have to.-
Mr. SOURWINE. There is some doubt about that nowr 
Mr. JONES. Yes. I have told you I thought he did and I would be glad to 

check his recollection and anything that I can do to check it, but at the moment 
I am not Bure.' 

It appears to the committee that Mr. Wieland deliberately made 
false statements under oath with regard to the matter of this form 84 
and whether he had seen it or had independent cause to know what 

• State Department Secorit7 Hearings, pt. I, pp. 
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his answers had been, since the time he filled it out. It is also the 
committee's opinion that this question was pertinent and material. 
The committee recommends that the Justice Department study the 
testimony in this respect to determine whether perjury was 
committed. 

WIELAND AND ARMS WITHHOLDING 

Mr. Wieland gave an interesting rationalization respecting the 
State Department's authority to withhold arms from the Batista 
government then battling against Castro's onslaughts: 

Mr. SOURWlNE. What action had the Batista government taken which con
stituted a violation of the agreement with regard to the use of the aid? 

Mr. WIELAND. It had taken the grant-aid equipment it was receiving from the 
United States for the maintenance of a hemisphere defelllHl unit, had dispersed 
that unit and distributed the equipment to the troops it had in the mountains of 
Cuba, both in the eastern and the western part of the country. 

Mr. SOUR WINE. It was using that equipment to fight Castro, was it not? 
Mr. WIELAND. To fight the revolutionaries, of which Castro was one"· 

• * • • * * * 
Senator HRUSKA. The use of arms of Batista to fight Castro and his revolu

tionaries was considered a violation of the agreement? 
Mr. WIELAND. The agreement said it was not to be used for anything other than 

purposes stipulated by the two governments without prior consultation with the 
United States. 

Senator HRUSKA. What were those purposes? 
Mr. WIELAND. Hemispheric threat, yes. 
Senator HRUSKA. And overthrow of the government with violence was not 

considered within the terms of that agreement? 
Mr. WIELAND. Not within that agreement, sir.1I 

This withdrawal of arms shipments had a demoralizing effect on the 
Batista ~vernment, according to American Ambassador Gardner, 
who testified: 

No.1, his troops are not trained for mountain fighting. That is No.1. No.2 
is that it Is like a rabbit running under a cover, or through a field. . I mean you 
can get up in an airplane, and you could not see them, or What they were doing. 
So his air force could never spot them. And then I think that, thirdly, the troops 
got 80 discouraged by the position we had taken about not giving them arms and 
80 On that they just didn't want to fight. And when that regiment went down, 
and the colonel was supposed to be the toughest colonel they had, he didn't want 
to fight, because he took &ll the money that was supposed to feed the soldiers, 
and they had to b~l.1 them back. It was general demor&llzation, that they felt 
that Batista was fi ed. 

Senator DODD. Was this largely because it was known or felt that the United 
States had abandoned Batista and supported Castro? 

Mr. GARDNER. That is right." 

Simultaneously, it was clear that aid was furnished from American 
sources to Castro forces, as testified by Mr. Pawley: 

I think this is a Bill Wieland idea. I re&lly do, I am not trying to say that 
Bill Wieland is the one blank spot with me either because there are a lot of them. 
But I think Bill Wieland is the one responsible for this problem and therefore it 
would have to originate at that point. 

10 EDITOR'S NOTE: The following is excerpted from a "ChrQnology of U.S. Relations Wltb Cuba From 
1957 to 1962" prep!Verl by tile Department of State: "In 1958 we suspended arms shipments to the Batista 
government which, in disregard or an agreement with the United States, had 1.J..CIed them to combat the 
revolutionary movement headed by Fidel Oastro." See AppendlJ. "Communist Threat to the U.S. 
Through the Caribbean," pt. 13. 

11 State Department Securtty Hearings pt. 5, p. 652. 
II "Commllnist Threat to the United States Through the Caribbean," pt. gf p. 673. 
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He was the one, no question about it, who came up with the idea of not selling 
arms to either side in Cuba. But here is an interesting thing: While they were 
doing this, I lived in Miami, and this is a fact; more than 10,000 men were armed 
for Castro out of Dade County with all of the officials closing their eyes to Castro 
receiving their arms in spite of the neutrality law; and the min ute Castro came 
in, the Justice Department sent down 250 special agents which there are today to 
prevent anyone from hurting our friend Castro." 

The holdup of aid to Batista was interpreted by such publications 
as The Nation, sympathetic to the Castro uprising, as a signal that 
Batista was on his way out. 

An article in The Nation, June 13, 1959, by Betty Kirk, included 
this statement: 

State Department attitudes toward Cuba were further clarified when, in 
March 1958, shipment of military supplies to Batista was canceled. This was a 
signal, understood by all, that the dictator was on his way out and Castro was 
in, although it took some months to consummate the transfer. Had any doubts 
on the question survived, they were removed by the immediate reco~nition of 
Dr. Castro and his movement and by the later welcome accorded him in the 
United States." 

In the prepared statement which he read to the committee on 
February 8, 1961, Mr. Wieland said: 

Both the Department and our Ambassador repeatedly told the Cuban Gov
ernment in 1958 that shipments of arms would remain suspended until we could 
be sure they would not be used in Cuba's internal revolt. We made it clear that 
this policy would continue until the Batista government itself took concrete 
steps to seek a political solution satisfactory to the majority of the Cuban people 
instead of insisting on brutal repressive measures and force of arms. I ' 

This led to some cross-examination by committee counsel: 
Mr. SOURWINE. In other words, during 1958 both the State Department and 

the U.S. Ambassador to Cuba, acting on instructions from the Secretary, of course, 
repeatedly told the Cuban Government that it did not have the support of this 
Government in its fight against Castro. 

Mr. WIELAND. No, sir. The attempt was to persuade the Government of 
Cuba to seek a broader basis of support in order to strengthen its own position, 
to achieve a political solution rather than Bimply a sbowdown of force which, at 
that tim.e-e--

Mr. SoURWINE. You mean the Department was seekin~ a coalition government? 
Mr. WIELAND (continuing). Which at that time was ahen to the people of Cuba. 
Sir, the nature of the Government sir, the nature of the solution which the 

Cuban Government might have found was naturally a matter for the Cubans to 
decide. 

Mr. f'lOURWINE. What you are saying:--
Mr. WIELAND. What we did seek was for the Government of Cuba to obtain 

a broader basis of support for itself by seeking a political solution rather than a 
showdown of force against Castro. 

Mr. SOURWINE. What you are saying here clearly is that the Government 
of the United States, from the Department and through the Ambassador, told 
the Cuban Government that we would not provide any arms with which they 
could fight Castro. 

Mr. WIELAND. Sir, we said we would not provide arms until they could achieve 
a more popular form of government, until they could show that they themselves 
had a formula for some form of solution, sir. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Well, you say here "both the Department and our Ambassador 
repeatedly told the Cuban Government in 1958 that shipments of arms would 
remain suspended until we could be sure they would not be used in Cuba's internal 
revolt." 

11 "Communist Threat to the United States Through the Caribbean," pt. 10, p. 745. 
14 State Department Security Hearings, pt. 6, p. 658. 
" ibid pt. 5, p. 642. 
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Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. In other words, he got no arms from us until he committed 

himself that he wouldn't use them against Castro; isn't that what that language 
means? 

Senator DODD. I don't want to interfere, but let it rest. I don't know how it 
could mean anything else. 

Mr. SOURWINE. I am sorry, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Senator DODD. Maybe Mr. Wieland has a different apparatus for understanding 

or comprehension than I have. Leave it in the record. Let's see what everybody 
else thinks it means. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Yes, sir. I will withdraw the question. 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. This was in line with the Secretary's instruction that 

they not be used in internal strife." 

Mr. Wieland testified that "the arms were suspended but there was 
no publicity 'on this until the story leaked, I think, first in the New 
York Times." 17 

Pawley on arms suspension 
Ambassador Pawley summed up the situation briefly as follows in 

his testimony: 
A decision was made, and a very unwise one, and announced to the world 

that we, the U.S. Government, would supply no further arms to Batista's govern
ment nor would we supply them to Castro. 

Now one is a revolutionary, known to be a Communist, and to put them both 
in the same notice that we will not supply to a recognized government that is 
working with ua in every possible way, nor will we supply them to the revolu
tionary, when he knew-and I think that the policy came out of Bill Wieland's 
office, approved by the Assistant Secretary and later reached the approval of 
higher officials-but that policy statement condemned the Batista government to 
defeat, because the entire hemisphere and the world, but more important, the 
Cuban Army, and the Cuban people, knew that Batieta was finished in the eyes 
of the American Government, that isn't, in my judgment, good policy planning. 

If you want to get rid of a man you certainly don't do it by that type of ap
proach, because What you are dOing, and I have told Wieland and other members 
of the Department of State including Rubottom and members of CIA just that, 
prior to Bastista's fall, in meetings in which I participated both in CIA and in 
the Department of State and I told Wieland in the meeting of several people, 
"If you permit Fidel Castro to come into p,ower you are going to have more 
trouble than you have ever seen in your life. ' 

Mr. SOURWINE. When was this? 
Mr. PAWLEY. This was 6 weeks before Fidel came into power." 

WHAT WIELAND TOLD FRIENDS: SAM SHAFFER 

On February 15, 1961, the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee 
heard Samuel Shaffer, chief congressional correspondent of Newsweek 
magazine. Mr. Shaffer testified that he and William A. Wieland are 
friends and members of a group which plays poker every Monday 
night. Mr. Shaffer placed a particular conversation with Wieland 
about Castro in the winter of 1957, or early in 1958. Mr. Shaffer's 
testimony follows, in part: 

• • • it was toward the end of the game that Bill teased me, said that "the 
trouble with you newsp~rmen is that you do a lousy job of reporting about * • * 
Latin American affairs.' And I remember the conversation continued after the 
game and we walked out to our cars, which were parked nearby and we stood 
there in this cold night and he continued the discussion. He belabored me for 
the sins of Herbert Matthews, of the New York Times, and others. 

It State Department 8e<:ur1ty nearlngs, pt. 6, pp. 542, 643. 
" Ibid., p. 667. l' "COmmunist Threat to the United States Through the Caribbean," pt. 10, p. 738 . 
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He said, and this made quite 1\ deep impression on me, because all T knew of 
Castro I must say, to interrupt, Senator, Latin America has never interested 
me; I am a congressional and political e"pe~ even if that is a self-serving declara
tion; that is my field and all I knew about vastro was from the articlee by Herb 
Matthews in the New York Times and similar pieces written I>y newsmen who I 
think were caught up in the romantic fervor of "I interviewed Fidel Castro in the 
mountains, " 

He said to me, "I know Batista," and this is pretty much as he put it, HI know 
that Batista is considered by many as a son of a bitch," but, he said, "American 
interests come first." He said Hat least he is our son of a bitch, he is not playing 
ball with the Communists." 

He said "on the other hand Fidel ('astro who many of you newspapermen are 
romanticizing, is surrounded by Commies.'1 He said, "I don't know whether he 
himself is a Communist," but, he said, "I am certain that he is subject to Com
munist influences." 

And, he went on to refer to something in Castro's background, and it was a 
conference and 1 don't recall whether it was in Venezuela or Bogotl!., but 1 do 
remember that it was the one where General Marshall was embarrused gfeatly 
at some incident * * * I remember that he said ~hat Castro was an agitator 
or something in the incident that resulted in the embarrMllment of General 
Marshall." 

Mr. Wieland was asked about his talk with Mr. Shaffer Il.nd he 
answered as follows in his testimony of February 2, 1962: 

Senator EASTLAND. But you had told Sam Shaffer in the winter of 1957-58 
that Fidel Castro was probably a Communist and was certainly surrounded by 
Communists? 

Mr. WIELAI>D. I think I was saying that 1 would not be surprised if he were, 
but we didn't have the certainty that he was. * * * I am trying to say, sir 
that there were growing suspicions of Castro's Communist bent as such. •• '" 
Sir, at the time I spoke with Mr. Shaffer, this suspicion was not in the U.S. public 
mind or in the U.S. press." 

Wieland and Shaffer Statement 
At the time of his test,imony in Februa.ry 1961, Mr. Wiela.nd clll.imed 

he did not recall hll.ving made the statement, Il.t a.ny time prior to 
May of 1959, that Castro was surrounded by Communists and might 
be a Commwlist himself. 

Do you recall at any time prior to the briefing of Dr. Eisenhower in 1959 
having made the statement that Castro was 8w'founded by Commnnists and 
might be a Communist himself? 

Senator DODD. Could I hear that again, pleeae? 
Mr. SOURWINE. Yes, sir. WOuldJou read it back, Mr. Reporter? 
(The pending question, as recorde ,was read by the reporter.) 
Senator DODD. And you are asking Mr. Wieland if he recalls having made 

such a statement prior to that conference with Dr. Eisenhower? 
Mr. SOURWINE. Yes, sir. 
Mr. WIELAND. 1 might have made such a statement, Mr. Sourwine, but I do 

not recollect it. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Now, did you make such a statement to..--
Senator DODD. I hate to keep interrupting. What do you mean by stating 

you "might have made it"? Do you have any recollection whether or not you 
made 8uch a statement? What does that kind of answer mean: HI might have 
made it"? Is this something that cannot be remembered? I don't think that 
is a very. responsive answer. Do IOU, yourself? 

Mr. WIELAND. Mr. Chairman, am trying to be as responsive as I can, 
Senator DODD. I am not oharging you with not trying. I am simply suggesting 

to you that it is a vague, unresponsive answer. 
Mr. WIELAND. If, at some time prior to the briefing 'of Dr. Eisenhower before 

his departure for Mexico, I had the view that there were Communists surrounding 

" Stale Department Becur\ty Hear1np, pt. 3, p. 1 . 
.. Ibid., pt. &, pp 647,648. 
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Castro and there was a possibility he was a Communist himself I would say, yes. 
But if I can remember the specific instanoe in which I might have said this, I 
am sorry, sir, I can't.11 

Mr. Wieland never denied the testimony of Mr. Samuel Shaffer of 
Newsweek concerning the statement made to bim by Wieland during 
the winter of 1957-58 that Castro was surrounded by Communists 
and m~ht be himseU a Communist. Even under careful questioning, 
Mr. ieland's testimony in this area was consistently vague or 
equivocal. But Mr. Wieland did admit that he did not remember 
writing. anything in any official report to his superiors which reflected 
generally what he had told Shaffer. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Shaffer said this conversation with :y()u was during the 
winter of 1957-58. He said either late 1957 or early 1958. He was asked, "Are 
you sure of that?" and he said "Sure." It was roughly a year before Castro came 
into power? and Mr. Shaffer said, "Yes." 

This would seem to indicate that about that time, roughly a year before Mr. 
Castro came into power, you did know, because you told Shaffer that Castro was 
sunounded by Communists, and might be himself a Communist. 

Mr. WIELAND. As I say, sir, I was aware that there was Communist influence 
trying to take over the movement there and this was a real danger. I did not 
know how much of a Communist Castro himself was but I did know there was a 
danger of Communists dominating the entire movement and I was 

Mr. SOURWINE. Did you, sir, subsequent to this conversation with Mr. Shaffer. 
offiCially advise any of your superiors in the Department, or include in any-of the 
papers you wlote, any statement along the lines of the one you made to Mr. 
Shaffer; that is, that Castro was surrounded by Communists and might be himself 
a Communist? 

Mr. WIELAND. Sir, the question of Communist danger in the Cuban revolu
tion, among the revolutionists and terrorists, was always a prevalent one through
out the Department of State. There was always an awareness of the danger of 
this Communist threat taking over. 

There were also other reports that Castro himself was trying to avoid that in 
order to control his own movement. 

I am certain that throughout the whole period. there were diBcull8ions back and 
forth on what the Communist problem was in Cuba and what might be done to 
stoll it, if possible. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Well, whatever you did write or tell to your superiors, after 
this conversation with Mr. Shaffer, was written or told with the knowledge that, 
in your mind, Castro was surrounded by Communists and might be .himself a 
Communist? 

Mr. WIELAND. Sir, that there were Communists who were trring to take over 
the movement, yes, but we were getting reports that Castro hImself was trying 
to avoid that and tryin~ to retain control of the movement. 

I knew that CommunISts were around him, but to go so far as to say surrounded 
by Communists, I don't think I could at that time. But that Communists were 
trying, moving in and trying to take over, I could, yes. 

Senator HRUSKA. I do not know that the witness said that he wrote anything. 
Did you write anything in your report which reflected generally what is referred 

to here? 
Mr. WIELAND. Sir, I don't remember writing anything. What I was doing 

was discussing the available information based on the intelligence reporting 
already coming into the Department of State. 

Senator HRUSKA. The question is, whether you wrote in your report the sub
stance of the facts as you related them here. Did you or did you not write in 
your reports? 

Mr. WIELAND. I do not recall writing them. I understood Mr. Sourwine's 
question to be did I write or talk about them to my superiors. 

I do not recall writing. I may have. I know that it was constantly in dis
cussion. 

• • • • • • • 
'I Ibid., p. 663, 664. 
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Mr. SOURWINE. If I may, I would like to call your attention specifically to the 
language which Mr. Sam Shaffer in his testimony attributed to you. 

• • • • • • • 
Mr. SOURWINE. He said that you, Mr. Wieland, said to him this: "Fidel 

Castro, whom many of you newspapermen are romanticizing, is surrounded by 
Communists. I don't know whether he is himself a Communist, but he is subject 
to Communist influence." 

Are you telling us now that you didn't say that Or that you could not have 
said that at that time? 

Mr. WIELAND. No, sir, I am not saying that. I am simply saying that I did 
not know to what deglee Castro had become a Communist, but I did feel that I 
knew that Communist influences were working on Castro and trying to take over 
his movement. 

Mr. SOURWINE. In other words, you do not challenge Mr. Shaffer's testimony 
in any way? 

Mr. WIELAND. Oh, no, sir." 

Mr. Otto Otepka testified he had not found any information to the 
effect that Wieland had told friends he thought Castro was a Com
munist. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Are you aware that although Wieland told close personal 
friends as early as the winter of 1957-58 that he then knew Castro was surrounded 
by Communists and probably was a Communist himself, nevertheless in May 
1959 and later Wieland was still reporting to his superiors that Castro was a 
moderate revolutionary? 

Mr . . OTEPKA. I was not aware of any statement to me that Wieland had told 
anyone that he considered Castro a Communist until you have just so informed 
me here now. . 

Mr. SOURWINE. Well, we have testimony. Were you aware as late as May 
1959 and later Wieland was still reporting officially to his superiors that Castro 
was a moderate revolutionary? 

Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, I am aware of that. 
Mr. SOURWINE. If Wieland did in fact know and believe as he stated to friends 

that Castro was surrounded by Communists and probably was a Communist 
himself, was that then acceptable conduct for a responsible desk officer to state 
a different conclusion in his papers sent upstairs? 

Mr. OTEPKA. I would say it was not acceptable conduct. 
Mr. SOURWINE. One of the things a desk officer is hired for is to play his intellect 

and his expertise over the material that crosses his desk and let his opinions show 
in what goes further up, isn't that so? 

Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Senator HRUSKA. Did thesc facts come to your attention through the sum

mary; namely, that there had been disclosures by Mr. Wieland from time to 
time from 1957 on as to his belief as to Castro and on the contrary his official 
reports saying he was not a Communist, was that all contained in the summary? 

Mr. OTEPKA. My summary reflects information which I obtained from official 
documents indicating Wieland's belief as to whether or not Castro was a Com
munist and he expressed himself that there was no evidence he either was or was 
not, but I was not aware until this moment he had expressed himself otherwise; 
that is, saying that Castro was a Communist. This is news to me. I never 
saw any information indicating that Wieland had told friends that he thought 
Castro was a Communist. 

• • * • • 
Mr. SOUR WINE. Mr. Otepka, do you conceive that 

separated his own personal opinion regarding Castro 
respecti ng Castro? 

Mr. OTEPKA. I think he could. 

• * 
Mr. Wieland completely 
from his official opinion 

Mr. BOURWINE. If he had done so wouldn't he have failed to discharge his 
responsibility to the Department! 

Mr. OTEPKA. He .... ould have." 

" State Department Security Hearil:lgs, pt. 6, pp. '16, 618 . 
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A correct appraisal of Fidel Castro was intimately involved with 
our attitude to the new Cuban Government headed by Rivero Aguero, 
elected in December 1958, as a successor to the Batista regime. Mr. 
Wieland was asked what steps were taken by the American Govern
ment toward the Aguero regJme. He replied: 

Mr. WIELAND. Ambassador Smith came up with a plan which he had received 
from Rivero Aguero to establish order in the country and, according to Rivero 
Aguero's analysis, should receive the support of the majority of the people of 
Cuba. Ambassador Smith discussed this, partly with me, but mainly with my 
superiors, and was told to go back to Cuba to get more essentials of this proJ(ram 
from Rivero Aguero and determine some of its feasibility. If we could be shown 
that it would be a workable plan, it would have our support. 

Ambassador Smith then sent word back from Cuba that Rivero Aguero had 
gone back on this, decided to simply fight out the issue with Castro in a shooting 
war.ls. 

Mr. Wieland denied that there was any "plan for a coalition with 
Castro." 

Mr. SOURWINE. Is this not a fact, that a discussion was had with respect to a 
coalition government in which Castro would have a part and when Rivero Aguero 
repudiated this suggestion and said he was going to fight Castro, the State Depart
ment made it clear that it would not support the Rivero Aguero government on 
that basis? 

Mr. WIELAND. I know of no pla.n for a coalition with Castro, sir."b 

Mr. Wieland denied there was any decision not to support Rivero 
Aguero. 

Mr. SOURWINE. * * * It was a fact ultimately, was it not, that this Govern
ment did not give its support to the government of Rivero Aguero? 

Mr. WIELAND. I do not think that point was finally decided. 

* * * * * * • 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did we ever do anything:--
Mr. W,ELAND. The revolution intervened." 

WH.'T WIELAND TOLD FRIENDS: FRANK BECERRA, JR. 

Sam Shaffer was not the only friend to whom Wieland disclosed 
his kuowled?e of Castro's Commnnist connections. In 1949, in EI 
Salvador, Wieland met Frank Becerra, Jr., and they became good 
friends, according to Becerra's testimony. In 1957, Becerra told the 
committee, Wieland visited EI Salvador for a few days and during 
his visit went to the Becerra home for lunch. Here is Becerra's 
testimony about what happened: 

Mr. BECERRA. * • • At the time, sitting around the table, the question of 
Castro came up. Castro was then still in the mountains. The situation was 
still undecided and my wife made the statement that she felt that Castro would 
be a wonderful thing for Cuba, and I remember distinctly Bill's reaction was, as 
far as I can recall his words, "June, just like a lot of housewives, you just don't 
know what you are talking about. Fidel Castro is a Communist. Fidel Castro 
will be the ruination of Cuba if he gets into power. Fidel Castro was one of the 
leaders of the famous uprising in Bogota in 1948 at the time when Gaitan was 
a.ss&88inated. " 

At that time, as I understand it, Wieland was in the American Embassy. 
Mr. SOURWINE. In Bogota. 
Mr. BECERRA. In Bogota. And this was not a question that was disputed by 

us or anything like that. It was just a spontaneous statement that he made at 
the time. And I don't know what else went on from there in the conversation 
but I do remember very clearly that statement. 

,.- State Department Security Hearings, pt. 5, pp. 661, 662. 
tab Ibid., p. 662. 
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Mr. Becerra was cross-examined about the incident: 
Senator HRUSKA. Mr. Becerra, in connection with Mr. 'Nieland's reference to 

Bogotlt, did he indicate that he was there or that he had any personal knowledge 
of those events in 1948? . 

Mr. BECERRA. Yes, sir. That is what he told me, that he was there. 

• • • • • • • 
Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Becerra, in your letter of February 4 to Senator Hruska, 

you wrote this paragraph: 
"My wife, like many people at the time, felt that Castro would be a good 

thing for Cuba, especially if it meant the elimination of Batista. Bill's very 
words " 
and you were referring to Wieland-

Mr. BECERRA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE (reading): 

"as closely as we can remember were, 'June, I am surprised at you. Like many 
housewives you are talking about something you do not know enough about. 
Castro will be the ruin of Cuba if he ever gets into power. Castro is a Communist 
and was one of the leaders of the famous uprisings in Bogot~ which took place 
when I was at the Embassy there.' " 

Mr. BECERRA. That is right. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You speak of "we" "as closely as we can remember." When 

you wrote this letter did you go over this language with your wife or~
Mr. BECERRA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Or did she see it after you dictated it? 
Mr. BECERRA. Yes, sir. We covered that. In fact, I almost went to the 

point of having her sign a statement to bring it over and then I thought, well, 
maybe they will take my word for it. 

