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Throughout December 1975 and January 1976 the Senate Select
Committee negotiated with the attorneys for former President
Richard M. Nixon to formulate a mutually agreeable procedure to
trike the former President’s testimony on three of the Committee’s
case studies-Mail
Opening, Huston Plan, and Covert Action in
Chile. It was agreed by both parties that the following interrogatories
would be submitted to former President Nixon at San Clemente for
his written response. They were submitted on February 2, 1976, and
the Committee received the former President% notarized response
on March 9,1976.
Opmhg Statemmt
The following submission of responses to the interrogatories
propounded to me by the Senate Select Committee to Study Governmental Operations with Respect to Intelligence Activities, as was my
oiler to meet informally with the ranking members of the Committee
to discuss any matter within the Committee’s jurisdiction, is made
voluntarily
and following careful consideration of the propriety of
a former President responding to Congressional questions pertaining
to activities which occurred during his term in office.
It is my opinion that Congress cannot compel a President to testify
concerning the conduct of his office, either in justification or in
explanation of actions he took. The existence of such power in the
Congress would, without doubt, impair the Executive and his subordinates in the exercise of the constitutional responsibilities of the
Presidency. The end results would be most unfortunate. The totally
uninhibited flow of communication which is essential to the Executive Branch would be so chilled as to render candid advice unobtainable. No President could carry out his responsibilities if the advice
he, received were to be filtered by the prospect of compelled disclosure
at a future date. The result would be the interference and interruption
of the open and frank interchange which is absolutely essential for
a President to fulfill his duties.
As President Truman stated in a letter to a Congressional committee
in 1953, this principle applies to a former President as well as to a
sitting President.
In his words:
It must be obvious to you that if the doctrine of separation
of powers and the independence of the Presidency is to have
any validity at all, it must be equally applicable to a President after his term of office has expired when he is sought to
be examined with respect to any acts occurring while he is
President.
043)
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The doctrine would be shattered. and the President? contrary to our fundamental
theory of constitutional
govemmcnt. would become a mere arnl of the Legislative
Branch
of the Governnient
if he would feel during his term of ofiice
that his every act might be subject to official inquiry and
possible distortion
for political purposes.
In their wisdomY the founders of this country provided-thro.ugh
the constitutional
separation of powers--the
safeguards
prerequisite
to three strong, independent branches of government.
The zeal with
which the Congress has guarded and defended its own prerogatives
and independence is a clear indication of its support of that doctrine
where the Congress is involved.
I believe, however,
it is consistent with my view of the respective
powers and privileges of the President and Congress for me to reply
voluntarily
to the Committee’s request for information.
In responding,
I may be able to assist the Committee in its very difficult task of
evaluatir)g
the intelligence
community
of this nation. By doing SO
voluntardy, future Presidents or former Presidents need not be concerned that by this precedent they may be compelled to respond to
congressional demands.
Whether it is wise for a President, in his discretion, to provide
testimony concerning his presidential actions, is a matter which must
be decided by each President in light of the conditions at that time.
T’ndoubtcdly, as has been the case during the 200 years of this nation’s
history, the instances warranting such action may be rare. But when
the appropriate circumstances arise, each President must feel confident
that he can act. in a spirit of cooperation? if he so decides, without
impairing either the stature or independence of his successors.
Finally, I believe it is appropriate to inform the Committee that
t,he responses which follow are based totally upon my present recollection of events-many of which were relatively insignificant in com,arison to the principal activities for which I had responsibility as
h resident-relating
to a period some six years ago. Despite the difficulty in responding to questions purely from memory, I wish to
assure the Committee that my responsesrepresent an effort to respond
as fully as possible.
Zdewogatory
I.-Please
state whether? while President, you received information that. at any time during your Administration,
an
agency or employee of the United States Government, acting without
a warrant, opened mail :
A. Sent bet.ween any two persons or entities in the United States,
neither of which was a foreign government or a person or entity representing a foreign government ; or
B. Sent between two persons or entities in the United States, one.
or both, of which was a foreign government or a person or entity
representing a foreign government ; or
C. Sent to, or from, any person or entity in the United States to,
or from, any person, or entity outside the United States, where neither
the originator nor the recipient was a foreign government or a person
or entlty representing a forei,gn government ; or
D. Sent to, or from, any person or entity in the United States to,
or from. any person or ent.ity outside the I nited States where either
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the originator
or the recipient, or both, was a foreign government
or
a person or ent,ity representing
a foreign government.
I do not recall receiving information,
while President, that
an agency or employee of the United States Government,
acting without
a warrant,
opened mail :
A. Sent between any two persons or entities in the United
States, neither of which was a foreign government or a person
or entity representing
a foreign government ; or
B. Sent between two persons or entities in the United States,
one, or both, of which was a foreign government or a person
or entity representing
a foreign government;
01
C. Sent to, or from, any person or entity in the United
States t.o, or from, any person or entity outside the United
States, where neither the originator
nor the recipient was a
foreign government or a person or entity representing
a foreign government ; or
D. Sent to, or from, any person or entity in the United
States to, or from, any person or entity outside the United
States where either the originator
or t.he recipient, or both,
was a foreign government
or a person or entity representing
a foreign government.