Mr. SOURWINE. You then continued in this letter you wrote to Senator Hruska: 
"After that, on several occasions we discussed the Castro matter casually but 

Bill's opinion was always tbe same." 
That is, he--
Mr. BECERRA. Exactly. 
Mr. SOURWINE. He repeated that Castro was a Communist? 
Mr. BECERRA. Exactly. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Now, in the next paragraph you wrote: 
"One question I have often asked myself is, if Bill Wieland knew, since the 

Bogot~ uprising, that Castro was a Communist, then the entire staff of the 
U.S. Embassy at BogoM at the time, including the Ambassador himself must 
have known this. How, then, could the State DepartInent claim much later 
on that they had no knowledge of this?" 

* * • * * * * 
Mr. SOURWINE. Would you be surprised to know, although Mr. Wieland made 

this statement to you in 1957, as late as 1959 after Castro was in power Mr. 
Wieland was still writing official papers classifying Mr. Castro not as a Communist 
but as a moderate revolutionary? 

Mr. BECERRA. That sounds strange. I am talking about 1957. A man's 
mind is a complicated thing, as you know. 

Mr. SOUR WINE. This is correct. 
Mr. BECERRA. What happens between now and then is hard to know. 
Mr. SOURWINE. But you are quite sure that this happened in 1957. 
Mr. BECERRA. Yes * * * 

• • • * * • • 
Mr. SOURWINE. In your letter you said, "After that on several occasions . 

we discussed t.he . Castro matter casually but Bill's opinion was always the same." 
You didn't really mean t.hat. 

Mr. BECERRA. Oh, I must say that I cannot say that positively. We dis
cussed the situation in Cuba. I always expressed my views, which have been 
very, very, very definitely anti-Castro. And I never got any refutal from Bill 
on that. If you want to put it that way, Mr. Sourwine, I can assert that. 

Mr. SOURWINE. I don ' t want to put it any way. I just want you to tell us 
what the fact was. 

Now, have you heard the theory that there were t.hree elements to contend 
with in Cuba: the moderate revolutionaries headed by Fidel Castro, the pro
Communists headed by ehe Guevara and Raul Castro, and as a third element, 
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the remnants of the Batista forces who still remained in the fringes of 
the revolution? 

)fr. BECERRA. ",0, sir; I have never heard that theory. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Would you say that theory gihes with what Mr. Wie:R, ,,l 

told you? 
Mr. BECERR.'. About Fidel Castro? 
Mr. SOliRWINE. Yes. 
Mr. BECERRA. Well, we were discussing Fidel Castro at the time and no one 

else. In fact, at the time I didn't even know there was such a person as Che 
Guevara or his brother, Raul. 

Mr. SOURWINE. And he simply told you that Fidel Castro was a Communist." 

The above statement clearly conflicts with that which was brought 
out in subsequent questioning of Mr. Wieland: 

Mr. SOURWINE. Did you not, in February of 1959, disi.inguish between Raul 
Castro, whom you consider a Communist, and what you termed the more moderate 
revolutionaries, including Fidel Castro? 

Mr. WIELAND. No, sir, this was not my understanding of this. Mv view at 
that tilJle was that Castro Fidel Castro-wimted to hold power in Cuba, and 
if the moderate elements could swing him around by asserting more force in the 
country than the extremist elements and. sufficjent strength could he built up, 
he would go whichever way the strength lay to achieve his purposes, that there 
was a still more radical element that was bringing heavy pressures to bear on Fidel 
and the others in the more moderate group, trying to persuade them to take 
Rtro·nger action and more radical action, yes, and that there was a possibility 
that if Castro were convinced that the moderate elements would dominate, he 
would restrain the more radical elements t.o achieve his own ends. 

* * * * • * • 
I made the distinction in which I am trying to describe that Raul did repreRent. 

a more radical wing still than Fidel. And if there were a possibilit.y that Fidel 
saw his advantage would lie with the more moderate elements, if they could 
achieve sufficient strength, he would yield to the more moderate elements against 
the more radical elements in his own party. 

* * * * * * * 
Senator EASTLAND. You are saying you were not convinced that he was a 

Communist? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir; in February 1959. 
Senator EASTLAND. When were you convinced that he was a Communist? 
Mr. WIELAND. It is hard to say exactly when I reached the conviction, sir, to 

be convinced, but the view began, or the conviction began to grow, I suppose, 
after he imposed the agrarian reform law of a more radical nature than that which 
had been proposed by his own cahinet, that Castro was reaching the point of no 
return and there would be not much more possibility of working further with him. 

Senator EASTLAND. When was that? 
Mr. WIELAND. That was around May of 1959, sir. 
Senator EASTLAND. But you had told Sam Shaffer in the winter of 1957-58 

that Fidel Castro was probably a Communist and was certainly surrounded by 
Communists? 

Mr. WIELAND. I think I was saying that I would not be surprised if he were, 
but we didn't have the certainty that he ,,·as." 

Wieland says U.S. aided Batista . 
Mr. Wieland actually testified that he thought the U.S. Govern

ment as a whole did" as much as we could" to assist President Batista 
at the time Castro was still trying to take over the Cuban Government. 
Here is the statement in context: 

Senator JOHNSTON. Going back just a little, what was your position, though, 
when Castro was down there trying to take over the government? 

Senator EASTLAND. Well, he told Sam Shaffer he thought he was Communist. 

It State Department Security Hearings, pt. 1, pp. 77-7Q. 
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Mr. WIELAND. We were hoping he would not take over the Government of 
Cuba, sir. It was our hope that efforts would be made to keep him out of the 
government in Cuba. 

Senator JOHNSTON. What did you do to assist Batista, then? 
Mr. WIELAND. I think we did as much as we could, the Government as a whole, 

to assist Batista. 
Senator HRUSKA. Including the cessation of the shipment of arms to Batista? 

Was that of any assistance to Batista? That was the State Department's action 
and their decision. Do you mean that is one of the things we did to help Batista? 

Mr. WIELAND. Sir, the government of Batista was near the end of its term. 
The hope was that the government under Batista would take what steps they 
could to help toward the transition to a fair election so there would be no violence 
in Cuba and Castro would be kept isolated to the hills. 

Senator EASTLAND. Who was responsible, now? What was your recommenda
tion on the boycott of Batista, the refusal to ship him arms? 

Mr. WIELAND. After the Batista government used our grant-aid equipment 
without prior consultation under the terms of an agreement with the United 
States, sir, and the matter had been taken up by my superiors with the Cuban 
Ambassador and by Ambassador Smith in Havana and the violations continued 
without any consultation with the Government of the United States, I recom
mended at that time that we withhold the shipments quietly, pending a solution 
of this particular situation." 

A few minutes later, this colloquy occurred: 
Senator EASTLAND. * * * My question is whether you recommended the with

holding of arms which were to be used to prevent Cuba from being taken over by 
a man that you believed to be a Communist. That was my question. And I 
think there is no point in arguing the thing. 

The record will just have to speak on what your answers are. I think it 
demonstrates that. 

Mr. WIELAND. I recommended, sir, that we withhold the grant aid until we 
could get the situation clarified and obtain the compliance of the Government of 
Cuba to a mutual-assistance agreement between the two countries. 

Senator EASTLAND. When did we withhold shipment of arms? 
Mr. WIELAND. In March of 1958, as I recall. 
Senator EASTLAND. It was never changed? 
Mr. WIELAND. No. 
Senator JOHNSTON. Is it not true that the withholding of arms was the main 

turning point in putting Castro in power? 
Mr. WIELAND. I don't think so, sir. 
Senator JOHNSTON. Why not? If Batista had had arms and all, do you think 

he would have taken over? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir; the arms that were going to Batista were going in 

large part to the Castro or to the revolutionary elements in Cuba, anyway. The 
Batista government was getting other arms elsewhere also. 

Senator EASTLAND. Yes, they were getting arms elsewhere, that is true. Now, 
did you know or have reason to believe that Castro was getting arms from the 
Soviet Union? 

Mr. WIELAND. No, sir. 
Senator EASTLAND. But you know now he admits it now, do you not? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Senator EASTLAND. You never received information from the military officials 

in Cuba of a shipment of Russian equipment to Castro? 
Mr. WIELAND. There were reports on that, sir, but I don't recall any confirma-

tion. . 
Senator EASTLAND. Well, there were reports, but you ignored them, did you 

not? 
Mr. WIELAND. I recall hearing that, sir. 
Senator EASTLAND. You heard it? 
Mr. WIELAND. I heard it." 

Wieland's evaluation of Castro 
• 

Mr. Wieland's first testimony about his feelings respecting Fidel 
Castro was as follows (on January 9, 1961): 

17 State Department Security Hea.rings, pt. 5, pp. 650, 651. 
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Chairman EASTLAND. When did you disco"cr Castro was a Communist? You 
have told me you had always been against him. 

Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Chairman EASTLAND. And you told me you didn't know he was a Communist. 
Mr. W,ELAND. Yes, sir. 
Chairman EASTLAND. Why were you against him at first? 
Mr. WIELAND. I have become convinced, sir, thllt Mr. Castro is eit.her a 

Communist himself or is so completely--
Chairman EASTLAND. At first you said that you were against Castro. 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Chairman EAStLAND. Before you knew he was a Communist? 
Mr. W lELA ND. Yes, sir. 
Chairman EASI'LAND. Why were you against him at first? 
Mr. WIELAND. Because I regarded Mr. Castro as a very irresponsible, radiclll 

demagog who was a dangerous man, and certainly represented no good to the 
United States or to Cuba, sir. . 

Chairman EAsn,AND. You knew about his pro-!'.iarxist record? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, yes indeed." 

Wieland says he opposed Oastro 
The first time he was asked about his position with regard to 

Castro, Wieland testified he was opposed to him. This was on 
January 9, 1961. 

Chairman EASTLAND. Were you favorable to Castro during the revolution in 
Cuba? 

Mr. WIELAND. No, sir. 
Chairman EASTLAND. You were opposed to Itim? 
Mr. WIELAND. I was, sir." 

What Wieland knew about Raul 
Here is Wieland's testimony on February 8, 1961, in response to a 

question by Senator Johnston of South Carolina: 
Senator JOHNSTON. You mean you didn't know of his brother's connections 

prior to that, then? 
Mr. WIELAND. We knew that his brother, sir, was a leftist; we knew that he 

had been to a Communist congress. We had conflicting reports on whether he 
had gone as a Communist himself, we had opposing indications that he had 
gone on his own, turning down a Communist invitation, and we tried to get 
information from Prague to substantiate or contradict some indication that he 
had actually taken an anti-Communist position at that congress. We never did 
get that information." 

Wieland distinguishes between "Oommunist" Raul and "moderate" Fidel 
Questioning about a report allegedly prepared by Mr. Wieland in 

February of 1959, distinguishing between Raul Castro, whom he 
termed a "Communist," and Fidel Castro, whom he termed a "mod
erate revolutionary," brought out the following testimony: 

Mr. SOURWINE. You will recall, we have had some discussion here earlier about 
whether_ you ever held the view that Fidel Castro was a moderate? 

Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. I think you said that you did not hold that view. 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you not, yourself, call Fidel Castro a moderate revolu

tionary as late as 1959? 
Mr. WIELAND. No, sir; not to my knowledge. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you not, in February of 1959, distinguish between Raul 

Castro, who you consider a Communist, Ilnd whllt you termed the more moderllte 
revolutionaries. Including Fidel Cllstro? 
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Mr. WIELAND. No sir; this was not my understanding of this. My view at 
that time was that Castro Fidel Castro wanted to hold power in Cuba, and 
if the moderate elements could swing him around by asserting more force in the 
country than the extremist elements and sufficient strength could be built up, 
he would go whichever way the strength lay to achieve his purposes, that there 
was a still more radical element that was bringing heavy pressures to bear on 
Fidel and the others in the more moderate group, trying to persuade them to 
take stronger action and more radical action, yes, and that there was a possibility 
that if Castro were convinced that the moderate elements would dominate, he 
would restrain the more radical elements to achieve his own ends. 

Senator EASTLAND. Why would he do that when he was a Communist? 
Mr. WIELAND. To remain in power, sir. At that time the hope was that the 

country hadn't gone completely to the Communists and the situation might still 
be saved if sufficient forces could be generated to save it. 

Mr. SOURWINE. I am not sure from your answer whether it is true or whether 
you are stating that it was true that you did), in February 1959, distinguish be
tween Raul Castro, whom you considered a vommunist, and what you call the 
more moderate revolutionaries, including Fidel Castro. Did you make that 
distinction? 

Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir; but not in the sense which I understood here. I made 
the distinction in which I am trying to describe that Raul did represent a more 
radical wing still than Fidel. And if there were a possibility that Fidel saw his 
advantage would lie with the more moderate elements, if they could achieve 
sufficient strength, he would yield to the more moderate elements against the 
more radical elements in his own party, not because of his own vied but.--

Mr. SOURWINE. Are you saying that at that time you knew that Fidel Castro 
was a Communist, but that you considered he was more moderate than Raul? 

Mr. WIELAND. No, sir; I am not saying that I knew Fidel was a Communist, 
but that, although there was strong influence on Castro, if he could be convinced 
that the hope lay with the more moderate elements, he might throw the more 
radical elements overboard in favor of the moderates in the 26th of July movement. 

Mr. SOURWINE. You did distinguish between Raul, whom you knew was a 
Communist and Fidel, about whom you were not convinced that he was a Com
munist? 

Mr. WIEL.'ND. Yes, sir." 

And a little later the following colloquy took place: 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you not write a memorandum to Mr. Rubottom in 

February 1959 dealing with our short-range position relative to Cuba? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. In that memorandum, did you not identify three main group

ings which you said had come into being in Cuba and identify them as, one, 
radical elements of the 26th of July movement led by Che Guevara and Raul 
Castro, saying that this faction contained elements which were pro-Communist 
and also had revolutionary fervor? 

Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir; that sounds familiar. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And did you not designate the second main grouping as Fidel 

Castro and other elements in the 26th of July movement, whom you said are 
oriented primarily toward moderation and the establishment of a prosperous, 
democratic Cuba with an honest government? 

!\lr. WIELAND. Yes, sir; that sounds familiar, too. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And did you not say that this group has shown some signs of 

dissociating itself from the radical wing of the 26th of July movement? 
Mr. W,ELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SO URWINE. And then you identified the third main grouping as a more 

mature and moderate group composed of Miro Cardona and others? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir." 

llieland documents denied to committee 
The committee was denied access to documents which would have 

shown the officiltl attitude of Mr. Wieland with respect to Castro, 
and the recommendations he made to his superiors. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Did I understand you correctly, Mr. Jones, to say that. you 
have been instructed that the committee is to be refused access to any of the 
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documents that we have asked for which Mr. Wieland wrote or in the preparation 
of which he assisted? 

Mr. JO>lES. That is right, Mr. Sourwine, yes, sir." 

Wieland on "Che" Guevara 
In his testimony on February 2, 1962, Mr. Wieland was asked by 

Senator Hruska: 
Is there any quaetioll In your mind, or could there possibly have been any 

question in your mind at that time, namely, August 1959, of the role of "Che" 
Guevara? 

Mr. Wieland replied: 
No, sir; we knew that "Che" Guevara was active there. We also knew Raul 

Castro was active there. 

Senator Hruska continued: 
I mean at the time, was Guevara's role as a Communist evidenced to you? 

To which Wieland responded as follows: • 

I am saying, rather, we strongly believed that he was a Communist himself 
• • • But that he was a Communist was certainly our conclusion." 

Wieland' 8 statements on knowledge oj Castro inherently contradictory 
It is interesting that Mr. Wieland, persisting in his attitude of "I 

don't remember," nevertheless declared: 
If, at some time prior to the briefing of Dr. Eisenhower before his departure for 

Mexico, I had the view that there were Communists surrounding Castro and there 
was a possibility he was a Communist himself I would say, yes." 

This comes close to being an assertion, and must have been intended 
to convey the impression, that at no time prior to the Eisenhower 
briefing (May 1959) did Wieland have the view that there were 
Communists surrounding Castro and that there was a possibility he 
was a Communist himself. 

A little later on in the same hearing session, Mr. Wieland was told 
the committee had an allegation to the contrary, but he persisted in 
his statement that he did not remember. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Well, the allegation which we have, sir, is that while he was 
still in the Sierra Maestra, that was in 1958, you stated that Herbert Matthews 
and other reporters were not doing a very good job writing stories that made 
Castro look like a hero because the fact was that Castro was surrounded by 
Communists and Inight be a Communist himself. Did you make such a state
ment? 

Mr. WIELAND. I just do not recall." 

At a subsequent meeting of the subcommittee, on February 2, 1962, 
Mr. Wieland was questioned with regard to the testimony of Samuel 
Shaffer of Newsweek. 

Mr. SOURWI~E. Now, you recall having been questioned previously with respect 
to whether, in late 1957 or early 1958, you knew that Castro was surrounded by 
Communists and was probably himself a Communist? * * * What is your pres
ent recollection with respect to that? 

Mr. WIEI.AND. I don't recall having known that he was a Communist then. * * * 
• * * * * * * 

Mr. SOUR WINE. You will recall that you were asked if you had told a newspaper-
man or correspondent in late 1958 that Castro was surrounded by Communists 
and was probably himself a Communist. 
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Mr. WIELAND. Sir, I don't recall that statement. * * * 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you know Sam Shaffer? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 

* * * * * * * 
Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Shaffer * * * said that you said and quoted you, "On 

the other hand, Fidel Castro, whom many of you newspapermen are romanticiz
ing, is surrounded by Communists." Mr. Shaffer said that you said, "I don't 
know whether he himself is a Communiot, but I am certain that he is subject 
to Communist influences." * * * Do you remember such a cou""",,&tion wit.h 
Mr. Shaffer? 

Mr. WIELAND. I remember discussing the danger of Castro with Mr. Shaffer 
as well as with others, sir, and trying to point out that the press was glamorizing 
him and painting him up as a popular hero and the champion of the underprivileged 
and the oppressed peoples, whereas in truth, I considered that he was a greater 
threat to Cuba itself, as well as the United States, than the then Government 
of Cuba under Batista, which was the alternative. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Shaffer said this conversation with you was during the 
winter of 1957-58. * * * This would seem to indicate that about that time, 
roughly a year before Mr. Castro came into power, you did know, because you 
told Shaffer that Castro himself was a Communist and was probably surrounded 
by Communists. 

Mr. WIELAND. * * * I did not know how much of a Communist Castro 
himself was but I did know there was a danger of Communists dominating the 
entire movement. * * * •• 
What Wieland knew about Castro in 1958 

Testifying on February 8, 1961, Mr. Wieland discussed some of the 
warnings which had come to him in 1958 respecting Fidel Castro's 
Communist affiliations. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Did you receive warnings or a warning from anyone in 1958 
that Castro had Communist Party affiliations? 

Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir; there were various persons that were saying that at 
the time. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Credible persons? 
Mr. WIELAND. Well, let's see, I think Dr. Nunez Portuondo had that point of 

view. I think that we were receiving information also or I should say the Ambas
sador's views also were that communism was growing in the Castro movement. 

Mr. SOURWINE. That was Ambassador Smith? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you consider Nunez Portuondo a knowledgeable and reli-

able person in that area? 
Mr. WIELAND. I think he is a knowledgeable person, yes, indeed. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you consider him reliable? 
Mr. WIELAND. I think he was reliable as he could be; yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you receive any intelligence; that is, warnings from intelli

gence sources, about Communist Party affiliations surrounding Castro in 1958? 
Mr. WIELAND. Evidence or information that the Communists were trying to 

infiltrate the movement; yes, sir. But the indications from the intelligence com
munity were that they were not being too successful at that time. 

Mr. SOURWINE. In other words, you didn't know about Che Guevara in 1958? 
Mr. WIELAND. Being a Communist definitely, no, sir; that he was leftist in 

tendencies, I do recall. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You didn't know about Alberto Bayo? 
Mr. WIELAND. Being a Communist again, no, I didn't. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You didn't know about Raul having been to Moscow? 
Mr. WIELAND. To Moscow, I didn't recall knowing that he had been to Mos

cow. I do recall that he had been to a Communist congress in Prague, as I recall. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You did recall that? 
Mr. WIELAND. Arid our intelligence community wa.. following these develop

ments and reporting to us." 
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It is significant that on this occasion Mr. Wieland did recall (and 
himself first brought up) that Raul Castro had attended a Commnnist 
congress in Prague. 

Wieland was asked about other warnings. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you or do you know Miguel Angel Quevedo? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir: I met him once or twice. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Is that Quevedo? 
Mr. WIELAND. He was the one who was the publisher of the Bohemia Libre 

• magazme. 

• * * * * • • 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir; I met him in New York. I do not know if I had 

known him before, but I did meet him in New York in 1958 at Columbia Uni
versity when he received the Moors-Cabot Award. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Did Quevedo warn you in November of 1958 that Castro 
should be preveDted from gaining power, telliDg you that he had known Fidel as 
a boy and knew him to be an irresponsible person aDd to have Communist Party 
affiliations? 

Mr. WIELAND. I don't recall that conversation; no, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You made no report of any such conversation? 
Mr. WIELAND. I do not recall aDY such conversation. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you or do you know Ricardo Artigas Ravel? 
Mr. WIELAND. I think so. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you recall what position he held? 
Mr. WIELAND. No, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Ravel from 1944 to 1948 was Chief of the Bureau of 

Investigation of the Cuban National Police. 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes. I think he did tell me that. I think I did know him. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you or did you know Gen. Jorge Garcia-Tunon? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. He was formerly of the Cuban Army? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did these men visit you in 1957 and 1958? 
Mr. WIELAND. I do not recall their visiting in 1957. I do recall 1958. 
Mr. SOURWINE. On more than one occasion in 1958? 
Mr. WIIilLANn. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did they come to you to bring you documents, articles, reports, 

and other factual material with respect to the Communist connections of Fidel 
Castro? 

Mr. WIELAND. Sir, I don't recall any doouments, no. But I do recall very 
definitely that General Garcia did take a strong position against Castro, as did 
Artigas. 

Mr. SOURWINE. You don't recall that they brought you any documents or 
articles or written reports. 

Mr. WIELAND. I do not recall documents; no, sir." 

Wieland heard Ambassador Smith tell oj Castro's Communist ties 
Mr. SOURWINE. Aside from messages to the Department, copies of which came 

to your desk, did you at any time ever receive any warnings or warning from 
Ambassador Earl E. T. Smith respecting Castro's Communist connections or 
associations? 

Mr. WIELAND. When he came to the Department; yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you report to your superiors respecting his warnings on 

those occasions when he came to the Department? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. But he would already have made those suggestions 

or those observations to my superiors, in any event. 
to In his testimony on Feb. 2, 1962, Mr. Wieland said be donbted tbet Ricardo Artlgas Ravel and Gen. 

lorge Garcia-Tunon visited his office as many as six or seven times during 1957 and 1968. General.Garcla 
Tunon. he said, "was In several times· •• , Artigas was in more frequently." 

He testified rurther: 
U Every now and then ArtlKB8 would leave some clipping or other material or notes of hl~ own. Garcia

Tunon, I remember. wrote a letter, perhaps two, giving his views also on the Cuban situation and Fidel 
Castro being a Communist." . . . 

Mr. Wieland denied he had told them the material they were bringing was 01 no partlcnlar importance 
or that under the Atlantic P8Ct

h
the United States could not interfere. even 11 Castro were a; Communist. 

The material, he said, would ave been evaluated by the Lntelligence research people. not by him. Be 
said he may have told the visltors thst tbe United States could not intervene in Cuba OJ because 01 our 
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Mr. SOURWINE. Were you present, Mr. Wieland, on an occasion in November 
when Ambassador Smith told Robert Murphy that there was convincing proof 
of Fidel Castro's pro-Communist ties? 

Mr. WIELAND. Mr. Sourwine, I can't be precise here. I do not recall if I 
attended that meeting with Mr. Murphy or not. 

Mr. SOURWINE. You are unable to tell us whether Mr. Snow was there? 
Mr. WIELAND. I do not recall having attended the meeting. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You do not recall having been present when Ambassador 

Smith this? 
Mr. I was present-it comes back. I did attend one meeting with 

Ambassador aDd I do not recall whether Mr. Rubottom or Mr. Snow 
were there, and Murphy. I recall one meeting there, yes, that might have 
been in November of 1958. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Was that a meeting at which Ambassador Smith said that 
there was convincing proof of Fidel Castro's pro-Communist ties? 

Mr. WIELAND. Sir, as I recall that conversation, and I must admit I can't be 
precise, as I recall that conversation, AmblL~ador Smith said he was convinced 
by Castro's actions that he had Communist ties, but did not have proof of such. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Very good. That was said to Mr. Murphy? 
Mr. WIELAND. That is my recollection, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. I see. And Mr. Snow was there? 
Mr. WIELAND. Either Mr. Snow or Mr. Rubottom. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Yes, sir.-
Now, do you know that former Ambassador Smith has stated to this committee, 

and I quote: 
"We helped to overthrow the Batista dictatorship which was pro-American, 

only to install the Castro dictatorship which is pro-Rn8l!ian." 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you take witil that statement? 
Mr. WIELAND. I can't, sir. 

When Wieland knew abO'Ut Castro 
But during his test.jmony on February 8, 1961, after admitting 

contemporary knowledge of Castro's letter of December 14, 1957, to 
Cuban exiles in Miami, Mr. Wieland's testimony was as follows: 

Mr. SOURWINE. If I understand your testimony conectly, it was still not 
apparent at this time, and it did not become apparent to you until considerably 
later, that Castro was surrounded by Communists, might even be a Communist? 

Mr. WIELAND. The reports we were receiving that time, sir, were that the 
Communists were trying to infiltrate the movements, and without too much 
success. 

Mr. SOURWINE. When was it that you first learned that Castro was sunounded 
by Communists in the sense that they were inftuential in his organization? Was 
that after he came into power? 

Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir; unfortunately. 
* • • • • • • 

Mr. SOURWINE. Would your knowledge that Castro was surrounded by 
Communists have been at about the same time that you mentioned earlier,_ 
perhaps the middle of 1959? 

Mr. WIELAND. That the Communists were controlling his movement, I would 
say, yee, sir. 

Mr. SOURWINE. And On the question of his being surrounded by Communists, 
did that knowledge come a little earlier? You said it didn't come until after he 
was in power. 

Mr. WIELAND. That the Communists were infiltrating and encroaching on the 
ground surrounding him was apparent, I would say, around the second quarter 
of 1959, perhaps growing indications of it in the first quarter. 

Mr. SOURWINE. But not apparent prior to January 1, 1959; that is, not apparent 
prior to the time he came down out of the mountains? 

Mr. WIELAND. No, sir. The indications we had were that the 26th of July was 
still resisting Communist infiltration." 
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When Wieland became convinced Oastro was Communist 
Mr. Wieland subsequently hedlLed still further on his statement as 

to when he first came to consider Fidel Castro a Communist. Under 
questioning initiated by Senator Hruska, the following testimony 
was recorded: 

SENATOR HRUSKA. In reply to Senator Eastland's questions you answered that 
you first considered Castro a Communist in May 1959, when he declared his 
agrarian reform plan. Do I recall that testimony properly? 

Mr. WIELAND. What I was trying to say, sir, is there were growing suspicions 
of Castro as a Communist, and this certainly advanced those suspicions con
siderably, yes. But to reach a clear-cut conviction that he was a Communist, 
I could not say when. 

Senator HRUSKA. Mr. Wieland-I am going to ·ask, Mr. Chairman, that the 
previous answer be read-because this is a different answer than the one you 
~ave Mr. Eastland. He asked you when you first concluded that Castro was a 
Communist, and you said in May 1959, when he announced his agrarian reform. 
Now, I would like to know if you want to change that answer, because that is 
what the answer is in the record. 

Mr. WIELAND. Isn't this still on the record? 
Senator HRUSKA. Here is the lady. We will have to get it typed up. I just 

want you to have an opportunity to see that what you told Mr. Eastland, when 
he was in this room, is not what you want to tell me now after Mr. Eastland hili< 
left this room. 

Mr. WIELAND. It has not anyt.hing to do with Mr. Eastland's being bere, sir. 
Wbat I was trying to say bere was tbat the conviction was growing that tbis man 
might be a Communist, and it was certainly advanced substantially by the 
Agrarian Reform Act of the Castro regime over the decision of the Cabinet, 
itself, in Cuba. 

Senator JOHNSTON. You did not nse that term, though, "substantially." You 
said "conclusive." You used the word "conclusive," reached the conclusion. 

Mr. WIELAND. I know there was some exchange there, sir. I was trying to 
say, whether as a matter of conviction, when I reached the conviction is hard to 
say, but the conviction was growing from about that time. 

Senator HRUSKA. Mr. Chai.man, I should like to have put at this place in tbe 
record Senator Eastland's question on that point and the witneYI' answer, and I 
would like to repeat Senator Eastland's question. 

When did you first conclude that Castro was a Communist? 
Mr WIELAND. It is hard to answer definitely. The conviction was growing 

and advanced substantially as of the time of the agrarian reform law of Castro. 
Subsequently acta by Castro mStie it more and more apparent that he W8ll 

submitting more and more to Communist orientation. When I reached a firm 
conviction that he was a Communist is hard to say. 

(The question of Senator Eastland and the answer of Mr. Wieland, referred to, 
are as follows:) 

Senator EASTLAND. When were you convinced that he was a Communist? 
Mr. WIELAND. It is hard to say exactly when I reached the conviction, sir, to 

be convinced, but the view began, or the conviction began to grow, I suppose, 
after he imposed the agrarian reform law of a more rStiicai nature than that which 
had been proposed by his own Cabinet, that Castro was reaching the point of no 
return and there would be not much more possibility of working further with him. 

Senator EASTLAND. When was that? 
Mr. WIELAND. That was around May of 1969, sir. 
Senator HRUSKA. Did you believe him when he said he was a Communist only 

recently? 
Mr. WIELAND. Oh, yes, sir. 
Senator HRUSKA. That convinced you? 
Mr. WIELAND. Oh, yes, sir, no question of tbat." 
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When Wieland knew Oastro government was Oommun~t dominated 
During his testimony on February 8, 1961, Mr. Wieland said he 

had concluded about June of 1959 that the Castro Government in 
Cuba was Communist dominated. 

Is there any doubt in your mind that the Cuban Government under Castro is 
a Communist-dominated government, at least? 

Mr. WIELAND. No, sir; none at all. 
Mr. SOURWINE. When did you reach the conclusion that it was? 
Mr. WIELAND. Sir, I think the evidence of growing Communist control of the 

Castro revolution became apparent about the time that the Castro group in the 
26th of July was running its own behind-the-scenes Cabinet, and throwing aside 
the recommendations for an agrarian reform program which the Cabinet at that 
time was drawing up. . 

Mr. SOURWINE. When was that? 
Mr. WIELAND. That was in June, as I recall, of 1959. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Now you are talking about when any well-informed person 

might have reached this conclusion. 
My question was a wholly subjective one which only. you can answer. When 

did you reach this conclusion? 
Mr. WIELAND. I reached the conclusion, I would say, sir, about that time." 

WIELAND DEFINITION OF COALITION 

In his description of the State Department's objective in Cuba, 
Mr. Wiela.nd used words which counsel found familia.r: 

Senator DODD. Just what was our problem? 
Mr. WIELAND. Our problem, sir, Was a desire to see an effective solution to 

Cuba's political strife that would assure a democratic transition and the support 
of the big bulk of the Cuban people who hoped for peace in Cuba, for a political 
solution that would have eliminated any major threat from the violence which 
Was at that time primarily being waged by the Castro forces in the eastern part of 
the country. 

Senator DODD. Did this include acceptance of Castro? 
Mr. WIELAND. No, sir. Castro at that time was still a small figure in the east, 

and we were hoping that the reponsible institutions of Cuba could be brought 
into a responsible formula to solve this national problem in Cuba without getting 
us involved unduly in their internal dispute. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Chairman, with the Chair's permission, I would like to 
say just a brief word of explanation about why I jumped at the words "political 
solution" with the objective of a broader basis of support. 

These phrases are familiar to me. They are the phrases which were used by 
John Carter Vincent and others to describe the policy that was worked out in 
1945 with regard to China. They were used repeatedly, over and over again. 

We know what that policy meant. It did mean a coalition government aDd 
eventual Communist domination, and I wondered if anything of that sort had 
been in mind with regard to Cuba; that is why I jumped at the words. 

Mr. WIELAND. Well, thank you, Mr. Sourwine, then for permitting me to 
explain. We were not thinking of dictating what would be the type of govern
ment. There were several attempts made in euba, to interest the responsible 
elements in the country to give their support to the government and have the 
country, in turn-have the government, in turn, seek ways of mitigating the 
violence so that there would be responsible support of the Cuban Government 
that would assure a reasonably acceptable election to the Cuban people." 

WIELAND SAYS "OTHER ELEMENTS" TOOK OVER BEFORE CASTRO 

Attempting to defend himself against the charge that "you recom
mended withholding of the shipment of arms to Batista to fight a 
man that you know was a Communist and to prevent a Communist 

4' State Department Security Hearings, pt. 6, pp. 574, 675. 
U State Department Security Hearings, pt. 6, p. 544.. 
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takeover in Cuba," Wieland asserted, during his testimony on Febru
ary 2, 1962, that-

In 1958 I did not know that Castro was a Communist. In 1958 there were 
other revolutionary forces at work in Cuba besides Fidel Castro. Fidel Castro 
came into power in January of 1959 on a wave or triumphal march acr088 the 
country after Qther elemenU had already taken over the Government of Cuba. 

This attempted defense must fall in the r ht of history." Batista 

a. government eaded by Dr. Manuel Urrutia. On January 2, 1959 
Urrutia was named provisional President, and on January 3 he named 
Fidel Castro as commander in chief of Cuban armed forces. Fidel 
Castro actually entered Havana on January 8, 1959. There can be 
no question whatsoever that the Provisional Government of Cuba 
was a Castro government, the instrnment of the 26th of July Revolu
tionary Movement. 

Throughout the world, the press "bannered" the Castro takeover. 
The New York Times of January 2, 1959, carried the headline 
"Batista Regime Flees Cuba; Castro Moving To Take Power; Mobs 
Riot and Loot in Havana." The Montreal Gazette of January 2 
announced "Castro Cuban Victor; Batista Escapes Island." 

The Times of January 3 headlined "Castro Names President as 
Rebels Enter Havana; Street Clashes Continue"; and on January 4, 
"Castro Heads Cuba's Armed Forces; Regime Sworn In.'' The 
Melbourn~ Australia, Herald of January 3 had the headline "Castro's 
Right on TOp; Havana Cheers as Guerrillas Stream In.'' 
Wieland 8ays we didn't recognize Oastro 

Wieland attempted to make a distinction between recognition of 
the Castro government and recognition of the government which 
succeeded Batista. Here is how the matter came up. 

Mr. SOUBWJNE. These facts are true./.. are they not, from what you know now: 
There was an elected government in ueoember of 1958 in Cuba; that was the 
Rivero Aguero government, right? 

Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. In December, late December of 1958, the United States, 

through its Ambassador told Batista that he would have to leave right away. 
This is the testimony of AmbIL'!8&dor Smith? 

Mr. WIELAND. Yes. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Which you say you have read and which you say you do not 

know anything contrary to? 
Mr. WIELAND. I know nothing contrary; yes, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. All right. 
Mr. WIELAND. But I do not know of my own knowledge. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. All right. 
Then, thereafter, the United States did nothing to help bring the Rivero 

Aguero government into power but did, within a week or 10 days thereafter, 
recognize the government of Fidel Castro at a time when he was physicaUy stiU 
up in the mountains; is that not true? 

Mr. WIELAND. No, sir. Recognized the government, which did not then 
include Fidel Castro in any cabinet poRition. 

Senator EASTLAND. When did we recognize Fidel Castro's government? 
Mr. WIELAND. I do not recaU the exact date. I think it was January 7 or 

9, 1959. 
Senator EASTLAND. We recognizedl-
Mr. WIELAND. Or January 10. 
Senator EASTLAND. That was a week after he aBBumed power? 
Mr. WIELAND. A week or 10 days, yes, sir. 

U EDITOR'S NOTE: The following is excerpted from a "Chronology of U.S. Relations with Cuba trom 1957 
to 19112," prepared by the Department of State. (See also Appendix, pt. 13, Communist Threat to the 
United States Through tbe Caribbean.) When the Castro regime came to power In 1959, the United States 
looted upon it with sympathy. ~nized it almost Immediately, and welcomed its promises of poUtical 
11Sodom and social justice lor the Cuban paople. 
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- . Senator EASTLAND . . Did you recommend recognizing Castro's government? 
Mr. WIELAND. I was in on some of the discussions concerning recognition, yes, 

sir; but most of them took place higher than I. 
Senator EASTLAND. I want you to answer my question. 
Mr. WIELANn. I believe I was among those, my recollection is that I also 

-recoDlmended recognition; yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you recom,nendl--
Mr. WIELANn. Pardon me, sir, but the new government, not Fidel Castro. 
Senator EASTLAND. The new government. Well, you knew Castro controlled 

the new government? . 
Mr. WIELAND. No, sir. The hope was that Castro did not yet control tbe 

new government; that the moderates might be able to keep him--
Senator EASTLAND. Every newsboy in this country knew it. Do you not 

realize that? 
Mr. WIELANn. I realize there was danger, sir. 
Senator EASTLAND. What? 
Mr. WiELAND. There was danger, sir. 
Senator EASTLAND. If you did not realize it, every p'erson in this country, 

except yourself, knew that Castro could dominate that new government. 
. Mr. ' WIELANn·. Well, sir, I think that the business community in .Havana was 
'among those recomrnimding prompt recognition in ' order to avoid Castro from 
assu.ning too great a position in it . 

. Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Wieland? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir? 
Mr. SOURWINE. What was the principal movement or power supporting the 

government which we recognized in January Of 1959 in Cuba? 
Mr. W,ELAND. The various revolutionary elements. " 
Mr. SOURWINE. The principal supporting factor was the 26th of July move

ment? 
Mr. W,ELAND. It developed to be the principal movement, yes, sir; put at that 

time, no, there were the various elements of the revolutionary junta and not 
just Fidel Castro. The elements who supported that particular government are 
now, including some of those of the 26th of July, in jail or in exile or dead. 

Mr. SOURWINE. The action we took was hailed by the press of the world as a 
recognition of the Castro government, was it not, the recognition of the success of 
the Castro revolution, the 26th of July movement; is that not true? 

Mr. WIELAND. It became so . . 
Mr. SOURWINE. Immediately uponl--
Mr. WIELAND. As Castro took over and threw out the initial Prime Minister 

and so forth, yes. 
Mr. SOURWINE. It was immediately hailed, as soon as we recognized the 

government, it was immediately hailed as 'success for the 26th of July movement, 
was it not, all over the world? . 

Mr. W,ELAND. The 26th of July capitalized on it very strongly; yes, sir." 

Although a man in Wieland's official position certainly should have 
known that Urrutia was Castro's choice to head the new Provisional 
Government of Cuba, Wieland contended that he did not "realize" 
that Castro controlled the new Government uDtil "he threw out t4e 
President." 47 4S 

Here is the testimony on this point: 
. 

Senator EASTLAND. When did you realize that Castro controlled the new 
government? 

Mr. WIELAND. When he threw out the President. 
Senator EASTLAND. When was that? 
Mr. WIELAND. Urrutia.'" 
·Senator EASTLAND. When was that? 
Mr. WIELAND. I do not remember the exact date, sir. 
Senator EASTLAND. Approximately when was it? 

.. State Department Security Hearings, pt. a, pp. 666, 666. 
t7 EDITOR'S NOTE: The following is excerpted trom 8 "Chronology of U.S. Relations with Cuba from 

1957 to 1962," prepared by the Department ot State. (See AppendiX, pt. 13, Communist Threat to the 
U.S. Through the Ca.ribbean.) "January 2, 1959: F1del Castro proclallns provIsional government bea~e.d 
by Manuel Urrutia as President." 

President Urrutia was replaced by Dorttcos on July 18. 1959, more than 6 months after Ca.."tro had entered 
Havana to take up the higbest position of power in tbe new government under the title "Commander in 
Chief of Cuban Armed Forces." 

is State Department Security Hearings. pt. 5, p. 666. 
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Mr. WIELAND. President Urrutia-I can remember the circumstances more or 
less, but I do not recall the date. President Urrutia went on the air to denounce 
the Communist threat which was emerging or getting stronger in Cuba, and was 
promptly denounced by Castro, and he submitted his resignation and was forced 
out. 

Senator EASTLAND. You realized then that Castro controlled the new govern-
ment? 

Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Senator EASTLAND. All right. 
Now, what was your recommendation on your policy toward that new govern

ment at that time? 
Mr. WIELAND. It was a continuing government, sir, and the matter of recogni

tion did not then arise. 
Senator EASTLAND. I mean support of that government. 
Mr. WIELAND. That we should try and support the moderates and prevent the 

extremists from taking control of the country. 
Senator EASTLAND. That we support that government, was it not? 
Mr. WIBlLAND. As far as we could; yes, sir." 

WI F:LAND KNEW OF INVASION 

Although Mr. Wieland was detailed to the Foreign Service Institute 
at the time of the Bay of Pigs invasion, and for months before, he 
discussed the coming invasion with Miro Cardona only 2 or 3 weeks 
before it took place. 

Mr. SOUBWINE. Do you know Miro Cardona? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Were you in contact with Mr. Cardona at any time within 

the month before the abortive Cuban invasion effort at the Bay of Pigs? 
Mr. WIELAND. I had lunch with Dr. Miro Cardona one day when he was in 

Washington; yes, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. What was the time of that luncheon, can you tell us? When 

did it take place? 
Mr. WIELAND. The date of the luncheon? • 

Mr. SOUBWINE. Yes, as near as you can remember. 
Mr. WIELAND. I must estimate here. I don't recall. It was probably in the 

month of March, but I don't recall. 

* * * * - * * * 
Mr. SOURWINE. Probably within 2 or 3 weeks of the invasion? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, I think so. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Can you tell us what the purpose of this luncheon and what 

was discussed with Mr. Cardona at that time? 
Mr. WIELAND. I have known Dr. Cardona in the past and he called me while I 

was studying German at the Foreign Service Institute and asked me if I could 
have lunch with him. 

I accepted and we had lunch together. There was no purpose other than, as 
he said, a friendly get-together, since I had not seen him for a time. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Was there any discussion of the coming invasion? 
Mr. WIELAND. He told me that an invasion was coming up. I told him I had 

no connection with any part of the State Department's operation in Latin Ameri
can affairs and I could give no advice or assistance on this type of operation, 
nothing I could say would have anything to do with what was the thinking in the 
Department or among some people. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Did Mr. Cardona express an opinion with regard to the 
invasion one way or the other? 

Mr. WIELAND. He expressed optimism, that is all, that he hoped it would 
succeed." 

W lELAND AND THE 15 TRAINING PLANES 

Mr. Wieland's part in stopping shipment of 15 training planes to 
Cuba in 1958 was discussed at some length during his testimony on 
February 8, 1961. 

.. Stale Department 8ecnr\ty Hearings, pt. 6, pp. 666, 667 • 
• Ibid., pt. 6, pp. 613, 61t. 
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Mr. SOUR WINE. Mr. Wieland, did you have anything to do with the State 
Department order not to ship 15 training planes from Fort Lauderda.!e, Fla., to 
Cuba in 19587 

Mr. WIELAND. I W8l! consulted on that, among others; yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. By your superiors? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir; by my superiors. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You didn't initiate any recommendation in that regard? 
Mr. WIELAND. I honestly can't say, sir. I don't know, I don't reca.!l. I 

may have. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You think you may have initiated a recommendation? 
Mr. WIELAND. I may have. I just don't know. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Your recommendation, if you initiated one, would have been 

against this shipment? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SoURWINE. You were opposed to the shipment of those planes? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir; because-e--
Mr. SOURWINE. Why? 
Mr. WIELAND. Because we had information at that time that the Cubans 

were arming light craft, and using them in Cuba's internal strife. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Using them against Castro? 
Mr. WIELAND. Using them a~ainst the rebel forces, yes, sir; and this was-
Mr. SOURWINE. There weren t any rebel forces in Cuba but Castro's at that 

time, were -there? 
Mr_ WIELAND. There was-there was a second front in the Escambray which 

later became dominated by tbe Castro forces, but at one time was a separate force. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You are saying in 1958 the forces in Escambray were not 

Castro forces? 
Mr. WIELAND. That is rigbt, sir. During 1958 there was still a force in there 

which was not part of Castro. 
Senator DODD. But the rea.! fighting force was Castro? 
Mr. WIELAND. The real rebel fighting force was Castro. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Are you familiar with former Ambassador Smith's testimony 

regarding theee 15 training planes? -
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir; I have read it. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you have any desire to take issue with that testimony in 

any regard 1-
Mr. WIELAND. No, sir; excepting that the assumption was pretty clear in the 

light of their arming other planes that they would be used in combat in Cuba's 
interna.! strife.-" 

MATTHEWS' ARTICLES AIDED CASTRO 

Ambassador Smith testified in August 1960: 
I believe there was a close connection ...... between the Latin American desk 

and Herbert Matthews ...... I would say ...... that Mr. Wieland and all those 
who bad anything to do with Cuba had a close connection with Herbert Matthews 
...... I will say that when I was Ambassador, that I was thoroughly aware of 
this, and sometimes made the remark in my Own Embassy that Mr. Matthews 
was more familiar with the State Department's thinking regarding Cuba than J 
was. 

Three front-page'RTticles in the New York Times in early 1957, written by the 
editorialist Herbert Matthews, served to inflate Castro to world stature and world 
recognition. Until that time, Castro had been just another bandit in the Oriente 
Mountains of Cuba, with a handful of followers who had terrorized the campesin08, 
that is the peasants, throughout thE' countryside. 

Fidel Castro landed on the south coast of Oriente in December of 1956, from 
MexiCO, with an expeditionary force of 81 men. .. .. .. 

After the Matthews articles, which followed an exclusive interview by the 
Times editorial WTiter in Castro's mountain hideout and which likened him to 
Abraham Lincoln, he was able to get followers and funds ill Cuba and in the 
United States. From that time on, arms, mone~ and soldiers of fortune abounded. 
Much of the American press began to picture \Jastro as a political Robin Hood." 

.. fltate Department Socorlty Heart".., pt. 6 p. 6911. 
II "Commnnl,t Threat to tbe United States Through tbe CarlbbesD ," pt. G, p. 686. 
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Concerning his IISsociation and contacts with Mr. Herbert Matthews 
of the New York Times, Mr. Wieland testified, on the occlISion of his 
second appearance before the committee, lIS follows: 

Mr. WIELAND * * *. Mr Matthews is, as Ambassador Smith said, the leading 
Latin American editorial writer for the New York Times. He is an important 
newspaperman. 

He would telephone me from New York when there were important develop
ments in the Caribbean area and he came to my office a total of perhaps two or 
three times when he was in Washington. These conversations with him were 
conducted with the knowledge and approval of the public affairs adviser or the 
Assistant Secretary. Nevertheless, my connections with him were certainly no 
closer than they were with the newspapermen who .work in Washington and deal 
with developments affecting the countries with which he was concerned in the 
Department. In every conversation that I can remember having with Mr. 
Matthews, he was critical of our attitude toward Cuban matters. I know of no 
basis for the remark by Ambassador Smith that Mr. Matthews was more familiar 
with the Department's thinking regarding Cuba than our Ambassador was." 

Mr. Wieland told the committee on January 9, 1961, that it WIIS 
part of bis function to "leak" news about State Department activity. 
Here is the testimony: 

Mr. SOURWINE. Was it part of your function at any time to leak news about 
the State Department activity with respect to foreign policy in this country? 

Mr. WIELAND. I could have it approved off the record and talked with news
papermen for the Department, yes, sir. 

Mr. SOURWINE. You have given interviews with newspapermen On the basis 
of no quotation or no attribution? 

Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And have you also acted as unnamed spokesman for the 

State Department? 
Mr. WIELAND. To the best of my knowledge, no, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. I mean, one of those interviews where a man is going to say, 

"A Department spokesman said" so and so. 
Mr. WIELAND. No, to the best of my knowledge, no, I always took precautions 

to guard against that, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And when you were giving these off-the-record interviews, 

they never went beyond referring to U.S. diplomatic circles and crediting it to 
somebody? 

Mr. WIELAND. It dealt with the situation, it dealt with our relations with 
various countries under my area, and the situation that might exist in those 
countries. 