Interrogatory
Z.-Please
state whether,
while President,
you received informat,ion
that, at any time during your Administration,
an agency or employee of the United States Government,
acting
without
a warrant,,
intercepted
telex, telegraph, or other non-voice
communications
excluding mail :
A, Sent between two persons or entities, in the United States, neither
of which was a foreign government or a person or entity representing
a foreign government;
or
B. Sent between two persons or entities in the United States, one?
or both, of which was a foreign government or a person or entity representing a foreign government;
or
C. Sent to, or from, any person or entity in the United States, to, or
from, any person or entity outside the United States, where neither
the originator
nor the recipient was a foreign government or a person
or entity representing
a foreign government;
or
D. Sent to, or from, any person or entity in the United States to, or
from, any person or entity outside the United States, where either the
originator
or the reci ient, or both, was a foreign government
or a
person representing
a Poreign government.
It seems to me quite likely that sometime during my Presidency I learned that the National
Security
Agency was
engaged in, or had engaged in, both prior to and during my
Administration,
the practice of intercepting
non-voice communications
involving
foreign entities, presumably
without
a warrant.
However,
I do not recall having received specific
information
to that effect. Nor do I recall receiving information, while President,
that an agency or employee of the
United States Government
intercepted
telex, telegraph
or
other non-voice
communications
with the cooperation
of
private organizations.
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Except to the extent indicated, I do not recall receiving
information,
while President, that an agency or employee of
the United States Government.
acting without
a warrant,
or other non-voice communiintercepted
telex. telegraph,
cations excluding mail :
A. Sent between two persons or entities, in the 1Jnited
States. neither of which was a foreign government or a person
or entity representing
a foreign government;
or
B. Sent between two persons or entities in the United
States, one. or both, of which was a foreign government or a
person or entity representing
a foreign government ; or
C. Sent to, or from, any person or entity in the United
States, to, or from. any person or entity outside the United
States, where neither the originator
nor the recipient \vas a
foreign government or a person or entity representing
a foreign government ; or
D. Sent to, or from, any person or entity in the United
States to. or from, any person or entity outside the United
States? where either the originator
or the. recipient, or both,
was a foreign government or a person representing
a foreign
government.
Interrogatory
J.--Please
state whether.
while President,
you received information
that, at any time, during your Administration,
an
agency or employee of the Lnlted States Government,
acting without
a warrant,
intercepted
telephonic or other communications
by which
voice is transmitted
:
A. Between
any two persons or entities in the United
States,
neither of which was a foreign government
or a person or entity
representing
a foreign government ; or
B. Between t\ro persons or entities in the United States, one, or
both, of which was a foreign government or a person or entity representmg a foreign government ; oi
C. I’o, or from, any person or entity in the United States tv, or
from, any person or entify outside the I-nited States! n-here neither
the originator nor the recipient was a foreign government or a person
or entity representing a foreign government ; 01
D. To, or from, any person or rl1tit.y in the rnited States to, or from,
any person or entity outside the United States! where either the originator or the recipient, or both, was a foreign government or person
or entity representing a foreign government.
While President, I was aware of certain instances inrolving the investigations to discover the source of unauthorized
cllsclosures of classified, national security information in
which the FBI, acting \Tithout a warrant, intercepted telephonic communications which I assumewould fall within the
descriptions set forth in this interrogatory. I am also aware
of one occasion in which the Secret Service, acting presumably without a warrant, intercepted telephonic communications. I was generally aware of the fact that the Central
Intelligence Agencv or Federal Bureau of Investigation had
the capabiilty to ikewept telephonic or other communication involving certain foreign embassieslocated in the United
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States. My understanding
was that this capability
stemmed
from actions taken during prior Administrations.
Other than the instances just referred to, I do not remember being informed,
while President,
that during my Administration,
an agencv or employee of the United States
Government,
acting &thout
a warrant.
intercepted
telephonic or other communications
by which voice is transmitted :
A. Between
any two persons or entities in the United
States, neither of which was a foreign government
or a person or entity representing
a foreign government;
or
1J. Between two persons or entities in the United States,
one, or both, of which was a foreign government
or a person
or entity representing
a foreign government;
or
C. To, or from, any person or entity in the United States
to, or from, any person or entity outside the United States,
where neither the originator
nor the recipient was a foreign
government or a person or entit.y representing
a foreign government ; or
D. To, or from, any person or entity in the United States
to, or from, any person or entity out&de the United States,
where either the originator
or the recipient, or both, was a
foreign government or person or entity representing
a foreign
government.