Mr. SOURWINE. We understand sometimes it is desirable to have a piece of news 
appear without having it attributed, the Department will take that position, so 
that sometimes in line of duty you would give out inforlll/!tion which was · to be 
credited to some unknown person, and they would say, "It was ·learned in diplo
matic circles," or "a knowledgeable person said," Or something of that sort? 

Mr. WIELAND. That would occasionally happen, yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. When you did this, did you usually call in a number of corre

spondents, or did you give it to small groups, or did you give it out individually 
to a single correspondent, or perhaps to several, but One at a time? 

Mr. WIELAND. Usually one at a time, Mr. Sourwine, and always after checking 
with the public affairs advi8er of the Bureau, or with my superiors, or both. 

Mr. SOURWINE. What were some of those correspondents to whom you gave 
Ilews in that way? 

Mr. WIELAND. Well, it would be Jerry Hannifin of Time, Stan Bradshaw and 
Bell Meyer of the Associated Press; occasionally to Mr. Raymont of United 
Press, Mr. Hinshaw of United Press; I had occasional talks with Mr. John 
O'Rourke of the Washington News, and Mr. Johanssen of the Christian Science 
Monitor. I can recall those at the moment. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Did you ever give news in tbat ·way, or leak it otherwise to 
Mr. Herbert Matthews? 

Mr. WIELAND. I have bad some interviews with Mr. Matthews, yes. sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. How about Mr. James Restou? 

II State Department Security Heartlli', pt. 6, P. 632. 
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Mr. WIELAND. Mostly on the telephone, however. 
Mr. SOURWINE. How about Mr. James Reston? 
Mr. WIELAND. No, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you ever give news in that way to anyone on any of the 

other New York papers? 
Mr. WIELAND. Mr. Kenworthy of the New York Times. That is all I can 

recall offhand, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You don't reall anyone on any of the other New York papers? 
Mr. WIELAND. I don't recall them now, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Just the two Times men? 
Mr. WIELAND. That is all I recall, sir." 

It is interesting that Mr. Wieland recalled "leaking" news to two 
different New York Times men, but could not recall ever leaking 
an thing to a representative of any other New York City newspaper. 

news to Herbert Matthews, of the New ork Times, Mr. Wieland gave 
this testimony on February 8, 1961: 

Mr. WIELAND. I disagreed with Mr. Matthews' reporting on Castro, but I 
cannot recall the phrase. 

Mr. SOURWINE. You never told him that you disagreed? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir; I told him that f did not share his views on Castro. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You did do that? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You knew Mr. Matthews fairly well; did you not? 
Mr. WIELAND. Only through the meetings we had, sir, when he would come 

down and talk or on the telephone. 
Mr. SOUBWINE·; Do you remember when and where you first met him? 
Mr. WIELAND. I believe my first meeting with Mr. Matthews-I can't remem

ber the date when he came to the Department to speak to Mr. Rubottom, and 
Mr. Rubottom called me in. 

Mr. SOURWINE. In other words, you didn't meet him until after you were here 
in an official capacity? 

Mr. WIELAND. That is right, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Yes, sir. And your dealings with him were not on a social 

basis but wholly in line of duty? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Was Mr. Matthews ever given any special facilities by the 

State Department? 
Mr. WIELAND. Not to my knowledge, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Was he ever given, to your knowledge, any acces3 to special 

information? 
Mr. WIELAND. To my knowledge; no, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Any preferment over other newspaper reporters? 
Mr, WIELAND. Not to my knowledge." 

WIELAND DENIES MISSTATEMENTS IN NEWS RELEASES 

Testifying before the committee on February 8, 1961, Mr. Wieland 
said: 

I did not knowingly make any misstatements in any discussions on the Cuban 
situation. I cannot recall slanting any news in favor of Castro because soon 
after I arrived in Washington in 1957 and had an opportunity to form an opinion 
of the man, I was convinced that Castro was not the answer to Cuba's problelllS." 

This was part of a prepared statement which Mr. Wieland read to 
the committee, after having an opportnnity to study the testimony 
of former Ambassadors Smith and Gardner. 

A little further on in the statement, Mr. Wieland said: 
I was never an admirer of Castro. The more I learned of Mr. Castro's person-

ality, statements, and progralllS, the more I became convinced that he was a 

U State Department Security Hearings, pt. 6, pp. 61&, ~17 . 
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mentally sick man completely obsessed with his own ego, and unscrupulously 
ambitious. 

It has long been my personal belief that Castro would doublecross anyone and 
~etray any Principle to achieve his goal of emerging as a new totalitarian leader, 
believing himself capable of outstripping Mao Tse-tung and Khrushchev. In 
this regard I think his record speaks for itself. He quickly discarded every pre
tense of democracy. Indeed, I recall in staff meetings in the State Department 
and in other conversations frequently expressing my opinion that too many people 
in this country and the entire hemisphere had been deluded by Castro. 

Senator DODD. When was this that you said this? 
Mr. WIELAND. This was during 1958 especially, and during mostly 1958, part 

of 1957." 

Mr. Wieland was questioned about this. 
Mr. SOURWINE. To take the other side, did you ever in staff conferences or 

other State Department or official gatherings speak up to defend Castro, to speak 
well of him? 

Mr. WIELAND. I cannot recall ever speaking well of Castro; no, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. To refute anybody who was speaking ill of him? 
Mr. WIELAND. No. sir; not that I recall." 

It is perhaps significant that Mr. Wieland at this time did not know 
that the subcommittee had received any information about the inci
dent in the airpla.ne over Mexico, involving an attempt to brief Dr. 
Milton Eisenhower, the President's brother. 

THE CUBAN BLACKLIST 

Interesting sidelights were cast by Wieland's statements during 1\ 

colloquy over his part in keeping Gen. Jose Pedraza and other Cubans 
out of the United States. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Did you ever interest yourself in the State Department 
struggle to keep General Pedraza out of the United States? 

Mr. WIELANn. There was a list of persons at one time immediately following 
the overthrow of Batista that was passed on to Immigration with a view to con
trolling their entry into the United States until such time as the political situation 
quieted down, yes, sir. And I believe his name was on that list. 

Mr. SOURWINE. By controlling it you mean preventing it? 
Mr. W,ELAND. Preventing it for the time, yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Preventing their entry. And you say there was a list. 

Where did the list come from? Who made it up, who initiated it? 
Mr. W1ELAND. Mr. Chairman, this is an executive session, I think, is it not? 
Chairman EASTLAND. Yes. 
Mr. W~ELAND. The list, I believe, was prepared by the Embassy in Havana 

and sent to the Department. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You had nothing to do with initiating it? 
Mr. W,ELAND. I can't be Rrecise, but I don't think so. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You didn t ask the Embassy for a list of prominent Batistianos 

who might seek entry into the United States? 
Mr. WIELAND. I think we did, yes, air. 
Chairman EASTLAND. Do you think we did? 
Mr. W,ELAND. The Department, yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You initiated that, didn't you? 
Mr. W,ELAND. I can't recall, sir, at the moment. If I did I would be glad to 

say so. 
Mr. SOURWV/E. Do you recall that you were instructed to do this? 
Mr. WIELAND. I recall that I worked on that list, I received that list, but I 

don't know whether I initiated it or someone else did. 
Senator DODD. I don't understand this "we" busine88. Some human beings 

do those things? 
Mr. W,ELAND. Yes. 
Senator DODD. It may be that you have trouble remembering, but this isn't 

ancient history actually, is it? It is fairly recent. 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 

" State Dep&rtment Security Hearings, pt. 6, pp. 632, 632. 
II Ibid., p. 632. 
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Senator DODD. This was a much talked about matter. 
Mr. WIELAND. That was in 1959, yes, sir. 
Senator DODD. Can't you help us a little more than saying "we," you are not

sure, and so on? What did you do with respect to the list? Who gave you the
list, who did you give it back to? Those seem to me to be simple matters. 

Mr. WIELAND. The list comes in from the Embassy and is received by the 
Department. It passed through various hands. I am not trying to dodge the 
issue here at all. 

Senator DODD. I am not suggesting that r,ou are, I am sUIf~sting that it iao 
very difficult when the witness says "we" or 'the Department. 

Mr. WIELAND. I realize that, sir. I wish I could be more s,pooanNli·fic. And the 
next time I come I will have the list looked up. 

Mr. SOURWINE. When the list came from Havana it came to your office first 
from the mail room? 

Mr. WIELAND. It would not, no. 
Mr. SOURWINE. It would not? 
Mr. WIELAND. No. I would get a copy, it would be distributed to various. 

desks, and I would get a copy. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Even though you had asked for it you would just get a copyr
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Was that because the request was made in the name of the· 

Secretar;),? 
Mr. WIELAND. I don't remember, sir, who signed the request. 
Mr. SOURWINE. This might have come in for Mr. Wieland? 
Mr. WIELAND. No, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. I could not have come in that way? 
Mr. WIELAND. No, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Could it have come in marked for your desk or for your office?' 
Mr. WIELAND. No, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. How would it come in, addressed to whom, just to the Depart

ment? 
Mr. WIELAND. It would probably come in addressed to the Secretary of State;: 

• yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. There was no indication as to who was interested? 
Mr. WIELAND. There is a message center that directs all correspondence to the· 

interested areas. 
Mr. SOURWINE. How would they know who was interested? The 

itself wouldn't indicate? 
Mr. W,ELAND. The area would be the Bureau of Security and Consular Mairs. 

in the ordinary'--
Mr. SOURWINE. That would be indicated on the message when it came into the· 

embassy? 
Mr. WIELAND. No, that would be put in the message center when it got to the

Department. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Even though you had asked for it, it wouldn't be indicated that· 

it was in reply to your request? It was for the message center to find out? 
Mr. W,ELAND. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Can you tell me whether General Pedraza's name was on this, 

list when it came from the Embassy? 
Mr. W,ELAND. I think it was, yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you know Pedraza in Cuba? 
Mr. W,ELAND. I met him once, so far as I can remember, and that was all .. 

I had no contact or association with him. 
Mr. SOUR WINE. Do you remember the occasion of the single meeting you had: 

with him? 
Mr. WIELAND. It was about the t.ime that Batista took over in Cuba, sir; I met 

him at some gathering with the military, but I don't remember whioh one. And: 
I had no further association with him. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Was he chief of the police at that time? 
Mr. W,ELAND. He became chief of police. I don't think he was then. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You didn't know him when he was chief of police? 
Mr. W,ELAND. No, sir. 
M,. SOURWINE. Did you have a quarrel with him or misunderstanding with, 

him; that is, with General Pedraza? 
Mr. W,ELAND. Not that I know of, sir. 
Senator D,RKSEN. There will have to be one or two clarifying questions. 
The list to which you refer either had to be generated on the volition of some

body in the Cuban Embassy, or there had to be a request for this. And if there-
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-was a request for the list, there had to be some particulars as to how long the list 
should be and who should be on it. There ou~ht to be a litt.\e more information 
with respect to that list, because it just wouldn t come out of thin air. 

Mr. WIELAND. No, sir. 
, Senator DODD. I agree with Senator Dirksen, I think this list appears ill a most 

unsatisfactory manner in the record. ' 
Senator DIRKSEN. Let's just go back. Insofar as your knowledge goes, did a 

list on the volition of somebody in our Cuban Embassy come to the State De
partment? 

Mr. WIELAND. Sir, my recollection is that it was requested from the De
'partment,--

Senator DIRKSEN. I would ask you their names. The answer here is either 
yes or no. 

Mr. WIELAND. I believe it was requested by the Department. 
Senator DIRKSEN. I will ask you their names. Insofar as your knowledge 

<lxtends, was there a request by somebody in the State Department in Washington 
for a list to be provided by the U.S. Embassy in Cuba containing certain names? 

Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir, I think so. 
Senator DIRKSEN. Would the request have included the specific names? 
Mr. WIELAND. No, sir. 
Senator DIRKSEN. How would those names find their way to the list if they 

-were not suggested by somebody? 
Mr. WIELAND. They would be the names, sir, of persons prominent in the 

former government of Cuba, the immediate entry of whom to the United States 
would have caused political difficulties to this Government. 

Senator DIRKSEN. But all the names in the universe wouldn't mean anything 
unless some human brainl--

Mr. WIELAND. Put them on a piece of paper. 
Senator DIRKSEN. Moved either a finger or a typewriter or a pen or pencil. 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Senator DIRKSEN. And put down those names on a piece of paper. 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Senator DIRKSEN. Who would have suggested those names, sir? 
Mr. WIELAND. The Embassy in Havana. 
Senator DIRKSEN. The Embassy is a nice, big white building down there. I 

'have been in it. It is very beautiful. And it is filled with people. But there 
isn't a stone in that Embassy or a chandelier that could have put a mark on paper. 
;Some human being, some brain had to do it. Would you have any thought as 
1.0 who in that nice, big white building sitting right out there on that wide boule
vard would have said, "Now, here are some names"? 

Mr. WIELAND. I have no personal knowledge as to who prepared that list, sir. 
But my observation there would be that the Embassy would gather in the persons 
dealing, each in their individusl fields, with problems in Cuba at the Embassy, 
and eaoh would make their suggestions to such a list. And that list would be 
gone over and compiled. 

Senator DIRKSEN. But even that wouldn't go very far, because if lists of names 
went into an ingoing and outgoing basket everywhere gathering dust until some 
'one person or two persons or five persons said, "All right, let's break these out, 
let's see, let's make a list." 

Would you have any knowledge as to who might have said "This is an OK 
list"? ' 

Mr. WIELAND. No, sir. 
Senator DIRKSEN. You wouldn't? 
Mr. WIELAND. No, sirl as it is signed by the Chief of Mission and sent to the 

,Department, I wouldn't I<now who individually did each. 
Senator DIRKSEN. All you know is, there was suoh a list? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir. 
Senator DIRKSEN. Could you say from knowledge how many names might 

.have been on that list? 
Mr: WIELAND. I would say-no, sir; I can't. 
Senator DIRKSEN. Could you gue&8 whether it was 2 or 5, or 20 or a hundred? 
Mr. WIELAND. It was an extensive list, sir, and I oouldn't count it. 
Senator DIRKSEN. It was an extensive list? 
Mr. WIELAND. Yes. 
Senator DIRKSEN. Extensive would mean what a dozen, 20, or 50? 
Mr. WIELAND. May I guess, Mr. Chairman? 
Senator DIRKSEN. Yes; we will accept a guess. 
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Mr. WIELAND. Thank you. I would guess between 70 and 100. 
Senator DIRKSEN. I can say this. If we typed them single space on this page, 

this would hold at least 60 names. Would there have been as many as the names 
on a single piece of paper? 

Mr. WIELAND. I would guess, sir, as a guess between 75 and a hundred names. 
Senator DIRKSEN. Fine. Now, we know there was a list, we hp.ve some gen

eral idea of how many names there were on the list. We know that the list came 
to the State Department in Washington, and when it came here it landed where 
first in the course of mails and files procedure? . 

Mr. WIELAND. It would arrive in the message center, sir, and a copy or copies 
would go to the Bureau of American Republics files, a copy would come certamly 
to the Caribbean and Mexican Affairs, a copy would go to the Security and Con
sular Affairs. 

Senator DIRKSEN. So out of mails and files it was parceled out in pencil, and 
that is how the copy got to you? 

Mr. WIELAND. Yes. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did this list indicate on its face that it was a list of persons, 

each of whom, in the judgment of someone in Havana, would cause trouble for 
the United States if he or she was allowed into the United States at that time? 

Mr. WIELAND. Yes, sir." 

The above lengthy colloquy is also a good example of the type of 
difficulties commonly encountered by the subcommittee in attempting 
to establish responsibility for actions within the State Department, 
Here was a "blacklist" a list of "proscribed persons" a sort of 
administrative bill of attainder and the best efforts of the committee 
could not wring from the witness information as to who asked for it 
or who supplied it, or whose judgment (or judgments) went into the 
composing of it. 

The Handling of the Wieland Case 

Deputy Under Secretary Roger Jones' first description of the 
clearance of William Wieland was as follows: 

Mr. JONES * * *. In those very very few cases I can think of only three : 
in which the Office of Security has chosen not to make a final recommendation of 
its own on all aspects of the case; it has, therefore, not accompanied the·file with 
the kind of paper that you sign off on, and, at least in one of those cases, the 
approval was given on the basis of two actions: 

(1) An oral statement by me accompanied by a memorandum whioh I sign 
approving the assignment of the individual overseas. 

The CHAIRMAN. Who is that? 
Mr. JONES. This is Mr. William A. Wieland. 
(2) And the understanding that. the case would be closed out in the normal way 

by the report to the Civil Service Commission, which is required, of the reaffirma" 
tion of the loyalty and security investigation. 

Mr. SOURWINE. What were the other two cases, if you do not mind telling us? 
Mr. JONES. I have got to reach into my memory. . 
One is the case of an allegation or an uncertainty on the part of the Office of 

Security on judgment factors of an officer by the name of Topping, which involves 
another issue. It involves the issue of the inclusion of his name on a promotion 
list in which the Office of Security has been notified that we find no reason to 
delete his name from the list on questions of judgment. 

They, I may say, raised no question about his loyalty or security. They raised 
a question about judgment. . 

And an instruction has gone back in writing from me to Mr. Boswell requesting 
Mr. Boswell to search the record further and to come up with any evidence they 
can, if there is a question of judgment. 

Mr. SOURWINE. And the third case? 
Mr. JONES. The third case I will have to check, Mr. Sourwine. I am very 

sure that there was a case in which I was instructed to do something or other. 
I did it, but I do not remember who was involved or when it was done." 

.. State Department Security Hearings, pt. 5, pp. 618-522 • 

.. IbId., pt. I, p. 22. 
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Hipsley on passing the buck 
The following testimony of Mr. Hipsley, one of the most experienced 

security officers in the Department of State, deserves consideration 
in connection with Mr. Jones' description of the handling of the 
Wieland case: 

Mr. SOURWINE * * * does the top level ever pass the buck to someone farther 
down the scale to make a memo for record with respect to final disposition of a 
security case? 

Mr. HJPSLEY. I cannot speak for the present, sir. I can speak for the time I 
was in the position. I was under instructions from all three of my supervisors 
never to take back an adverse security case which we had sent forward without a 
signature from the officer to whom it had been addressed. 

Mr. SOURWINE. If you had sent it upstairs it could not come back downstairs 
without the signout of the place it went to upstairs. 

Mr. HJPSLEY. We could not take it back without that. 
Senator DIRKSEN. Is that an inviolablc rule? 
Mr. HIPSLEY. It was when I was there, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. You don't know what the rule is now? As far as you know, 

it is the same as it was then? 
Mr. HIPSLEY. I would assume so; yes, sir.n 

Jones testifies re Bontempo memo on Wieland 
The first time Deputy Under Secretary Roger Jones was asked 

about the date of William Wieland's security clearance, this was the 
colloquy: 

Mr. SOURWINE. Now, you spoke of William Wieland having been,-
The CHAIRMAN. Let us get down to the facts about that case. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Yes, sir, I was just about to ask about that. Has he been 

granted a security clearance for his particular job? 
Mr. JONES. The job which he now holds? 
Mr. SOURWINE. Yes. 
Mr. JONES. Well, his present assignment is in the Office of Management. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Yes, sir. 
Mr. JONES. There was no withdrawal of his prior security clearance anywhere 

along the line. The case was reopened. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Yes, sir. 
Mr. JONES. So there was no specific granting of anything with respect to his 

present job. 
Mr. SOURWINE. All right. Now, has he, in fact, been granted a security 

clearance for the particular job to which it is proposed to send him; that is, 
Bremen? 

Mr. JONES. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And when was this clearance granted? 
Mr. JONES. This was done on the basis of a memo to me which was sent up 

by Mr. Bontempo." My recollection is that it was about the middle of September. 
And, very shortly thereafter, on the basis of review by me and by the Secretary, 

and after consultation, we approved, in principle, the assignment overseas, and 
I so indicated on a piece of paper. 

However, before this could be concluded and before he could actually move, 
the Congress went out of session, and it was our judgment, the Congress having 
gone out of session, that this was not the kind of a matter which we should proceed 
with, in view of the interest of this committee in Mr. Wieland last year. Conse
quently, we decided to hold him here until the Congress was back. 

It was our feeling that to do this immediately after the Congress went out of 
session might look as though we were not cooperating with the interests of this 
committee, and, therefore, Mr. Wieland was held here pending a return of the 
Congress. 

Mr. SonU'RRWINE. An approval of an assignment to a foreign post is not always 
and automatically a resolution of any pending security case, is it? 

Mr. JONES. No, sir. Normally, there is no question of security involved at all . 

• 1 State Department Security Hearlnll)', pt. 4, p. 421. 
II EDITOR'S NOTE.-The fact Is that Mr. Bontempo never efther originated or transmitted a memorandum 

recommending clearance of Wieland. 
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Mr. SOUBWINE. XormaUy, when you approve a man for assignment, if there 
is a pending security case, it is a sort of conditional approval. That is, it takes 
effect when the security case is settled; is that not right? _ 

Mr. JONES. As a general rule; yes, sir." 
Mr. SOURWINE. But you say in the Wieland case this was different? 
Mr. JONES. This was different, yes. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Was there something in the paper you signed which indicated 

that it was different? 
Mr. JONES. I don't think so. I think it was just an approval for assignment 

overseas. I don't have the paper with me. 
Mr. SOURWINE. How was his clearance for the Bremen job, his security clear-

ance, evidenced at the time it was granted, which you say was September of 1961? 
Mr. JONES. How was it evidenced? 
Mr. SOURWINE. Yes, sir. 
Mr. JONKIi. It 11'88 evidenced by a note which was put in his file that my 

approval of his assignment overseas concluded the security investigation 80 far 
as the Secretary and my office were concerned. 

Mr. SOURWINE. And that is the evidence in the Department's files of the 
clearance at this time? 

Mr. JONES. Since that time there has further been prepared I have not seen 
it, but I think it has been prepared, Bill the notification to the Civil Service 
Commission of the conclusion of the investigation. 

Mr. BOSWELL. Yes, sir. I instructed--
Mr. SOURWINE. That was done more recently? 
Mr. JONES. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWlNE. Who sent that notice to the Civil Service Commission? 
Mr. JONES. I cannot teU you because I have not seen it. 
Mr. SOURWINE. So you did not do it? 
Mr. JON-ES. I did not do it. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you send that note? 
Mr. BOSWELL. It would be my offiee that sent it, sir. 
Mr. SOURWlNE. You do not know who sent it? 
Mr. BOSWELL. Specifically the individual, no. I know who I instructed to 

be sure that it was sent. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Whom did you instruct? 
Mr. BOSWELL. Mr. Otepka. 
Mr. SOURWINE. O-t e-p ? 
Mr. BOSWELL. K-a. 
He is currently the Chief of our Division of Evaluation. 
Mr. SOURWINE. When was this piece of paper, the earlier piece of paper that 

you spoke of, stating that your approval of him for Bremen was a clearance, when 
was that sent to the files? 
. -Mr. JONES. I do not think I have the exact date of that. It was after Mr. 
Bontempo forwarded the file to me, which I believe was the 14th of September." 

I cannot tell you the exact date, but I am pretty sure that there is a date in the 
file. I would be -glad to supply it. 

Mr. SOURWINI!:. It would have to be after September, because you did not 
have the case before you up until that time, did you? 

Mr. JONES. Not in a definitive way. The Wieland case has been before me in 
one way or another ever since I went to the Department. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Yes. Now, was it after October that you did this? 
Mr. JONES. I cannot give you a definitive answer on that, Mr. Sourwine. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Was it after November? 
Mr. JONES. You mean that this piece of paper went down? 
Mr. SOURWINE. Yee. 
Mr. JONES. No. 
Mr. SOURWINE. It was before November? 

_ Mr. JONES. The approval of Mr. Wieland for oversea asSignment was signed 
by me, I think, in September, but I am not sure. When it reached the files 
downstairs, I don't know. 

Mr. SOURWINE. But you told us that this piece of paper that you signed, 
&p,proving him for Bremen, did not have anything on it to indicate that it was 
different from any other approval of an assignment. 

II Stato Department Security Hearings. pt. 1. pp. 24. 25 . 
.. EDITOR'S NOTE.-The (act Is that Mr. Bontempo never had the Wtlliam Wieland security fUe. Neither 

did Mr. lones, at any time prior to the date wben. according to his testimony. Wieland was granted I!ICcurtty _ce. 
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Therefore, it did not have anything on it to indicate that it was a determina
tion of his pending security case; that there was a separate memorandum, I think 
you said, subsequently sent to the file which stated that yourr--

Mr. JONES. No; I beg your pardon, sir, if I gave that impression. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Well, I misunderstood you, then. The record will speak for 

itself. 
Mr. JONES. I think that the chit that went t.o the file in this instance with the 

approval for oversea assignment was sent simultaneously with my approval of 
the assignment overseas. 

Mr. SOURWINE. You say a "chit"? 
Mr. JONES. Yes. 
Mr. SounwINE. What does that mean-"c-h-i-t"? 
Mr. JONES. A small pad of about this size which has "Deputy Under Secretary 

for Administration." 
Mr. SOURWINE. About 3 by 5, or a little smaller? 
Mr. JONES. A little different. It is about the size of your pink one there, mOre 

that size than 3 by 5. . 
Mr. SOURWINE. And is that a form t.hat the Department uses? 
Mr. JONES. No; it is not a form. It is a note.--
Mr. SOURWINE. In other words, this was a little handwritten note? 
Mr .. JONES. This was a handwritten note, that is right. 
;VIr. SOURWINE. Which you wrote? 
Mr. JONES. No, sir. It was written by Hugh Appling of my staff. 
Mr. SounwINE. Of your staff? 
Mr. JONES. YeR, sir. 
Mr. SounwINE. And it stated what? 
Mr. JONES. I can't give you the exact words, )fr. Sourwine, but my recollection 

is that Mr. Appling's note indicated that my approval of the aRsignment of Mr. 
Wieland overseas terminated the security investigation and effected his clearance. 

Mr. S:>URWINE. You had instructed him at that time to put such a note in the 
file? 

Mr. JONES. I did, sir, yes. 
Mr. SOURWINE. There was not, then, any written memorandum-I mean 

typed up memorandum expressing the conception that the action you took in 
September in approving Mr. Wieland's assignment to Bremen, in fact, constituted, 
and was intended at that time to constitute, a determination of all the factors in 
his security clearance? 

Mr. JONES. No, sir. Because, under the normal rules, the final termination 
paper would have been, and was, the report back to the Civil Service Commission 
of the termination of the reinvestigation. 

Mr. SOUR WINE. There never was any memorandum written, then, other than 
the chit and the final notice, to the Civil Service Commission? 

Mr. JONES. Not by my office. 
Mr. SounwINE. Or with your knowledge? 
Mr. JONES. Or with my knowledge." 

On this point, Mr. Otepka, one of the most experienced security 
men in the Department, testified it was standard procedure to "write 
a new piece of paper each time" in bringing a security file up to date: 

Mr. SOURWINE. When you are bringing a security file up to date, is it standard 
procedure to write a new piece of paper each time? 

Mr.OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SounwINE. Suppose a Foreign Service officer in the Department were 

being promoted to deputy ohief of a mission. Would it be sufficient for an official 
of the Department at the assistant secretary level or above to tell one of his sub
ordinates "I have approved this man deputy chief of mission; you are author
ized to put a notation in the files saying this has been approved, security is up to 
date, go ahead"? 

Mr.OTEPKA. Well, I would-I am going to have to answer that this way, Mr. 
Sourwine: 

If, as I described earlier this morning, the Deputy Under Secretary for Admin
istration is passing on some recommendation made by the Assignment and Review 
Board that a person be a principal officer or deputy chief of mission, and which 
is a thing separate from a security consideration, whenever these things con
currently come to the attention of the Deputy Under Secretary for Administration 
and he merely writes a memorandum to a subordinate and says, "I have approved 

U State Department Security Hearings, pt. 1, PP. 2~, 26. 
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this man to go to a certain post aa principal officer," and doesn't himself 
specifically to the security case, I think this leavell the evaluator in a terrible 
dilemma as to what has been decided. Has it been decided that the man is 
eligible upon performance and length of service to serve at a certain post, or has 
his security also been adjudicated simultaneously? II 

After the above testimony by Mr. Jones, the questioning turned to 
Mr. Boswell, head of the Office of Security. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Boswell, did you ever write such a memorandum? 
Mr. BOSWELL. Yes, sir, I wrote a memorandum. 
Mr. SOURWI","E. When? 
Mr. BOSWELL. I could not specify the exact date. 
Mr. SOliRWINE. What did it say? 
The CHAIRMAN. Approximately when? 
Mr. BOSWELL. I would say in December. I am not sure about that date. 

It said that the handwritten memorandum which we had received terminated 
this phase of the reinvestigation and we could proceed with the notification of 
the Civil Service Commission. 

Mr. SOURWINE. How did you happen to write that memorandum in December, 
3 months after the action was taken? 

Mr. BOSWELL. Because I inquired to find whether notification had been sent 
to the Civil Service Commission, and I was told it had not been sent. 

For that reason, I put out this memorandum 9S an instruction to proceed with 
the notification of the Civil Service Commission. 

Mr. SOUR WINE. That was in December? 
Mr. BOSWELL. As I recall, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Was this the instruction which you are talking about which 

you gave Mr. Otepka, telling him to write, or see there was written, a terminating 
memo to the Civil Service Commission? 

Mr. BOSWELL. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. That was in December of 1961? 
Mr. BOSWELL. As I recall, sir. I would like to check that. 
Mr. SOURWINE. I think, if it was not in December, the committee would like 

to have the date corrected as to what it was. 
Mr. BOSWELL. I will correct it, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Would it be possible for the committee to get copies of Mr. 

Appling's chit and of your memorandum, Mr. Boswell's memorandum? 
I will ask you, Mr. Jones. 
Mr. JONES. I would have to look at them, sir, and then I would have to consult 

the Department's legal adviser. 
Mr. SOUR WINE. I believe it would be desirable that we have them, the text of 

them, for the record, if the Department will supply them. 
The CHAIRMAN. Yes." 

Mr. Boswell's memorandum, when a copy of it was supplied to the 
committee, proved to have been written on January 25, 1962. (The 
press conference at which President Kennedy was questioned about 
William Wieland's security status was held on January 24, 1962.) 
The text of Mr. Boswell's memorandum is as follows: 

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

MEMORANDUM 

To: SY/E-Mr. Otto F. Otepka. 
From: SY-William O. Boswell/s/WOB. 
Subject: William A. Wieland. 

Date: January 25, 1962. 

With reference to my memorandum of September 18th, 1961 to you, this will 
confirm that Mr. Jones today confirmed that Mr. Appling's handwritten note 
dated September 15th constitutes his concurrence with Mr. Bontempo's memo
randum of September 14th that no action against the employee is warranted or 
advisable in the interest of national security . 

.. State Department Security Hearings, pt. 1, PP. 87, 88. 
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Mr. Jones also confirmed that the Department had determined that no further 
action need be taken regarding Mr. Wieland under the applicable authority and 
standards for the Foreign Service. 

Distribution: 
Original and 1 addressee. 
CC subject file. 
CC chron file. 

SCA:SY: WOBoswell:mc." 

The text of Mr. Appling's "chit" was as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY FOR ADMINISTRATION 

[Copy 01 handwritten note) 

SCA-Mr. Perry. 
15 Sept. 

Re Mr. Bontempo's memo of Sept. 14 on W. A. Wieland. 
Attached is copy of memo of Sept. 8 in which Mr. Jones, having studied digest 

of Wieland case, approved Wieland's assignment as Consul General, Bremen. 
lsI a:GA." 

There is nothing on the face of this note to indicate that it involved 
approval of security clearance for Mr. Wieland. Use of the word 
"digest" here is especially significant in view of Mr. Jones' testimony 
(see p. 174) that he had studied the Wieland security file. The fact 
is that Mr. Jones, at this time, had not seen any part of the Wieland 
security evaluation but the digest of the summary. 

The State Department also furnished the committ(le with what it 
!'laid was the text of a memorandum by Mr. Boswell to Mr. Otepka 
under date of September 18, 1961, purporting to interpret the Appling 
chit. The text of this memorandum was reported as follows: 

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

MEMORANDUM 

To. SY-Mr. Otto F. Otepka. 
From: BY-William O. Boswell/s/WOB. 

Date: September 18, 1961. 

Subject: William A. Wieland. 
Please note the attached penned memorandum from Mr. Appling in Mr. Jones' 

office to Mr. Perry of SCA. 
Inasmuch as Mr. Jones has approved Mr. Wieland's 888ignment to Bremen 

we should proceed with our notification to the Civil Service Commission. 
This will, of course, be reaffirmation of his E.O. 10450 security clearance. 
Attachment: 

Memo from Mr. Appling of 0 to Mr. Perry, SCA dtd 15 September 1961. 
Distribution: 

Orig & 1 addressee. 
cc subject file. 
cc chron file. 

SCA:SY:WOBoswell:mc.70 

It is of some interest that Mr. Perry is not in the Office of Security 
but in the Office of Personnel of the Bureau of Security and Consular 
Affairs. Mr. Appling's "chit" was handwritten, with no copies. But 
Mr. Boswell, according to the testirnon , had the Appling memo 

to Mr. tepka on September 18, 1961. 
(Mr. Otepka subsequently testified: "I pointed out to Mr. Boswell 

then, upon the receipt of that memorandum, orally, that I had made 
n State Department Security Hearings, pt. 1, P.?:l. 
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specific recommendations, with which Mr. Bontempo had concurred, 
and that this memorandum was not responsive to those recommenda
tions, because I discussed the man's suitability and security, and I 
expected a full and complete answer on both counts.") 

How the Chief of the Division of Evaluation regarded the Appling 
chit was revealed in his testimony: 

Mr. SOURWlNE. In ,Your judgment does the Appling chit call for any action? 
Mr. OTEPKA. No, sir. 
Mr. SOURWlNE. Does it request any action? 
Mr. OTEPKA. No, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Was it addressed to an individual who had authority to take 

any. action? 
Mr. OTEPKA. No, sir." 

Jones uncertain re Bontempo memo of September 14-
Deputy Under Secretary Jones was rather shaky in his recollection 

respecting the memorandum which, according to his earlier testimony, 
he had received under date of September 14 from Mr. Bontempo, then 
Administrator of the Bureau of Security and Consular Affairs. 

Mr. SOURWINE. At what time was there any signoff or acceptance of responsi
bility of any nature by the head of the Bureau of Security and Consular Affairs 
in this case? . 

Mr. JONES. At the time that the memorandum with respect to the assignment 
of Mr. Wieland overseas, and, as I indicated, I believe the date of this was Septem
ber 14, but I will have to check that and make sure that was the correct date. 

Mr. SOURWINE. That was a memorandum from the head of the Bureau of 
Security and Consular Affairs, is that right? 

Mr. JONES. Well, it was a memorandum on which the signature of either Mr. 
Bontempo or Mr. Cieplinski, I think, appears, but I am not sure which. 

Mr. SOURWINE. And the purpose of that memorandum was what? 
Mr. JONES. The purpose Bill, can you throw any light on that? I blanked 

out on this. I think this was the formal, but I am not sure. 
Mr. BOSWELL. The formalization of the submission of the summary. 
Mr. SOURWINE. It was? 
Mr. BOSWELL. Yes, sir. 
Mr. JONES. I think it was, yes, but I will have to check it. 
Mr. SOURWINE. In other words, the action you took was on the basis of this 

memorandum which you say had the signature of either Mr. Bontempo or Mr. 
Cieplinski. ? 

Mr. JONES. The final action, yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. The action you took in September? 
Mr. JONES. Yes. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Which constituted a determination as Mr. Appling's chit 

indicated? 
Mr. JONES. That is right. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Of all of the issues in the case? 
Mr. JONES. That is right." 

Mr. Jones was not even sure just when he received the Bontempo 
memo or whether it preceded his action of September 15 in approving 
assigllment of Mr. Wieland to Bremen (the action later interpreted 
by Mr. Boswell as a settlement of the issues in Mr. Wieland's security 
case, and which Mr. Jones himself subsequently referred to as a 
settlement in favor of Mr. Wieland of all the issues raised in connection 
with his security case;. 

Mr. SOURWINE. You are sure it was not the other way around? You did not 
act first and then get a memo with Mr. Bontempo's signature on it? 

Mr. JONES. No. You see -
The CHAIRMAN. Now, be specific there. 
Mr. JONES. I will be very specific, according to the best of my recollection, 

Mr. Chairman. 
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The Wieland case is one which has been in and out of my office and the Secre 
tary's office at very regular intervals since his appearance 'before this committee 
last year. I do not have a log and would not normally keep a log of every time 
that something with respect to the Wieland security case had come to my office. 

The question of counsel now throws a doubt on my own memory. I though 
my memory was correct. All I can say is I will check it and find out. 

Mr. SOURWINE. You understand, I am not making an assertion. I am just 
asking a question. 

Mr. JONES. No, no, you are asking a question, and a very valid and appropriate 
question.n 

Subsequent testimony disclosed that the memorandum referred to 
as from Mr. Bontempo was, in fact, from the Evaluations Division of 
the Office of Security, and had merely been initialed by Mr. Bontempo. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Let me ask Mr. Boswell: 
You just stated that this memorandum, which had Mr. Bontempo's or Mr. 

Cieplinski's signature or initials on it-and can you be more specific than that? 
Do you know who it was signed by? 

Mr. BOSWELL. I believe it was Mr. Bontempo. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Signed by Mr. Bontempo? 
Mr. BOSWELL. Initialed. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Initialed. Where did it originate? 
Mr. BOSWELL. It ori,pnated in the Evaluations Division. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did It come through you to Mr. Bontempo? 
Mr. BOSWELL. Yea, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you approve it? 
Mr. BOSWELL. It has my initials on it. 
Mr. SO.URWINE. Now, you said this memorandum was the formalization of the 

8ubmission of the summary? 
Mr. BOSWELL. By my office. 
Mr. SOURWINE. That is right. 
Mr. BOSWELL. Sending it forward. 
Mr. SOURWINE. This is your memory? 
Mr. BOSWELL. Yea, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. In other words, there was no determination of the case, as far 

88 you have knowledge, prior to the time of the transmittal of that memorandum? 
Mr. BOSWELL. That is correct, sir." 

Jooe8 admits no written decisioo in Wieland case 
Deputy Under Secretary Jones admitted that he had never indi

cated in writing_~ny action on the findings of the Office of Security 
adverse to Mr. Wieland. 

Mr. SOURWINE. You never did mak!! specific findings in the terms of reference 
of the findings that were made by the Security Office? 

Mr. JONES. In writing; no, sir.'· 

Mr. Otepka found the handling of the Wieland case "unusual": 
Mr. SOURWlNE. • • • Am I correct that, at whatever level a security case 

reaches, when it leaves that level, that level must add an endorsement or a recom
mendation, a concurrence or a nonconcurrence? 

Mr. OTEPltA. I think this would be quite proper to do so, particularly if the 
lower level made a specific finding and a recommendation as to what the issues 
really are and how they should be disposed of. 

Mr. SOURWlNE. Well, doesn't the individual charged, the object of this secu
rity·~the subject of the securitr invcstigation-have a right to have the actions 
all along the line recordcd in wrIting and signed or initialed by the man that takes 
the action? 

Mr. OTEPltA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Well, isn't this always done? 
Mr. OTEPltA. It has been my experience in the Department of State that it 

bas always been done with perhaps a recent exception. 
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Mr. SOURWINE. Did you ever know of an instance in which the top level passed 
the buck to someone farther down the line to make a memo for record with respect 
to final disposition of a security case? 

Mr.OTEPKA. Well, I would say there was a rather unusual handling of the case 
of William Arthur Wieland. 

Mr. SOURWINE. All right. What do you mean by that? Unusual handling? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Well, the two evaluators in this case after a considerable laborious 

and painstaking task came up with specific findings and conclusions on all of the 
substantive information in the case which W8.8 carefully .compartmented into the 
various security factors, which I have related here, that appear in Executive Order 
104.50, and there was a recommendation made with respect to the disposition of 
each of those factors. 

This case instead of going through the channels which I described here this 
afternoon, and which I also described this morning, in the case of John Stewart 
Service, was sent directly from the evaluators to the Deputy Under Secretary for 
Administration. And the-e--

Mr. SOURWINE. You mean without any indication of concurrence or noncon
currence on the part of the Director of the Office of Security? 

Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir; without any such. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Or the Administrator of the Bureau of Security and Consular 

Affairs. 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir." 

Mr. Jones testified he had studied Wieland's security file, including 
"both the file and the summary," and also had had a chance to look 
at the investigative file. 

Mr. SOURWINE. At the time you approved this, had you had an opportunity 
to study Mr. Wieland's security file? 

Mr. JONES. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. It had been sent up to you by Mr. Bontempo? 
Mr. JONES. Yes, sir, both the file and the summary. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You had had a chance to look at the investigative file? 
Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You had read the summary of the investigation? 
Mr. JONES. I had, sir." 

Jones claims he saw field reports in Wieland case 
Later on, this testimony appears: 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you go back to the individual field reports when you 

reviewed the Wieland case? 
Mr. JONES. I did, sir. They were in these three big folders that I referred to. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You did not review Mr. Wieland's testimony before the 

Internal Security Subcommittee? . 
Mr. JONES. No, sir; I did not. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You did review the report of the Chief of the Evaluation 

Division? 
Mr. JONES. I did, sir." 

• 

Jones describes Wielandfile 
Here is Mr. Jones' description of the Wieland security file: 
Mr. SOURWINE. Now, you told us you personally reviewed the file in the 

security case of Wieland? 
Mr. JONES. That is correct. 
Mr. SOURWINE. How thick was that file? How big was that file? 
Mr. JONES. Well, let me take it and break it in two parts, Mr. Sourwine. 
The summary and evaluation was contained in one folder. I do not know how 

many pages. I would say probably 150 or 160 pages. 
Mr. SOURWINE. The summary and evaluation? 
Mr. JONES. The summary and evaluation, yes. 
Back of that, my recollection is that there are three thick folders which I have 

seen, and, in addition to that, his personnel folder, so that would be a total of four 
folders. 
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Mr. SOURWIN~. This summary and evaluation is what is sometimes referred to 
as the digest? 

Mr. JONES. Yes. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And you say that is about how many pages? 
Mr. JONES. Oh, my guess is approximately 150 pages, roughly." 

But Mr. Otepka testified that up to September 15 Mr. Jones had 
in his possession "only the digest and nothing else": 

Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Otepka, in September, on September 15, or prior thereto, 
at any time prior thereto, had Mr. Jones had an opportunity to study Mr. Wie
land's security file? 

Mr. OTEPKA. I would say, based on my personal knowledge of what material 
was hand carried by me to Mr. Jones' office, that Mr. Jones, prior to that time, 
had in his possession only the digest and nothing else. 

Mr. SOURWINE. And you took that digest up in what month? 
Mr. OTEPKA. In August 1961. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And you took it directly to the Deputy Under Secretary be-

cause you were instructed to do so? 
Mr. OTEPKA. I was instructed to do so. 
Mr. SOURWINE. By Mr. Boswell? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Subsequently the 14th of September your memorandum for 

Mr. Bontempo's signature was completed and signed? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Does that memorandum make any reference to the fact that 

the digest had been in Mr. Jones' hands since August or that it had been sub
mitted outside the usual channels? 

Mr. OTEPKA. It made reference to the fact that the -security case, namely, 
the digest had been submitted to Mr. Jones and also to the fact that he, Mr. Jones, 
had to make a finding of fact on the issues involving the case, which were clearly 
enunciated in that memorandum. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Was this memorandum a request for findings on specific issues? 
Mr.OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you ever get such a finding from Mr. Jones? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Except in the as referred to in the memoranda whichl-
Mr. SOURWINE. All right. You took Mr. Jones, in August, the digest? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. l00-odd pages. Did you ever take him the summary? 
Mr. OTEPKA. At the time I delivered the digest to Mr. Appling he had, by this 

time, received earlier portions of the digest as they had been typ,ed and on the 
day that I delivered to him the final pages of the digest I said, ' This is not the 
entire case," 

I pointed out that my digest indicated that there was a summary, I orally 
informed Mr. Appling that there was a full summary in the case, that all the 
investigative reports, the supportin~ documentation, including transcripts of 
hearin~s before this committee, were In my possession and should be read by the 
revieWing authority to have a complete picture of what the issues were in this case. 

Mr. Applinf simply waved me aside and said, "I have enough here. This is 
good enough.' 

Mr. SOURWINE. Do you remember what my question was? 
Mr.OTEPKA. Yes. 
Mr. SOURWINE. What was it? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Well, you, I believe you asked me whether I delivered to Mr. 

Appling and-what I delivered to Mr. Appling? 
Mr. SOURWINE. Let us start again, First I asked or at least I intended to 

ask if you ever delivered a summary to Mr Jones' office or to Mr. Jones. 
Mr. OTEPKA. At that time I did not. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you ever deliver this summary to Mr. Jones? 
Mr. OTEPKA. I never delivered the summary personally to Mr. Jones. It was 

delivered to Mr. Jones later by someone else. 
Mr. SOURWINE. When and by whom? 
Mr. OTEPKA. On January 25, 1952, Mr. Appling came to my office and asked 

for the summary and 1:--
Mr. SOURWINE. Was that before or after you received this memorandum of the 

25th from Mr. Boswell? 
Mr.OTEPKA. Of course, this happened on the same date-e--
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Mr. SOURWINE. I understand. Now, what time of day was it when Mr. Appling 
came for the summary, the morning of the 25th? 

Mr. OTEPKA. Sir, I just don't know. I would have to use something to refresh 
my recollection. 

Mr. SOURWINE. All right, if .you don't know, say so. Now prior to that time 
had the summary been in your possession continuously? 

Mr.OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. How many copies of that summary were in existence? How 

many did you make originally? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Oh, I have accountability for three copies. 
Mr. SOURWINE. What dOloU mean, you have accountability for three copies? 
Mr. OTEPKA. We prepare additional rough draft copies which after after the 

summary was edited and put into final fOl'm, I destroyed all of the draft copies so 
that in the final result I had three full copies. 

Mr. SOURWINE. All right. So there are three copies? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Are all those copies in your possession or under your control 

at all times? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. How many of those copies have left your possession up to the 

present moment? 
Mr. OTEPKA. The one which is in the possession of Mr. Jones' office. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you know where it is-it was taken by Mr. Appling? 
Mr. OTEPKA. I presume it is in Mr. Appling's office. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You still have the other two? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. They never left your office? 
Mr.OTEPKA. No, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And that one never left your office until the 25th of January? 
Mr . . OTEPKA. That is correct. 
Mr. SOURWINE. On the 18th of September Mr. Jones could not have had it 

or seen it, could he? 
Mr. OTEPKA. I would say no, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And this 800-page summary, if he got and acted on January 

25, which is the day of Mr. Boswell's memorandum, it would be pretty fast? 
Mr. OTEPKA. I would say that. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Now, had Mr. Jones as of any date in September 1961 had 

an opportunity to study any of the raw file, had any of that been up to his office, 
had he seen the investigative reports? 

Mr. OTEPKA. The investigative reports have not left my office to this date 
with one exception. 

Mr. SOURWINE. And that is? 
Mr. OTEPKA. In March 1961 at the request of the newly appointed Legal 

Adviser I sent all the investigative reports then in my possession to the Legal 
Adviser. There were some two or three subsequent~-

Mr. SOURWlNE. Are they still there? 
Mr. OTEPKA. No, sir; they were returned. 
Mr. SOURWINE. When? 

. Mr. OTEPKA. Well, they were returned, sir, approximately 2 months later. 
Mr. SOUR WINE. All right. Now, this is why you told us earlier that this was 

one case in which action was taken on the digest alone? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir." 

The testimony of Mr. Boswell indicated that the first material 
respecting the Wieland case which was sent to Deputy Under Secre
tary Roger Jones was a summary of the evaluation prepared by the 
Division of Eva.Iuations, and that this WIlS sent directly uDstairs from 
the Office of Security, bypassing the office of the Chief of the Bureau of 
Security and Consular Affairs. 

Mr. BOSWELL. It was the summary-this is the point, I think, which is not 
quite clear-a summary of this case that I am talking about that went up first, 
and in the summary there is the recommendation of the evaluator. 

Mr. SOURWINE. And that went up to him in September? 
Mr. JONES. This first came up in August. 
Mr. SOURWINE. In August? 
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Mr. JONES. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. It then went directly to Mr. Jones, Mr. Boswell? 
Mr. BOSWELL. From the Evaluations Division. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Who took it up, do lOU know? , 
Mr. BOSWELL. I could not say, but believe Mr. Otepka took it up. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. You did not send it up from r.our office? 
Mr. BOSWELL. No, sir. I asked him to take It up. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. "Him" meaning Mr. Otepka? 
Mr. BOSWELL. Mr. Otepka. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. To take it up to Mr. Jones direotly? 

177 

Mr. BOSWELL. By that, I do want to imply I instructed him personally. I 
instructed him to have it taken up. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Directly? 
Mr. BOSWELL. Yes. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Without going through the Office of the Chief of the Bureau 

of Security and Consular Affairs? 
Mr. BOSWELL. Yes, sir. 
Mr. JONES. That is correct. I had asked for it. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. You had asked that this be done? 
Mr. JONES. Yes, sir. I had been hammering at the office for weeks to get it 

'up to me. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You bad told us earlier that it was essential procedure that 

'it come up with the signoff by Mr. Boswell, or whoever was in his position, and 
of the Bureau of Security and Consular Affairs before it came to you. 

In this instance that is not the way it went? 
Mr. JONES. That is oorrect. The summary did not go in that channel in the 

first instance ; no, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. At what time, if ever, did it come through Mr. Boswell for his 

signoff and his expression of some written opinion? 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Boswell has never made a signoff of summary and opinion here 

because events overtook Mr. Boswell's procedures. 
Mr. SOURwINE. Then, so far as any written indication goes, Mr. Boswell has no 

,responsibility in this case, is that correct? 
Mr. JONES. That is correct." 

Mr. Otepka testified 
Wieland case: 

the summary and the digest in the 

Mr. SOURWINE. When the record of a security case is voluminous, is it digested 
to facilitate action? 

Mr. OTJ:PKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Who prepares the digest? 
Mr. OTJ:PKA. In my experience I have known of only two such C8 "e8 where 

,the summary was so very voluminous, in order to enable the people topside to 
have an ample condensation of the facts, that such a digest was prepared for 
,that purpose, and this digest was prepared by the same evaluators who prepared 
,the summary. 

Mr. SOUR WINE. What were those two cases? 
Mr. OTEPKA. The case of John Stewart Service and William Arthur Wieland. 
Mr. SOURWINE. The two that you worked on. You mean then you prepared 

both the summary and the evaluation? 
Mr. OTJ:PKA. Summary and the digest. 
Mr. SOURWINE. The summary and digest. The summary includes the 

evaluation, is that right? 
Mr. OTEPKA. The summary is a full presentation of all the substantive 

information developed by the investigation. 
Mr. SOURWINE. I Bee. And is accompanied by the evaluation. 
Mr. OTEPKA. Well, then, because the summa~y has become 80 voluminous, 

you di~est the salient information and include in the digest your analyses, 
conclUSIOns, and recommendations. 

Mr. SOURWINE. I see. Now, to give us an example, what degree of condensa
tion is involved there, taking the John Stewart Service case'! You prepared 
that summary. How big was it? What was the volume of that summary?" 

Mr. OTEPKA. Oh, that was about 890 pages of 8H by 10~~ standard size paper, 
Mr. SOURWINE. And the digest was what volume? 
Mr. OTEPKA. That was about 110 pages. 
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Mr. SOUBWINE. Now, in the Wieland case, how big was the summary? 
Mr.OTEPItA. That summary was I think exactly 844 pages. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. And what watl the volume of the digest of the summary? 
Mr. OTEPltA. 136 pages." 

Mr. Otepka was unable to see how action in a security case could be 
fairly based on the digest alone: 

Mr. SOUBWINE. Now, is action in a security case ever based on the digest alone? 
Mr. OTEPKA. I don't see, sir, how it could be, particularly if the digest is written 

with the admonition that the reader of the digest refer to the full summary to get 
a complete picture of all the substantive information. 

Mr. SOUBWINE. Decision, then, has to be based at least on the summary. 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Sometimes a decision is based on the summary without going 

back to the record of the investigation and the intelligence reports, and so forth. 
Mr. OTEPKA. That is correct. That may be done. 
Mr. SOURWINE. They may not go back to the raw file. They may act on the 

summary. 
Mr. OTEPKA. That is correct. 
Mr. SOURWINE. But they do not act on the dige"t alone. 
Mr. OTEPKA. I would think that would be very unusual if that should happen." 

Wieland digests and where they went 
Several copies of the digest of the summary and evaluation of the 

Wieland security case were furnished to different officers of the 
Department of State, and a copy even went to the Attorney General's 
office, according to the testimony of Mr. Otepka, who had prepared 
both the summary and the digest thereof: 

Mr. SOURWINE. Now, as far as you know, who besides Mr. Jones had an 
opportunity to see the digest of the summary on the Wieland case? 

(Mter pause). Mr. Appling, of course? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Mr. Appling. And I was specifically requested by Mr. Herman 

Pollack, the Assistant Deputy Assistant Secretary for Administration-to 
furnish a copy of the digest to Mr. Abram Chayes, Legal Adviser--

Mr. SOUR WINE. Did you do that? 
Mr. OTEPKA. I did, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. When? 
Mr. OTEPKA. This was, sir, sometime after August of 1961. I could not fix 

the exact date. 
Mr. SOURWINE. All right. Who else saw the summary, the digest of the sum

mary? 
. Mr. OTEPKA. The additional copy I was requested to furnish to Mr. Pollack 

for his transmittal, as he said, to Mr. Siegenthaler, who I understood was Special 
Assistant to the Attorney General.--

Mr. SOUBWINE. And was that done? 
Mr. OTEPKA. I furnished the digest to Mr. Pollack. 
Mr. SOURWINE. When was this, about the same time? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Same time. About August 1961." 

Mr. Otepka later testified further us follows: 
Mr. SOURWINE. Was the Wieland security file or the summary or the digest 

ever reviewed by Mr. Boswell? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Well, I presume that it was at one time or another because I had 

at Mr. Boswell's request furnished him with both the digest and the summary 
subsequent to the time that the digest was carried tip to Mr. Appling. 

Mr. SOURWINE. That is, subsequent to the 25th of January, Mr. "Boswell had 
not seen the digest? 

Mr. OTEPKA. I believe that Mr. Boswell saw the digest prior to January 25, 
but I can safely state--

Mr. SOURWINE. We asked you a little while ago for everybody who had access 
to the digest. You told us a copy had gone to Mr. Chaye,; and a copy tothe 
Department of Justice and a copy had gone upstairs to Mr. Appling-that is all. 

n State Department Security Hearings, pt. I, p. 86. 
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Mr. OTEPKA. I am sorry, I was speaking of record copies of the digest ,,·hich 
I had in my possession. Mr. Boswell's office is right around the corner and I 
showed it to him on one or more occasions. 

Mr. SOURWINE. All right. 
Mr. OTEPKA. But I cannot testify he read it thoroughly, but I did send him 

the summary at his specific request. 
Mr. SOURWINE. After January 25? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Senator HRUSKA. But on the occasion he saw the summary he did not take it 

out of the office, whatever inspection he did was in your office, is that it? 
Mr. OTEPKA. No, he asked for it, I carried it to his office, I hand-carried it. 
Senator HRUSKA. Did you leave it there? 
Mr. OTEPKA. I left it there. 
Senator HRUSKA. For any amount of time? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Ye.'!! I think a couple of days he kept it. 
Mr. SOURWINE. That was the digest of lOO-odd pages? 
Mr. OTEPKA. That was the summary. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And that was subsequent to the 25th of January? 
Mr. OTEPKA. That was on January-I believe he did ask for the summary on 

January 25 but I don't recall whether I gave it to him on that same day or the 
next day. 

Mr. SOURWINE. I am confused. I understood you to testify there were three 
copies of the summary. One copy had been taken January 25 to Mr. Jones' 
office. 

Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. And the other two copies had never left your possession and 

were still in your possession? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Well, I should have-I am sorry. Again, here, sir, in the context 

of things here I should have explained that Mr. Boswell, who was in proximity 
to my office.--

Mr. SOURWINE. Yes, I understand. 
Mr. OTEPKA. That I, at his request, let him have my record copy but he re-

turned it to me. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Within a day or so? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Within a day or so. 
Senator HRUSKA. And when was that, sir? 
Mr. OTEPKA. That was on or about January 25, and I don't know the exact 

time of day. 
Senator HRUSKA. I think that conforms to the testimony you had given earlier." 

Regarding the distinction between a "summary" and a "digest," 
Mr. Hipsley was quite clear. Mr. Hipsley also made it clear that a 
decision in a security case should not be based on a digest alone. 

Mr. SOURWINE. You have spoken of a summary and a digest. Is there always 
a digest or only when the summary is heavy? 

Mr. HIPSLEY. Usually only when the summary is heavy. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Who prepares the digest; the same person who prepared the 

summary? 
Mr. HIPSLEY. He would certainly assist in that. Normally, when you get to 

the type of case that requires a condensed summary and analysis-that is, a 
digest it is prepared in a case which, in its entirety, will probably be a couple of 
file cabinets of material. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Suppose you have such a case. The summary is very thick, 
the digest is a hundred pages or more. 

Mr. HIPSLEY. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Would action be based on this digest alone? 
Mr. HIPSLEY. By whom, sir? 
Mr. SOURWINE. By anybody. Action on the case would the man be cleared 

or suspended and charges brought on the basis of the digest alone? 
Mr. HIPSLEY. I would think not. I would think the reviewing officer, at 

whatever level, would want to have the background material to look at himself. 
Mr. SOURWINE. What is the procedure? Is the digest ever sent up alone, or 

does all the material move whenever it is referred to a higher echelon? 
Mr. HIPSLEY. When I was in a position where I handled these, it all Came up 

at one time . 

• State Department Security Hearings, pt. 4, pp 41&-417. 
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Mr. SOORWINE. Is it any different now? 
Mr. HIPSLEY. Not that I know of. I just don't do it now." 

Deputy Under Secretary Jones testified he had not read the testi
mony of former Ambassadors Smith and Pawley, though this testimony 
certainly had a bearing on the Wieland case: 

The CHAIRMAN. Did you read the testimony of Mr. Smith and Mr. Pawley? 
Mr. JONES. I have not seen the transcript of this subcommittee, sir. 
The CHAIRMAN. Then what kind of an investi&ation did you conduct? They 

are prominent Americans. The President of the United States appointed Smith 
as an ambassador. 

Mr. JONES. My job was to review the record which was established in the 
investigation of Mr. Wieland, sir. I reviewed everything that was in that file. 
That file does not contain transcript of the testimony of Ambassa.dor Smith. It 
contains references to it, as it does to testimony of Ambassador Hill. It contains 
other references. It contains references--

The CHAIRMAN. Did it contain Pawley's testimony? 
Mr. JONES. I beg your pardon, sir? 
The CHAIR.MAN. The Pawley testimony? 
Mr. JONES. It contained references to it. It did not contain the actual trans

script; no, sir. 
The CHAIRMAN. You just have not got a transcript. There has been a white

wash job done. 
Senator KEATING. Did you request in connection with the investigation a 

trl\nscript of the hearings from this committee? 
Mr. JONES. I did not, Senator Keating; no. I requested that all of the points 

developed in the hearing with Mr. Wieland be included in the investigation. 
Senator KEATING. Do you know whether anyone else in the Department 

requested that we make available to them the testimony? 
Mr. JONES. My understanding is that the testimony was made available for 

correction immediately after the witness appeared. 
The CHAIRMAN. That is Wieland's testimony? 
Mr. JONES. Yes, sir. 
Senator KEATING. I am talking about the other testimony taken regarding 

Mr. Wiell\nd. 
Mr. JONES. I do not know whether a request for that was made, Senator, or 

not.8T 87. 

Wieland summary contained ISS testimony 
According to Mr. Otepka, who prepared both the summary and 

evaluation of the Wieland case, and the digest of the summary, the 
summary did in fact contain transcripts of the testimony of former 
Ambassadors Smith, Hill, and Pawley: 

Mr. SOURWINE. Now, did the Wieland summary contain a transcript of the 
testimony of former Ambassador Smith before the Internal Seeurity Subcom
mittee? 

Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did it contain the testimony of former Ambassador Hill? 
Mr.OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOUR WINE. Did it contain the testimony of former Ambassador Pawley? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Were those transcripts included in the digest or were they 

merely summarized for the purposes of digest? 
Mr. OTEPKA. They were merely summarized or condensed in the digest. 
Mr. SOURWINE. But the digest referred to the fact that the transcript was 

available in the summary? 
Mr. OTEPKA. That is correct, the summary quoted verbatim from the state

ments of these witnesses." 

II Btate Department 8ecUrity 
f7 EDITOR'S NOTE.-The testimony 

OD Sept. Il, 1960. The testimony of 
on Feb. 20, 1961. The testimony or former 
Sept. 19. 1961. 
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II Ibid., p. WI. 

WBS printed and releBSed to the public 
was printed and released to the publlo wa. printed and rele'7,d to the public on 

Stolen from the Archive of Dr. Antonio R. de la Cova 
http://www.latinamericanstudies.org/cuba-books.htm



STATE DEPARTMENT SECORITf 181 

JONES TOLD PRESS ON JANUARY 24 WIELAND HAD 
BEEN CLEARED 

Toward the end of Mr. Jones' testimon:y it was developed that on 
January 24, 1962, about an hour after President Kennedy's press 
conference, Mr. Jones had made a statement to certain elements of the 
press indicating that Mr. Wieland had been given a security clearance. 

Mr. SOURWINE. * * * Now, on that same day or about that same day, did 
you make a statement to the New York Times which became a basis for the New 
York Times story quoting you as saying that Mr. Wieland had been found ·not a 
security risk, not a suitability risk, not any kind of a risk? 

Mr. JONES. That statement was made on the afternoon of the Pre.<ident's press 
conference. 

Mr. SOURWINE. I see. 
Mr. JONES. In the presence primarily of the television and wire service people. 

I think there were no members of what we call the pencil press there, because they 
were the other people who were on the air immediately, and there was this question 
of whether or not a libelous statement had been made. 

Mr. SOUR WINE. I see. 
Mr. JONES. And we felt an obligation to them to point out that there might 

be some problems here, and I was asked the question about what kind of clearances 
these two gentlemen had, and, in order to keep the record straight, I made this 
statement and I authorized attribution to me of that statement. 

Mr. SOUBWINE. I see. That was on the 24th, then? 
Mr. JONlilS. The day of the pr.ess conference, approximately an hour after the 

press conference. 

This revelation led to further questioning of Mr. Boswell. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. You remember, Mr. Boswell, you spoke of having had a con

versation with Mr. Jones as a result of which you learned that the action that 
he had taken in September was a full determination of the security and other 
factors in connection with the Wieland case? 

. Mr. BOSWBLL. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. And you wrote a memorandum in connection with that? 
Mr. BOSWELL. There are two memorandums, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. You wrote two memorandums? 
Mr. BOSWELL. There is one that was written in September and one written in 

January. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. You wrote a memorandum in September? 
Mr. BOSWELL. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. I thought you told us you wrote one in December? 
Mr. BOSWELL. I said I wasn't sure of the December. The December one was 

the January one. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Since the morning you have refreshed yourself on it? 
Mr. BOSWELL. Yes. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. And the one you told us this morning you thought you wrote 

in December was written in January? 
Mr. BOSWELL. That is correct. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. What date in January? 
Mr. BOSWELL. The 25th of January. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. The 25th of January? 

• * * • * * * 
Mr. BOSWELL. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. And did that reflect a telephone conversation you had had 

with Mr. Jones On that day, or did you see him in person On that day, or was it 
the dar. previous? 

Mr. BOSWBLL. I saw ·him in person On that day. 
Mr. SOURWINE. On the 25th? 
Mr. BOSWELL. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. You went to see him to find out about the status of the case? 
Mr. BOSWELL. Yes, sir. After this press conference I wanted to be informed as 

to what the Department's position was vis-a-vis any inquiries. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Was that because there was nothing at that time in the files 

to show that Mr. Wieland had, in fact, been cleared? 
Mr. BOSWELL. No, sir. 
There is a memorandum in the files about the middle of September I would 

eay the 17th or the 18th-which instructed Mr. Otepka to inform the Civil 
Service Commission that we had closed this case. 
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I inquired whether this had been done, and I found out it had not been done. 
I, therefore, wanted to make sure, before I reiterated my instructions, that this 

case was closed. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You say there is a memorandum in the files dated the 17th, or 

thereabout, of September? 
Mr. BOSWELL. Yes, sir. . 
Mr. SOURWINE. Directing that this be done? 
Mr .. BOSWELL, Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. That is your memorandum? 
Mr. BOSWELL. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. It was addressed to Mr. Otepka? 
Mr. BOSWELL. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You know that it is In the files now? 
Mr. BOSWELL. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. When was it put in? 
Mr. BOSWELL. At that time. 
Mr. SOURWINE. It has been there ever since? 
Mr. BOSWELL. At the time it was written. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Otepka received it? 
Mr. BOSWELL. Yes. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And it went into the files? 
Mr. BOSWELL. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And then he did not act upon it? 
Mr. BOSWELL. No, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You do not know why not? . .-~ : 
Mr. BOSWELL. I do not know why not, and I did not have occasion to,-
Mr. SOURWINE. He is oulpable for his failure to act on your instructions, is 

he not? 
Mr. BOSWELL. He certainly is worthy of reprimand and has been. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You told him in September to do something. Then in January 

you find out it had not been done yet? 
Mr. BOSWELL. That is correct. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And vou had to write another memorandum? 
Mr. BOSWELL. That is correct. . 
Mr. SOUI\WINE. That does not speak very well for this gentleman. He is in 

charge of the Evaluation Division? 
Mr. BOSWELL. He was my deputy at that time. 
Mr. SOURWINE. He was your deputy at that time? . 
Mr. BOSWELL. At that time he was my deputy. 
Mr. SOURWINE. An operating deputy? 
Mr. BOSWELL. He had been placed in charge of the investigation of Mr. 

Wieland. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And you instructed him by written memo? 
Mr. BOSWELL. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. About the 17th of September? 
Mr. BOSWELL. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. To close the case with the Civil Service Commission? 
Mr. BOSWELL. That is correct, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And he never did it? You never checked back after then? 
Mr. BOSWELL. That is where I am culpable, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Not until January? 
Mr. BOSWELL. Not until January." 

Mr. Otepka testified he was not reprimanded for failing to "close 
out" the Wieland security case on the basis of Mr. Boswell's memo
randum of September 18: 

Mr. SOURWINE. Did you consider the memorandum of September 18 to you 
from Mr. Boswell as an instruction to close out the Wieland case with a determi
nation favorable to Wieland? 

Mr. OTEPKA. Well, it certainly was in the form of an instruction to me but 
immediately upon its receipt I went to Mr. Boswell and I explained to him that 
it was my feeling that such instruction was not a proper one because I had no 
adj udication of the case on its merits from either himself or higher or from 
Mr. Bontempo or from Mr. Jones. Therefore I did not feel like closing it out 
on that basis. 

n State-Department Security Hearings, pt. I, pp. 57-58. 
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Mr. SOURWINE. When you told bim that did he oreJly reiterate or give you 
any instructions to close it anyhow? 

Mr. OTEPKA. No, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Were you reprimanded for not closing it out? 
Mr. OTEPKA. No, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. He knew then on the day you got this memorandum you were 

not going to close it out on the basis of that memo? 
Mr. (}rEP KA. Yes, I would assume he knew that particularly on the basis of 

his later memorandum of January 25. 
Mr. SOURWINE. But you were not going to close and told him why? 
Mr. (}rEPKA. That is right. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And as far as you know he accepted your reasons? 
Mr. (}rEPKA. He did not thereafter admonish me to close it out. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And he thereafter nevei; reprimanded you for not closing it? 
Mr. (}rEPKA. No, because I kept insisting upon a specific finding by the proper 

u thority.'. 

Further explanation of Mr. Otepka's attitude is to be found in his 
previous testimony: . 

Mr. SOUR WINE. * * * In the evaluation of a security case which results in 
more than one adverse findin~; that is, an adverse finding on more than one 
ground, must each finding be separately set forth by the evaluating officer? 

Mr.OTEPKA. Yes sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Now, where that is done, must each finding be separately con

sidered by a superior authority? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. You have the separation of security and suitability. 
Mr. SOUR WINE. The standard prooedure, then, requires that there be a finding 

with respect to each recommendation that comes up. 
Mr.OTEPKA. Yes, sir. . 
Mr. SOUR WINE. They are not to be lumped together and weighed one against 

another and say, on balance, clear him, or similarly be cavalierly treated. 
Mr. OTEPKA. I would say that it wouldn't be proper to lump them together 

where the evaluators have so specifioally segregated the issues.'· 

FIVE OF EIGHT AMBASSADORS OPPOSED TO WIELAND 

Five out of eight ambassadors and former ambassadors interviewed 
concerning their knowledge of Mr. Wieland were unfavorable to him. 
This was specifically called to the attention of Otepka's superiors. 

Mr. SOURWINIl. Can you tell us how many former ambassadors expressed 
opinions about Mr. Wieland? 

Mr. OTEPKA. I believe, sir, there was a totaJ of eight ambassadors and former 
ambassadors who were interviewed concerning their knowledge of Mr. Wieland. 

Mr. SOURWINE. How many of these were favorable to Mr. Wieland? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Favorable? I believe three. 
Mr. SOUR WINE. Did you ever ceJl it to the attention of your superior authority 

that a particular group of ambassadors were consulted and that they divided for 
and against Wieland in any certain way? 

Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir, in relating to one particular event I set out information 
in the record setting forth the views of a certain number of ambassadors pro and 
con on the situation involving & policy matter in which Mr. Wieland was allegedly 
a participant. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Can you give us any more information about that or would 
that be a violation of what you consider to be your obligation? 

Mr. OTEPKA. Well, I believe I could go this far, that the matter related to a 
question of what to do about Castro and there was some disoussion pro and con 
as to whether or not Castro was a Communist. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Are you referring to the incident in the airplane? 
Mr. OTEPKA. No, I did not have specific reference to that. 
Mr. SOURWINE. All right. Is what you are talking about now included in the 

summary? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir." 

" State Department Security Hearings, pt. I, p. 105 . 
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• 

Mr. Otepka, the State Department officer conducting Wieland's 
security investigation, concluded Wieland had lied to him. 

Mr. SOURWlNE. Now, did you reach any conclusion about whether Mr. Wieland 
lied to you, the investigating officer? 

Mr. OTEPKA. Yes sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. What was your conclusion? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Again I identified the particulars with respect to the application 

form and other data where I felt he was untruthful with us and I said so specifi
cally. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Did you make any conclusion with respect to whether Mr. 
Wieland was either deterring or otherwise Improperly interfering With policy? 

Mr. OTEPKA. I specifically stated in my findings that any question as to whether 
or not Mr. Wieland was impeding policy was not within the purview of my 
responsibility but I said, "Here are the facts and you judge them for yourself." 

Mr. SOURWINE. And you set forth facts which might be considered to indicate 
instances of policy impedance? 

Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir." 

Mr. Otepka's testimony on this point was as follows: 
Mr. SOURWINE. Now, did the Evaluation Division make any findings adverse 

to Mr. Wieland? 
Mr. OTEPKA. On security grounds, no, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Well, on any other grounds? 
Mr. OTEPKA. I felt and I specified each instance that I thought there were 

questions, serious questions of the man's integrity and I felt that such questions 
siDce ·they had did not relate to the issue as to whether or not he was disloyal, 
was a Communist or subversive, the question of integrity should be reviewed and 
adjudicated under the Foreign Service regulations of the Department of State. 

Mr. SOURWINE. And were these the questions for which specific determinations 
were reguested in Mr. Bontempo's memorandum of September 14? 

Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did the . making Or the raising of these questions create an 

obligation in the reviewing level to either specifically concur In or overrule your 
findings? 

Mr. O""T""EPKA. It is my personal opinion that they created that obligation. 
Mr. SOUR WINE. Did lour report in the Wieland case raise questions on Mr. 

Wieland's judgment an Integrity? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. I will tell you, Mr. Jones has told us this was the CMe. How 

were these questions raised? 
Mr. OTEPKA. In the digest that we had presented, the condensation of the 

substantive information, we prepared an analysis bringing out various mattere 
where there were disparities between the testimony of Mr. Wieland and the 
testimony of others we thought were credible informants .and we~aised the ques
tion specifically as to which of those were to be believed. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Are you telling us in your judgment Mr. Wieland lied? 
Mr. OTEPKA. I think Mr. Wieland lied; yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And you said 80 in plain language in the report you sent up 

there? 
Mr. OTEPKA. I did not use the term "lie" but certainly the inference was plain. 

There were such words as "misrepresentations" and "feloe statements." 
Mr. SOURWINE. Your judgment was that Mr. Wieland lied to this committee? 
Mr. OTEPKA. I identified those instances where I thought he did not tell this 

committee the truth." 

Eval:uawT tJwught Wieland lied 
Deputy Under Secretary Jones admitted that he understood the 

Evaluation Division believed Mr. Wieland had made untrue state
ments. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Is it your judgment, sir, or your opinion, that Mr. Wieland 
lied to this committee? 

Mr. JONES. Not having seen Mr. Wieland's transcript, I would not have a 
sound·basis for making that judgment . 

• State Department Security U-.., pt. I, p.l11 . 
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Mr. SOUBWINE. Is it your· opinion that the Evaluation Division indicated its 
belief that Mr. Wieland had lied to the Department and to the committee? 

Mr. JONES. Not in those terms, sir, no. . 
Mr. SOURWINE. You did not get that sense out of their report? 
Mr. JONES. I got this sense from their report: 

. That the.r believed that on some issues Mr. Wieland's recollections were very 
clear; 'On other issues, that they were not; and that they could not understand 
why this should be the case. 

Mr. SOUBWINE. Did you not get the impression that the Evaluation Division 
felt that Mr. Wieland had made statements which were not true? 

Mr. JONES. In the actual language used, no, sir. In the tone of the report, 
• yes, Slr. 

Mr. SOUBWINE. You understood that they did not believe some of the things 
he had said, and that they were conveying that fact upward, is that not true? 

Mr. JONES. Conveying their feeling, yes. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Their feeling? 
Mr. JONES. Their feeling. 
Mr. SOURWINE. That what he had said was not true? 
Mr. JONES. Yes. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. They did not believe him? 
Mr. JONES. But they did not ever categorically 80 state, to the best of my 

recollection. II 

Further details of the Wieland 
under questioning: 

were outlined by Mr. · Otepka 

Mr. SOURWINE ....... do you know of any evidence Mr. Wieland requested a 
security investigation of himself? 

Mr. OrEPKA. No, sir. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Do you personally know of any such request? 
Mr. OrEPKA. I do not know. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Are you aware that there have been newspaper stories to the 

·effect that Mr. Wieland did make such a request? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir; I read that in the press. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. Did you know that Mr. Wieland himself stated that he had 

made such a request? 
Mr. OrEPKA. No· I did not know that. 
Mr. SOUB'WINE. Now, if Mr. Wieland had made such a request in writing, 

would you be 8.wa,re of it? 
Mr. OrEPKA. Well, I could not say that I was necessarily privy to such 

information. 
Mr. SOUBWINE. All right. Why was security investigation of Mr. Wieland 

undertaken? 
Mr. OrEPKA. Based on a specific allegation made to the Department of State 

by a responsible individual that he had information that Mr. Wieland was a 
·Communist who had been known at one time by the name of Guillermo 
Montenegro or Arturo Montenegro. 

• • • • • • • 
Mr. SOUR WINE. Now, Mr. Wieland at the time had a responsible position in 

the State Department, didn't he? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. BOUBWINE. He was an area officer for the Caribbean-Mexican affairs? 

.. Mr. QTEPKA. That is right; he was the Director of the Office of Caribbean 
and Mexican Affairs. · .. . . . 

Mr. BOUBWINE. Now in that position did he have a security clearance? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, Bir. 
Mr. BOUBWINE. Do you know what that clearance was? 
Mr. OTEPKA. He was cleared to have access to classified information up to 

and including top secret, and cleared for employment in a sensitive position in 
the Department. .. .. 

• 

Mr. SOU.RWIN>:. 
"the Depart ment7 

to Ibid .• pp. 1i(HU. 

.. * * • * 
Now, does Mr. Wieland now have a sensitive assignment in 
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Mr. OTEPKA. I am not aware that he has been assigned to any position spe
cifically designated "nonsensitive"; then I assume he is working in a sensitive 
assignment. 

Mr. SOUR WINE. Mr. Wieland retained all the clearances he had before the 
investigation started; is that correct? 

Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And it was not a case of having to give him any new clearance, 

he has never lost it? 
Mr. OTEPKA. He has never lost his clearance. 

• • • * • * • 
Mr. SOURWINE. * * * Now, do you know whether Mr. Wieland has been 

approved for assignment overseas? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Well as I mentioned earlier, I saw a copy of a memorandum indi

cating that he had been approved by Mr. Jones, I believe it was sometime in 
September 1961, for appointment. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Maybe I am wrong, Mr. Chairman, but I had better refer to 
these and get them in at the present time. These documents were furnished by 
Deputy Under Secretary Roger Jones in connection with his correction of his 
testimony. 

He had been asked for copies of these documents and he has indicated on his 
corrected testimony at the committee: 

"The memorandums referred to above were later supplied to the subcommittee." 
So, these are technioally a part of our record in connection with Mr. Jones' 

testimony. 
Now, the first of these documents is headed "Memorandum," dated January 25, 

1962. This is typed out as a copy on an ordinary letter-sized sheet." 
First I will ask you, have you seen the original of this as it appears in the file? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir; I have. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Does it appear on a letter-sized sheet? 
Mr.OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Is it typed or handwritten? 
Mr. OTEPKA. It id typea. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Now, the second is a copy. It is on the same sized sheet. It 

is typed. It says "U.S. Government memorandum." Date, September 18, 
1961..7 

Have you seen the original of that, sir? 
Mr.OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And do you state that the original that appears in the record 

is a typewritten sheet approximately this size? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And finally we have typed on the same sized sheet what is 

indicated as a copy of handwritten note September 15." Have you seen the 
original of that document? 

Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And is that original on a typed sheet like this or is it a hand-

written affair? 
(After pause.) 
Mr. SOURWINE. Is that the one you referred to as a chit? 
Mr.OTEPKA. Yes, sir; it is a handwritten chit. 
Mr. SOURWINE. In whose handwriting, if you know? 
Mr. OTEPKA. It is in the handWriting of Mr. Hugh G. Appling. 

• * * * * • * 
Mr. SOURWINE. * * * We then have what appears to be this procedure. On 

the 15th of September Mr. Appling wrote a memorandum to Mr. Perry. Who 
is Mr. Perry in SCA? 

Mr. OTEPKA. Mr. Perry was a staff assistant to Mr. Bontempo. 
Mr. SOURWINE. What level would you say, approximately? 
Mr~ OTEPKA. Oh, I think he was a Foreign Service officer, class 4. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Appling then wrote a handwritten chit to Mr. Perry dated 

September 15 and said: 
"Re Mr. Bontempo's memo of September 14 on W. A. Wieland. 
"Attached is copy of memo of September 8 in which Mr. Jones, having studied 

digest of Wieland case, approved Wieland's assignment as consul general, 
Bremen." 

.. State Department Becur!ty Hearings, pt. 1, p. 90. 
" Ibid., p. 90 . 
.. Ibid., p. 00. 
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Now, what was Mr. Bontempo's memorandum on September 14 on Mr. W. A. 
Wieland? 

Mr. OTEPKA. This was a memorandum which I drafted after Mr. Bontempo 
had come on board and after I had personally notified my superior, Mr. Boswell, 
that I thought an irregularity had occurred in the handling of this case through 
the chain of commandl--

Mr. SOURWINE. You mean the Wieland case? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir; and I felt that this should be rectified, that Mr. Bon

tempo, in his capacity as the Administrator of the Bureau of Security and Consular 
Affairs under our established procedure, had to be filled in and should be allowed 
the opportunity to express his views on the recommendations of the Office of 
Security, and I drafted an appropriate memorandum for Mr. Bontempo for 
signature, and he so signed it. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Can you furnish us a copy of the memorandum or would we 
have to ask the Department for it? 

Mr. OTEPKA. I believe you will have to ask the Department. 
Mr. SOURWINE. May I so ask, Mr. Chairman? 
Senator HRUSKA. Yes, sir; and you are so directed." 
Mr. SOURWINE. Now, I am puzzled initially about the fact that this chit 

appears to seek to relate a memo of September 8, in which Mr. Jones took action 
approving Bremen as a station for Mr. Wieland with a memorandum subse
quently written by Mr.-by you for Mr. Bontempo's signature. Can you 
explain this? 

Mr. OTEPKA. Well, I am similarly puzzled by this sequence of events and the 
fact that a handwritten chit was used by a subordinate officer to relate to an 
official explicit memorandum prepared for Mr. Bontempo's signature which is 
personally signed-I don't know how else I can explain that. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Well, Mr. Bontempo's memorandum of September 14 was 
signed by him on that date as far as you know? 

Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOUR WINE. And transmitted upstairs to Mr. Jones' office? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Mr. Jones' office then got it later on the date September 14 

or early on the date of September 15? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And this chit was written by Mr. Appling on September 15, 

sometime during the day, and relates an action taken September 8, a memo
randum of September 8, on which Mr. Jones took action to the September 14 
memorandum. Now, does the September 14 memorandum of Mr. Bontempo 
call for a reply? 

Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. What action did it call for? 
Mr. OTEPKA. It called for a determination by Mr. Jones to whom the memo

randum was addressed in his capacity as Deputy Under Secretary for Adminis
tration as to whether Or not he concurred with the recommendation of the Office 
of Security with which Mr. Bontempo also concurred. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Now, can you see anything in this handwritten chit of Mr. 
Appling's to indicate that the memo of September 8 was in reply to the Bontempo 
memo of the 14th? 

Mr. OTEPKA. No, sir; reading the memorandum of September 8 in its proper 
context, all that it contained was a request to the Assistant Secretary for Ad
ministration for his approval of the BAAignment of Mr. Wieland to Bremen, which, 
as I explained earlier, is the standard operating practice for the Assignment and 
Review Board to seek concurrence at a higher level. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Well, if the man is approved for the post while his security 
case is active, that is not the same as clearing him to go to the post, is it? 

Mr. OTEPKA. I would say that the memorandum clears him to go to the post. 
It is an action based on his performance and his eligibility to have such a post, but 
has no bearing on his security where security concurrently is an issue. 

Mr. SOURWINE. It is still subject to the resolution in proper fashion of the 
security case? 

Mr.OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. All right. Mr. Boswell does not appear to have taken that 

view of the matter because 3 days after Mr. Appling's chit, under date of Septem
ber 18 he sends this memorandum to you: 

.. The memorandum bad not been furnished to the committee at the time this testimony was sent to the 
Printing Olllce. 

• 
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"Please note the attached penned memorandum from Mr. Appling in Mr. Jones' 
office to Mr. Perry of SCA.' 

This raises a question: In the first place how did Mr. Boswell get this memo
randum? Perry was not in his office. You said Perry was assistant to Bon
tempo. How did Boswell get this in the first place? 

Mr. OTEPKA. I don't know. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You never inquired how he got it? 
Mr. OTEPKA. No, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. But he got it; he got the original of the memorandum addre88ed 

from Appling to Perry? 
Mr. OTEPKA. That is correct. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And it was attached to this memorandum? 
Mr. OTEPKA. That is conect. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And it says: "Inasmuch as Mr. Jones has approved Mr. Wie

land's aBSignment to Bremen, we should proceed with our notification to the 
Civil Service Commi88ion." 

What did you understand him to mean by that? 
Mr. OTEPKA. I was at a total loss. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And he said in the last paragraph: "This will, of course, be 

reaffirmation of his Executive Order 10450 security clearance." 
Mr. OTEPKA. I pointed out to Mr. Boswell then, upon the receipt of that 

memorandum, orally, that I had made specific recolIlmen<fl!,tiQns, .with.·whlch 
Mr. Bontempo had concurred, and that this memorandum was not responsive 
to those recommendations because I discussed the man's suitability and security, 
and I expected a full and complete answer on both counts. 

Mr. SOURWINE. All right. Now, we have a memorandum dated January 25 
to you from Mr. Boswell which refers to the memorandum of September 8, and 
.... ys: "* * * this will confirm that Mr. Jones today confirmed that Mr. Appling's 
handwritten note, dated September 15, constitutes his concurrence with Mr. Bon
tempo's memorandum of September 14, that no action a~ainst the employee is 
warranted or advisable in the interest of national security. ' 

The last paragraph says: 
"Mr. Jones also confirmed that the Department had determined that no further 

action need be taken regarding Mr. Wieland under the applicable authority and 
standards for the Foreign Service." 

Did you understand this memorandum directed you to do anything? 
Mr.OTEPKA. Yes, sir. . 
Mr. SOURWINE. What did it, you think, direct you to do? 
Mr.OTEPKA. Well, that memorandum was the first responsive indication I had 

that there was an adjudication on the merits of all of the issues in the case and so 
I promptly acted on that memorandum and I closed the case out to the Civil 
Service. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Then you had an occasion when the Wieland caPe was closed 
out and the only evidence it was closed was a memorandum to you from Boswell? 

Mr.OTEPKA. Yes sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. There was nothing from the Acting Administrator of the 

Bureau of Security and Consular Affairs-there is nothing from Mr. Jones in 
writing? 

Mr. OTEPKA. No sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. There is nothing from the Secretary of State? 
Mr. OTEPKA. No, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Isn't this a little unusual? 
Mr.OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Do you happen to know the day on which the President held 

his press conference at which the name of Mr. Wieland was brought up? 
Mr. OTEPKA. That was on January 24, 1962. 
Mr. SOURWINE. You note that this memorandum which you say is the first 

written evidence you had that the security factors had been resolved was dated 
January 25 ..... the next day. On this written record, Mr. Otepka, how can you 
defend the vepartment against the charge of trying to clear Mr. Wieland nunc 
pro tunc? 

Mr. OTEPKA. I don't think I can defend the Department in its course.' 

Hipsley on security procedure 
How unusual was the procedure in the Wieland case may be gathered 

from a comparison of what happened there with the testimony of 
• 

1 8t818 Department Seeurlty Hearlnp. pt. 1. p. 93. 

• 
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Mr. Elmer Hipsley, former Secret Service agent, former assistant to 
Mr. Scott McLeod, and presently Chief of the Division of Physical 
SecW'ity in the State Department's Office of SecW'ity: 

Mr. SOURWINE. Can he not just pass it along without anything on it? Can 
he not just say "Noted" and pass it upstairs? Would that be a violation of 
procedure? 

Mr. HIPSLEY. I don't know whether it would be a violation of procedure, but 
the established procedure as I knew it, and perhaps this is the time to set this 
down-the suspension authority for an employee of the Department in a security 
case in other words, an adverse determination-rests with the Deputy Under 
Secretary for Administration. To get it there, you have to have the concurrence of 
the Administrator of the Bureau of Security and Consular Affairs, Director of the 
Office of Security, and the Chief of the Division of Evaluations. Now, each of 
these people can reverse the decision and send the case back cleared. 

* * * * * * * , 

Mr. SOURWINE. You say it has to have the approval of these officials all the 
way up, sir? . 

Mr. HIPSLEY. Yes, sir; the system of the Department of State, sir, is that an 
adverse decision for suspension or termination of an employee rests at the adminis
tration level. Before that level, you may clear, but below that, you may not 
charge or suspend. 

Mr. SOURWINE. It is for the protection of the employee, then, that you must 
have the concurrence of everybody on the way up? 

Mr. HIPSLEY. Yes, sir. 

• • * * * * * 
Mr. HIPSLEY. The system was designed to insure that the individual concerned 

had the protection of systematic and professional review. 
Mr. SOURWINE, But if he does not have that protection suppose these two 

men should be bypassed: What recourse does the man have? 
Mr. HIPBLEY. Well, I know of no case where this has happened, to my 

knowledge. 
Mr. SOURWINE, In other words, this is the procedure, and as far as you know, 

it is always followed. 
Mr. HIPBLEY. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. It goes up all the way. Then the Administrator of the 

Bureau of Security and Consular Affairs, you say he is at the Assistant Secretary 
level? 

Mr. HIPSLEY. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Can he suspend? 
Mr, HIPS LEY. No sir; he can only recommend. 
Mr. SOURWINE. He has to carry it up to a Deputy Under Secretary? 
Mr. HIPSLEY. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And he has to sign it, I suppose, on the way, give his reasons? 
Mr. HIPSLEY. Oh, certainly; he concurs or disagrees. 
Mr. SOURWINE. In writing? 
Mr. HIPSLEY. Yes, sir, 
Mr. SOURWINE. Then it goes up, with his name on it and the names from all 

the wa;)'down? 
Mr. HIPSLEY. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Then the Deputy Under Secretary; does he take it to the 

Secretary or can he act? 
Mr. HIPSLEY. He can act. 
Mr. SOURWINE. If he acts, does he do it in writing? 
Mr. HIPSLEY. I think it would be appropriate; yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. What is the policy? What is the standard procedure? 
Mr. HIPSLEY. All those I have ever seen have been received back with iligna

tures. 
Mr. SOURWINE. It is the discretion of the Deputy Under Secretary whether 

he takes it up with the Secretary or the Under Secretary? 
Mr. HIPSLEY. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. If he elects to take it up with the Under Secretary, does the 

Under Secretary have to put his name on it, too? 
Mr. HIPSLEY. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. If he takes it up with the Secretary, does the Secretary have 

to put his name on it? 
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Mr. HIPSLET. Yes sir. . 
Mr. SOURWINE. Could not the Secretary simply!say, "That is all rightj clear it"? 
Mr. HIPSLET. I assume he could, sir, but here again, unless you have complete 

records documented in the file, you find yourself in the position of not knowing 
what happened in the final disposition of a case. 

Senator DIRKSEN. This is like the old Army file, is it not? The first lieutenant 
puts on an endorsement and then you go up to the commanding general, but 
everybody gets a crack at it? 

Mr. HIPSLET. Yes, sir. But because it goes up in the channel of command 
does not mean that everybody agrees with everybody else. You may have basic 
disagreement in the beginning, then concurrence two places, then disagreement, 
then concurrence again. But the system was designed so everybody could put 
down their honest opinion based on the facts and get it to an authority at the 
Deputy Under Secretary level, where he could act. 

Mr. SOURWINE. What would you think about a case which went directly from 
Evaluations to a Deputy Under Secretary, was decided by the Seoretary, but had 
no signature on the case by the Secretary, the Deputy Under Secretary, the 
Assistant Secretary, the Chief of the Bureau, or the Director of the Office of 
Security? Can you conceive of such a case? 

Mr. HIPSLET. I guess I can conceive of it. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you ever see suoh a 
Mr. HIPSLET. No, sirj I have not. 
Mr. SOURWINE. What would you think about it if it came to your attention? 
Mr. HIPSLET. I would think it was improper.' 

Mention of the September 14;.1961, memorandum of Mr. Bontempo 
(by Mr. Jones and in Mr. App.ling's "chit") led the committee to ask 
for a copy of the Bontempo memo. The text of this memorandum, had 
not been supplied by the State Department in time for printing here. 
JQ1I,e$ says Secretary decirkd Wieland case 

Farther on in his testimony, Mr. Jones indicated that the Secretary 
of State himself had made the decision to grant a clearance to Mr. 
Wieland. 

Mr. SOURWINII. And, as you saY. you eventually took this up with the 
Secretary? 

Mr. JONES. That is correct. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Had you already made your own decision at the time you 

took it up with him? 
Mr. JONES. No, sir. 
In fairness both to him and to myeelf, there was one issue on which I had not 

made up my mind prior to mr conference with him. 
Mr. SOURWINE. So, really, m the last analysis it was the Secretary who decided 

this case, is that correct? 
Mr. JONES. I made a recommendation before he decided itjYes, air. 
Mr. SOURWINE. But I mean you were with him at the time? 
Mr. JONES. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOUR WINE. And I take It he decided it in aocordance with your recom-

mendation? 
Mr. JONES. That is correct. 
Mr. SOURWINE. But the decision was his? 
Mr. JONES. That is correct. , 
He did not decide it at that specific moment. I mean he reviewed the record 

first. We discussed it. He kept the record. Then we went back and bad 
further discussion. 

Mr. SOURWINE. And he evidenced his decision to you orally at that time? 
Mr. JONES. That is right.' 

Mr. Otto Otepka subsequently testified: 
Mr. SOURWINE. Now, you said it was standard practice for each official handling 

a security case to sign off on it, either agreeing or disagreeing. Is that required 
by the regulations of the Department, or is it just good operating practice? 

• Btata Department Security Hearings, pt. 4, p. 402. 
I ibid., pt. I, p. 411. 
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Mr. OTEPKA. I would say it is required. It is implicit in the regulations if 
you are making an adverse recommendation to separate a person in the interests 
of national security. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Would it be improper in any way for the highest official, who 
saw a particular case, to simply report his decision orally to a subordinate and for 
that subordinate in turn to report the decision orally further down the line so 
that someone at a relatively low echelon would make the first written record of 
the decision? 

Mr. OTEPKA. If it was a highly significant and highly controversial case, I 
would say it would be improper to dispose of the case that way. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Well, now, isn't that the way the Wieland case was disposed of? 
Mr. OTEPKA. The Wielana case was sought to be disposed of, as I was informed 

later, by a reference to a brief memorandum which was written by a subordinate 
officer of the Deputy Under Secretary for Administration, merely indicating that 
his boss looked at the case and decided that the man would go to a certain Foreign 
Service post, and there was no expression, specific expression, as to whether or 
not there was ~oncurrence or nonconcurrence with the recommendations of the 
Office of Security.' 

Mr. Otepka's testimony on the question of participation by the 
Secretary in the Wieland decision included this exchange: 

Mr. SOURWINE. Do you have knowledge of any participation by the Secretary 
of State in the determination in the Wieland case? 

Mr. OTEPKA. In the determination? 
Mr. SOURWINE. Yes, sir. 
Mr. OTEPKA. No sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Did you ever see anything in writing to indicate that the 

Secretary of State had participated in the decision in this case? 
Mr. OTEPKA. No,/.. sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. uid you ever see anything in writing to indicate that the 

Secretary bad participated even in consideration of the case? 
Mr. OTEPKA. Not in writing, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Have you seen anything or heard anything to indicate>-
Mr. OTEPKA. Why, yes, I was aware that the Secretary was interested in the 

progless of the case and its eventual resolution. 
Mr. SOURWINE. I had understood you to tell us earlier that the case did not 

come up to the Secretary at all, if it was decided favorably at the level below. 
Mr. OTEPKA. Thl\t is correct. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And if it was decided adversely it went only to the Secretary 

after they had produced the charges at a hearing. 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes sir; that is correct. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Well:... under those circumstances, if that is the froper pro

cedure, how would the wieland case ever have reached the Secretary 
Mr. OTEPKA. Well, I would assume Mr. Jones, because of the highly contro

versial nature of the case and the attendant publicity of the case, that he talked 
to the Secretary about it. He told me that the Secretary was interested in the 
e.88e. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Well, you had told us earlier it was the Deputy Under Secre-
tary's to either clear or to make an adverse decision which resulted 
in euspension. 

Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And if it was cleared, the case did not have to go up to the 

Seoretary at all. Now, if this oase had been acted on-in fact, Mr. Jones aoted 
and Mr. Jones cleared him; isn't that right? 

Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Senator HRUSKA. Would that have precluded the Secretary of State from 

having knowledge? 
Mr. OTEPKA. No, sir. . 
Senator HRUSKA. Or interest in the case notwithstanding it did not come to 

him on an appellate basis? 
Mr. OTEPKA. No, sir. The Seoretary is not preoluded at any time from eJ[

pressing an interest 
Mr. SOURWINE. But what I am attempting to ascertain, Mr. Chairman, if the 

Seoretary of State had himself taken hold of the case, whioh he had every right 
to do any time he wanted--

Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir . 

• Stale Department Bocwtty Hearings. pt. I, p. sg. 
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Mr. SOURWINE. And decided it, then the records would show that the Secretary 
had decided it, wouldn't they? 

Mr. OTEPKA. In my experience as a security officer, I would say "Yes." 
I would say that the Secretary should have indicated in writing his decision in 
the case. 

Mr. SOURWINE. Even if the Secretary had gone so far out of the normal line 
to make the decision and impose it by saying to a subordinate, "Mr. Jones, I 
decide that case in favor of Mr. Wieland, so note," it would have been incumbent 
upon Mr. Jones to make some memorandum to show that the Secretary of State 
had decided the case, wouldn't it? 

Mr. OTEPKA. I would think so. 
Mr. SOURWINE. Well, wasn't it Mr. Wieland's right, as well as everybody's 

right, to know what the decision was? . 
Mr. OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. If the Secretary of State in fact, having received Mr. Jones' 

recommendation that Wieland should be cleared, considered that recommendation, 
and decided that he should be cleared and instructed Mr. Jones to clear him, if 
that is the fact as to what happened, is the record in the case in proper shape 
today? 

Mr. OTEPKA. There is no indication in the security record of the Wieland case 
of the Secretary's participation in the adjudication of the case, so I would say 
the record is incomplete in that respect, if he did in fact participate.' 

Mr. Otepka testified that it would not be normal for a case to go 
up to the Secretary of State from the Deputy Under Secretary when 
the latter favored granting clearance: 

Mr. SOURWINE. In other words, a case normally does not go up to the Secretary 
from the Deputy Under Secretary unless, first, the Deputy Under Secretary 
concurs in adverse findings that have come all the way up and then after hearing 
there is a determination that the individual should be removed. 

Mr. OTEPKA. Should be removed; yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And this is true because if the Deputy Under Secretary is in 

favor of clearing the man, he has authority to do it. He doesn't have to bother 
the Secretary about it. 

Mr. OTEPKA. That is correct, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And if he determines that the adverse finding is correct, he 

has to go through this hearing procedure, notice and charges and hearing, before 
action can be taken. 

Mr.OTEPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SOURWINE. And so the Secretary isn' t bothered at that level? 
Mr. OTEPKA. He is not.' 

It is very difficult to understand why, if indeed the Secretary of 
State made the decision in the Wieland case, the files of the State 
Department show nothing in writing by Mr. Jones to indicate this 
fact; and the Appling "chit," said by Mr. Jones to be the written 
evidence of the clearance of Wieland, not only makes no reference 
to clearance, but makes no reference to participation by the Secretary; 
and the memorandum of Mr. Boswell directing that clearance papers 
be sent to the Civil Service Commission likewise makes no reference 
to any participation by the Secretary, although the testimony before 
the subcommittee, as well as Boswell's memo to Otepka, indicated 
Boswell had talked with Mr. Jones about the Wieland case before 
writing that memorandum. 

5 State Department Security Hearings, pt. 1, p. 108. 
Ibid., pt .• , p. ~ . 

• 
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CONCLUSIONS 

No procedures and no system can be successful injrotecting our 
State Department and our embassies around the worl without both 
public and official recognition of the impelling need for reasonable 
security. 

This need, which involves not only protecting national secrets, but 
also guarding against infiltration for purposes of policy perversion or 
impedance, does not have to be underlined in the light of world de
velopments and communism's consistent, and still continuing, 
dependence everywhere upon espionage and subversion. 

What is most needed in the State Department's security setup is 
control by professional security officers to prevent penetration. 
Neither the State Department nor its security officers and officials, 
has revealed the name of a sin e person who has left the Department 
for security reasons except in t ose very few cases where legal prosecu
tion was found necessary. Paradoxically this protection of the 
individual the inability to explain has played a part in creating an 
atmosphere which can only be described as unfriendly, if not antitheti
cal, to good security. Individual f!'ar of misapplication of security 
measures, understandable when almost no one was covered by security 
clearance, seems to have carried over and contributed to this adverse 
atmosphere. It is no longer valid since for years everyone has 
required clearance under Executive Order 10450, and persons unjustly 
criticized on security grounds have been protected time after time by 
security officers and officials. 

It is worthy of note that a British white paper, issued immediately 
after the Burgess-McLean incident, declared that in the current 
situation, when the rights of the individual and the rights of the 
nation come into conflict, the balance should be tilted in favor of the 
nation. We do not go this far. We do believe, however, that the 
fact there is a national problem

i 
and that it involves everyone's 

safety and perhaps survival, shou d be given due consideration. 
If the will to insure good security in the Department of State 

exists, or comes into being, closing the security gap by the adoption 
of effective procedures and proper organiziltion will be possible, despite 
the complexity of the problem, motivation is the master key. 

The subcommittee believes that most of its recommendations are 
capable of being carried out by administrative action but is prepared 
to submit legislation if, and where, necessary. 

The subcommittee is convinced that it i3 essential tor-
I. Assure continuity under professionals in State Department secu

rity operations, particularly in the Evaluation Division which appraises 
personnel security files and reports. 

2. Assure a high standard of professional competence, particularly 
in evaluation and in physical security. 

3. Establish and maintain a fixed and responsible"chain"of command 
from the investigative and reporting levels through the top adminis
trative offices all the way to the Secretary of State's office. 

4. Insure that the decisions of top professional security officers, 
taken on the basis of long experience, will be overruled only in excep
tional cases, where there are overwhelming considerations involved, 
and then only in writing and with a statement of reasons for the action. 
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5. Eliminate all waivers of prehiring investigative requirements 
except in most exceptional and rare cases. 

6. Be prepared to take firm decisions based on set criteria and not 
personalities. In this connection, the subcommittee recommends 
that the Department of State adopt quickly_ a system of "selection 
out" such as those in force in the Army and Navy, and that personnel 
with security blemishes on their records be the first selected out, ahead 
of "suitability" cases where no security faults are involved. 

8. Establish a "double" control or "dual" control on security of 
intelligence information to make sure that important or "hard" items 
of information in FBI and CIA reports reach the Secretary of State, 
the President, and the National Security Council, possibly in abbre
viated, or capsule, form. It is ridiculous that the Secretary should 
be dependent for such information as the Communist nature and 
control of the Castro movement in Cuba upon a single long chain of 
transmission where human failure, whether accidental or intentional, 
can occur. . . 

9. Place the personnel and security offices in the same bureau, and 
thus UDder a bureau chief of professional competence named by the 
President with the "advice and consent" of the Senate. 

10. Remove the ranking Department officer dealing with security 
and personnel matters as far as possible from either career or political 
pressures. Security should be impartially administered. 

In this connection, it would seem unwise, for a variety of reasons, 
for the Foreign Service to police itself. 

One is that this makes security officers responsible primarily to 
their immediate chiefs in the Foreign Service, rather than being able 
to maintain a somewhat detached and objective viewpoint. Foreign 
Service officers are supposed to conduct, or assist in conducting, our 
diplomatic and consular activities abroad and in Washington and to 
supervise these. They should not become specialists in the fields of 
personnel and physical security to the extent now being undertaken 
and contemplated. 

This subcommittee does not believe that the Office of Security 
should ever be headed by a Foreign Service officer whose primary 
interest properly lies in protecting members of his corps, whether 
good, bad, or indifferent. Rather, it is believed that the interests of 
the Foreign Service in security should be maintained by close coopera
tion between the Director General of the Foreign Service and the 
Assistant Secretary charged with security. The ranking review 
officer presently the Deputy Under Secretary for Administration
and ultimately the Secretary can resolve differences when necessary. 

This is expressed as a general principle on the basis of exhaustive 
information. It is hoped, however, that legislation in this sense will 
not prove necessary. It is recognized that at some point exceptional 
circumstances may arise and that there are Foreign Service officers 
with adequate FBI and intelligence backgrounds. 

With regard to continuity in evaluations, it is clear that this can 
be achieved only by employing the highest type of non-Foreign Serv
ice personnel exclusively, so that there will be no constant changes and 
rotation. 

Security is a continuing business and familiarity with cases is 
tia!. The Communists are constantly developing new ways of peIie"
trating our physical security arrangements and in this, too, particularly 
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at headquarters and in regional offices overseas, non-Foreign Service 
technicians should be employed.7 

The subcommittee would not presume to tell the Department how 
to fix responsibility for each security action but would point out that 
there has been excessive" free wheelin~" in this connection as evidenced 
by confusion discovered and unsatISfactory results. Some sort of 
fixed paper transmittal system, not only for routine but for unusual 
actions, would seem to be indicated. 

The Assistant Secretary for Security and Personnel (or Adminis
trator), should have a security background and broad general experi
ence with personnel. While it is not essential that he have legal 
background, this obviously is of help in the security and personnel 
area. 

It has been suggested that the chief administrative officer dealing 
with personnel and security be named, as is the Comptroller General 
of the United States, for 15 years, in order to remove him from career 
8.I!d other pressures. While something of this sort may ultimately 
prove advisable, it would seem better, under our system, in which 
the Secretary of State is responsible ultimately for everything in 
his Department, that he make certain that there is general under
standing that the position will be held by a person in a position to 
take a detached view and with instructions to act objectively and 
impartially. 

With regard to the very important matter of establishing a dual 
security control on all vital intelligence information, it may well be 
that as has occasionally been done in the past the Director of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation and the Director of the Central 
Intelligence Agency could send a capsule digest of such information 
direct to the Secretary of State, with a copy to the chief of the bureau 
acting as liaison withm the State Department. A longer report, or a 
duplicate would go up through nonnal operational channels, starting 
with the country desks, or regional offices, and thence through the 
Assistant Secretaries above them. 

Another method would be for the Bureau receiving FBI or CIA in
fonnation to send one copy through normal operative channels and 
another marked "For the Secretary" through the Department's 
r8.I!king administrative officer. 

It is most important that State personnel initially receiving both 
FBI and CIA infonnation be most carefully selected and acceptable 
to both organizations. Another check could be to make such persons 
responsible for both routing and ultimate delivery. 

Inadequate responsibility for the original preparation of policy 
papers, and overemphasis upon wording rather than content in the 
consideration of such papers, are both deeply ingrained in normal 
State Department procedure; and both constitute threats to the 
internal security of this country. 

Responsibility for policy papers should be fixed from the outset, 
8,nd such papers should carry at all stages the name of the original 
drafter or drafters, and the names of those who have approved at 
different levels. 

, It Is coll81dered tragic that on. 01 oovera! phYllicai !IOClW'Ity omcors most export In electronic dev1""" 
Ihould have boor almost forcibly enUsted in the )'orelgn Service and transferred to a one-oountry African 
post where, by happenstance. he died. 
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To avoid confusion with regard to approval, and to counteract the 
present overemphasis 011 wording over COIl teIl t, every policy paper 
should be topped by the briefest possible statement of the policy 
determinatioIls it embraces, with particular emphasis upon any policy 
changes involved. 
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SENATOR THOMAS J. DODD 

I. THE WIELAND CASE 

Subsequent to the preparation of this report, I ha.d occasion to 
discuss the Wieland case with Secretary of State Rusk and to e:Kamine 
certain documents which he showed me in confidence. 

On the basis of these conversations, I am satisfied that, prior to 
September 15/ 1961, Secretary of State Rusk had examined the 
material pertaming to the Wieland case in considerable detail, includ
ing reports of the Federal Bureau of Investigationi that he had at 
that hme also discussed the matter with the Presiaent, who had in 
turn, spent some t.ime examining the Wieland case file; and that he 
had subsequently advised Mr. Roger Jones, Deputy Under Secretary 
of State for Administration, that after examining the evidence, he 
had decided that Mr. Wieland could not be considered a security risk, 
although Wieland may have displayed questionable jud~ent at a 
number of points. The Secretary of State and the PresIdent found 
no reason to revise this judgment when they reconsidered the case 
during the first part of January 1962. . . 

Unfortunately, that the time they made their determination, the 
Secretary of State and the President did not have available t() them 
the com.Jllete record of the hearings relative to the case of William 
Arthur Wieland, which continued into June, 1962. 

It is to be noted that the question of 10~i!ty has never been raised 
in connection with the Wieland case. T' was made clear by the 
testimoru of Mr. Otto Otepka, Chief of the Evaluations Division 
of the ce of Security, Department of State. 

Mr. Otepka, in his report) however, did find against Mr. Wieland 
on grounds of suitability ana integrity. 

Based on the test.imony given before the subcommittee, I share the 
doubts of my colleagues about the wisdom of retaining Mr. Wieland 
in any position in the Department that could properly be assigned to 
a man of his rank. 

I realize, however, that there can be honest differences of opinion 
in making determinations based on the factor of suitability. 

Although, as a matter of my own considered judgment, I have dif
ferences with their findings in this case, I believe that the President 
and the Secretary of State, on the basis of the infonnation made 
available to them, and according to their own lights, acted responsibly 
and carefully, guiding themselves by what they considered to be the 
strict requirements of the security regulations, in making their deter
mination in the Wieland case. 

In this connection, it is interesting to note that in the case of John 
Stewart Service, which this report touches upon, a n~ative finding 
as to suitability was made by the evaluatin~ officer; his finding was 
reversed by the Chief of the Security DiviSIon; his finding, in turn, 
was reversed by the Chief of the BU!'eau of Security and Consular 
Affairs; and, finally, Mr. Service was cleared by Mr. Loy Henderson, 
Deputy Under Secretary of State for Administration. . 

812eC1" 014 197 
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In terms of integrity and hard anti-Communist opinion, there was 
nothing to choose between the two State Department officials who 
found against Mr. Service and the two State Department officials 
who found in his favor. Their conflicting conclusions simply con
firmed, once again, that honest men can read the same record in 
different ways. 

It is my hope, however, that the State Department officials con
cerned will take the time to read the entire record of the Wieland case 
as it unfolded before the Subcommittee on Internal Security and to 
reexamine the massive documentation built up by the Evaluations 
Division in the course of its investigation. 

It is also my hope that, in consequence of this investigation, the 
State Department Will tighten up its procedures. It is almost be ond 

Wie and case and informed Mr. Roger Jones that he had cleared 
Mr. Wieland of the changes against him, no written memorandum 
which established the fact that Mr. Wieland had been cleared by' 
action of the Secretary was placed in the mes of the Department until 
more than 4 months later. 

This is poor administration of the law. 

II. PASSPORT REGULATIONS 

I should like to add the following personal observations to the 
of the subcommittee. 
our investigative agencies are highly competent, it may be 

necessary, to guard against the possibility of enor, to institute 
administrative procedures for appeal and review, similar to the 
procedures followed by the Immigration Board of Appeals. 
~ for the right of confrontation, I think i~ is notewo~hy: ~hat the 

Bntish Government, whose laws protect the nghts of the mdiVldual as 
jealously as do our own, does not grant the right of confrontation in 
government or industrial security cases. 

III. THE OFFICE 0'" SECURITY 

Since the testimony which is the subject of this report W8S taken, 
there have been several notable improvements in the security structure 
of the Department of State. Under Mr. William Ouick, the new 
Deputy Under Secretary for Administration, the Office of Security has 
been separated from the O1fice of Consular Affairs and the director 
of the Office of Securit has been made immediately res onsible to 

to the Administrator of the Bureau of Security and Cons ar Affairs. 
Moreover, the new director of the Office of Securit , Mr. John F. 

who as been assigned to his present position on a career h88is rather 
than as a transient visitor from other Government employment. He 
holds the rank of Deputy Assistant Secretary for Security. 

In my opinion, these are most salutary developments. 

IV. THE ATTEMPT AT SURVEILLANCE OF CONGRESSIONAl:. CONTACTS 

I consider it important to draw attention to another ma.tter which 
is the subject of the testimony released in conjunction with this report. 
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On February 19, 1962, the Assistant Secretary of State for Congres
sional Relations endeavored to institute a strict surveillance of all 
contacts between employees of the Department and Members of 
Congress or of congressional staffs. This misguided effort had nothing 
to do with security; it was, on the contrary, the kind of bureaucratic 
protective surveillance that one would expect to find in an authori
tarian state. 

Under the terms of the instructions issued by the Assistant Secretary 
of State, all officers of the Department were requested, after any 
meeting, telephone call, or social contact with Members of Congress 
or members of their staffs, to fill out a report card dealing with the sub
ject of the conversation and the comments and attitudes of their 
congressional correspondent. These cards were to be turned in 
before the close of business each Friday, so that they could be incor
porated into a central file of congressional contacts. 

Testimony on this matter was taken by the subcommittee on 
March 14. Mter establishing the facts about the memorandum that 
had been circulated to State Department employees, the followin 

the witness at t e time, Mr. Elmer Hipsley, Chief of the Division of 
Physical Security. 

Mr. SOURWINE. I do not want to put you on the spot, but does that not rather 
impress you as an infringement of a man's privacy and his constitutional right of 
freedom of assoeiation? 

Mr. HIPSLEY. Since you put me on the spot, I will answer it. Yes, I think it 
does. 

In my own opion, there is absolutely no doubt that the directive of 
February 19 did represent a violation of constitutional freedoms, in 
addttion to which it was a gross affront to all Members of Congress. 

On March 22, the Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations, 
wrote to me to say that, in view of congressional objections, and since 
it was his desire to strengthen the Department's relations with 
Congress, the reporting procedure set up by the memorandum of 
February 27 had been discontinued. The memorandum instructing 
the offices of the Department to discontinue the practice was dated 
March 14 that is, the day on which the subcommittee took its 
testimony on this subject. 

The State Department ~;ayed rare and altogether commendable 
flexibility in rescinding this . ective. At the moment of writin this 

aut ority that an effort is again being made within certain divisions 
of the Department to place all congressional contacts under centralized 
control and surveillance. 

It is my earnest hope that this report will prove inaccurate, because 
nothing could do more to poison the relations between Congress and 
the Department of State . 

• 
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SENATOR ROMAN L. HRUSKA 

This report, quite properly, makes no point of the circumstances 
under which Fidel Castro came to power. But I consider it important 
that these circumstances be kept in mind, as background for considera
tion of the situation in the State Department which our investigations 
have revealed. 

The plain truth is that the U.S. Department of State was the prin
cipal collaborator in creating the vacuum into which Fidel Castro 
stepped. It may not have been error that we withheld arms from the 
Batista government, stopped shipment of training planes previously 
promised, and in other ways made it clear not only to Cubans, but to 
the world that we were opposed to the Batista dictatorship. But 
the timing of these actions was bad. I do not argue that we should 
have supported Batista; but we should have made sure that he was 
succeeded by a democratic government. Trading a non-Communist 
dictatorship for a Communist dictatorship is no bargain. If we had 
preserved the situation in Cuba for just 2 months and brought about 
a peaceful transition to the already-elected government of Rivero
Aguero, it should have been possible togo on from there and develop 
a government truly responsive to the will of the people of Cuba. But 
instead of attempting this, we notified Rivero-Aguero we would not 
support him; our Ambassador, under instructions, told Batista the 
United States had lost confidence in him, and he had better go; ·and 
then we got word to Batista's generals that the only thing for him to 
do was flee the country. It seems to me that something more than 
bad timing was involved in all thi'l. Our hearing record has estab
lished that all during this time there were those in the State 
ment who were favo.rable to Castro, who were or 
to pass on to their superiors intelligence showing 
connections. It is not always necessary to involve a policymaker in 
a conspiracy in order to get him to act wrongly. It may be enough 
that he has to act on wrong information, or perhaps even on inadequate 
information. 

I commend the hearing transcripts released with this report to the 
careful reading of the press, of all students of government, and 
especially to those in the executive branch who may be in a position 
to bring about correction of the undesirable conditions those hearings 
reveal. There is much in the hearings which this report, comprehen
sive as it is, does not specifically mention . 

One of the things which worries me most, among all we have 
learned of the State Department, is the apparent tendency to punish 
and silence any employee of the Department who tries to insist on 
good security pra.ctlCes~ when that conflicts with the plans or wishes 
of some superior officialS; or who exposes a bad secunty situation to 
a congressional committee. This is a deplorable tendency, and one 
which must be curbed. In the case of two employees of the Depart
ment, Miss Frances Knight and Mr. Robert Johnson, of the Passport 
Office, the subcommittee got the Department's commitment that no 
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re.prisals would be attempted. I am disturbed that, notwithstanding 
this commitment, there has been intimation of plans to take one or 
more actions against these officials, along such various lines as cur
tailin~ authority, decimation of the Passport Office by transfer of 
functIOns, imposition of a censorship requiring all communications 
by the Passport Office with Congress to go through a designated 
individual in another office, or (in Mr. Johnson's case) transfer of 
him II41d the Passport Office Legal Division which he heads to the 
jurisdiction of an official outside the Passport Office. Should any 
of these actions be taken, or ani other actions constituting a violation 
of the Department's no-reprisa commitment, I as one member of the 
committee shall vigorously urge the necessity for committee action, 
and for action by the Congress, if necessary. What is involved here 
is the integrity of the congressional investigative process. If we 
cannot protect witnesses who appear and testify at our call, we might 
as well shut up shop. 

It is highly regrettable that an early draft of this report was made 
ava.ilable to a newspaperman in an unauthorized manner. I am 
ashamed to think that anyone connected with the committee would 
so far forget his obligation to the Senate, a,od would have so little 
regard for the reputation of the committee, and so little dedication 
to our task. 

• 
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SENATOR KENNETH B. KEATING 

The facts documented in this report shed considerable light on some 
of the mistakes which led to Castro's rise to power, the inadequacies 
in the State Department's policymaking and security procedures, 
and the muddled passport situation. 

They indicate that a breakdown in the process of transmitting 
vital intelligence to top echelon State Department officials has con
tributed to serious errors in judging Castro's character and intentions, 
and has resulted in a failure to formulate policy based on this in
telligence. There is no evidence that any steps have been taken to 
close this intelligence gap. On the contrRrY., the highly questionable 
security practices of the Department descnbed in the report suggest 
that we have not learned from the mistakes of the past. 

The unfortunate Cuban people are the victims of these tragic 
errors. It is obvious now to everyone that a ruthless Commlllllst 
tyranny has supplanted the cruel dictatorship of the Batista regime. 
Our mistake was not in failing to keep Batista in power, but in failing 
to take the steps necessary to make certain that his Fascist regime was 
replaced by a free government responsible to the Cuban people. In
stead, we permitted a Communist puppet to take over and establish a 
Soviet base just off our shores. It is not the function of any congres
sional committee to try and convict individuals, but it if! my hope that 
this report will lead to the adoption of more sensible State Depart
ment procedures for preventing a repetition of the errors documented 
in this report. 

The passport muddle which now exists is partly the fault of the 
Congress, which has failed to enact any legislation on this subject 
despIte the urgent pleas of the prior administration after the Supreme 
Court's decision in the Kent and Briehl cases. Existing law prohibits 
passports to Communists because it is recognized that the freedom of 
movement of Red agents afllled with U.S. passports can be of great 
assistance in carrying out their conspiratorial plots. The denial of a 
passport can be a severe penalty and should only be permitted under 
procedures which assure elemental fairness to the applicants. But 
this does not require a breakdown in all passport controls, and legis
lation has been pending for many years which would assure fairness in 
such cases witliout peflllitting known Communists to obtain U.S. 
passports. It is incredible to me that in this lon~ session of Congress, 
no time could be found for consideration of this VItal and long overdue 
legislation. 
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APPENDIX 

VIEWS OF SECURITY AND PASSPORT OFFICES (SEE P.66) 

To: 0 Mr. Ro~er W. Jones. 
From: SCA-MIChel Cieplinski, Acting Administrator. 
Subject: Proposed regulations on the issuance of passports. 

JANUARY 5, 1962. 

Attached are the Legal Adviser's proposed amendments on regulations covering 
the iBBuance of passports (22 CFR sec. 51.135-169) (tab A). This draft was 
transmitted to SCA by the Legal Adviser's Office on January 4, as a final draft 
to be submitted for approval by the Secretary today and referred for immediate 
pUblication in the Code of Federal RegUlations. We have reviewed this draft 
in careful detail and feel that as drafted it would be virtually impOBBible to 
administer and misleading in that it would not result in the denial of passports 
to any Communists except the most notorious. In other words, the Legal 
Adviser's draft is unacceptable to SCA and the Passport Office. For instance, 
under section 51.138(a) "Procedure for Review of Tentative Denial," there is 
provided (as underlined in red) that the applicant will be informed of the evidence, 
etc. In part (b) of this section, it is stipulated that the Passport Office shall 
not make use of confidential security information. Further, in section 15.142, 
the Board is precluded from using confidential information in making its deter
minations. !Nain, in section 51.163 under "Hearings," the applicant must be 
informed of evidence before the Board. Simply stated, the Board will not 
consider or receive any confidential information which constitutes the major 
portion of information in Communist cases. 

The Passport Office, on December 15, 1961, had sent to the Legal Adviser's 
Office its version with comments on proposed rules and regulations governing the 
issuance of passports. It is believed that the regulations as proposed by PPT, 
particularly subpart (e), copy attached, tab B (the numbering system does not 
coincide with that prepared in the Legal Adviser's Office) is more meaningful and 
realistic so far as concerns the proper administration of passport control in the 
Communist area. 

I strongly urge that the rules and regulations as proposed by the Legal Adviser's 
Office be revised in certain important aspects and cover those important aspects 
provided in the version submitted by the Passport Office. 

It would be appreciated if your office would withhold approval of the Legal 
Adviser's proposal until these positions can be reconciled. 
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