Znterrogato~y
&-Please state whether, while President, you received information that, at any time during your Sdministration, an
agency or employee of the United States Government, acting without
a warrant, engaged in “break-ins,” “ surreptitious entries,” or entries
otherwise not authorized by the owner or occupant of:
9. A dwelling or place of business located within the United
States ; or
B. A foreign embassy located within the United States.
On March 17, 1973, I learned that employees of the United
States Government had engaged individuals who, acting without a warrant, had entered what I assumed to be a place of
business located within the United States without the authorization of the owner or occupant.
Apart from that incident, I do not recall learning, while
President, that during my ,4dministration
an agency or
employee of the United States Government, acting without a
warrant, engaged in “break-ins,” “surreptitious entries,” or
entries otherwise not authorized by the owner or occupant of:
A. A dwelling or place of business located within the
United States ; or
B. A foreign embassy located within the United States.
Zilte~*rogato7sy
S.-Please state whether, Avhile President, you received information that, at any time during your Administration, the
Central Intelligence Agency? acting Ivithout a warrant, intercepted
and opened mall sent from wthin the United States to :
A. The Soviet Union; or
B. The People’s Republic of China.
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\T’hiIe I’rcsiclent,
I remember being generally
aware of
the fact that the Central Intelligence Agency2 acting without
a warrant,
both during and prior to my ddmlnistration_,
contlucted mail covers of mail sent from within
the tinited
States to :
A. The Soviet I-nion: or
13. The People’s Republic of China.
However,
I do not remember being informed that such mail
covers included unauthorized
mail openings.
Zntcl-wgcrtory
G.--Please
state whether,
while President,
J:OU received information
that, at any time during your
,~dministI.atlon,
an
agency or employee of the TJ’nited States Government;
acting without a warrant?
intercepted
telephonic coilllliuilicatioiis
to, or from,
the Israeli Embassy in the United States.
I do not remember
learning,
while President,
that .an
agency or employee of the United States Government,.actlng
without a warrant: intercepted telephonic comrnunicatlons
to,
or from. the Israeli Embassy in the United States. However, as indicated in my response to Interrogatory
NO. 3, I
was generally aware that the capability
existed to conduct
intercepts
of telephonic communications
to or from various
embassies located within the I:nited States, and, therefore,
despite the absence of any specific recollection in this regard,
it is possible that at some time I may have learned that telephonic intercepts
of conversations
to or from the Israeli
Embassy occurred.
Intey),ogatory
T.-Please
state whether,
while President,
you received information
that, at any time during your Administration,
an agency or employee of the United States Government,
acting without a warrant,
engaged in a surreptitious,
or otherwise
unauthorized,
entry into the Chilean Embassy in the United States.
I do not remember being informed, while President,
that
at any time during my Administration
an agency or employee
of the United States Government,
acting without a warrant,
engaged in a surreptitious
or otherwise
unauthorized
entry
into the Chilean Embassy in the United States.
Interrogatory
S.-On
April 17: 19'?5, John Ehrlichman
gave the
following
testimony
before the President’s
Commission
on CIA Activities Within the United States :
Question. Were you, J3[r. Ehrlichman7 aware at any time
while you were on the White House staff of a program of intercepting mail in Sew York or any other port, mail headed
into the United States from, or headed out to, any of the
Communist
countries?
Answer.
I knew that was going on because I had seen
reports that cited those kinds of sources in connection with
this! the bombings, the dissident activities.
Please state whether:
A. Mr. Ehrlichman
ever informed you that he knew, or suspected,
that some o,f the information
in intellige,nce reports received by the
White House was derived by means of mail openings ; or
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B. YOLI, upon readin, v such
reports, concluded, or suspected, that
some of the information in said reports was derived by means of
mail openings.
I do not recall John Ehrlichman ever informing me
that he knew, or suspected, that some of the information in
intelligence reports received by the White House was derived
by means of mail openings. I do not know, of course, what intelli.gence reports Mr. Ehrlichman was referring to in his
testimony cited in Interrogatory So. 8. However, with regarcl
to intelligence reports which I may have reviewed, I do not
recall concluding or suspecting that the information--or
any
part thereof-was derived by means of mail openings.
Znterrogatoly
O.-Please state whether, while Vice President or
President, you received information that, at any time prior to your
Administration, an agency or employee of the United States Government, acting without a warrant, conducted any of the activities re- ferred to in Interrogatories 1,2, 3: 4, or 5.
I remember learning on various occasions that, during Administrations prior to mine, agencies or employees of the
United States Government, acting presumably without a
warrant, conducted wiretaps, surreptitious or unauthorized
entries, and intercepts o,f voice and non-voice communications.
Znterrogatoq IO.-If
your answer to Interrogatories 1 through 9,
inclusive, or any subsection of Interrogatories 1 through 9, inclusive,
is in the affirmative, please state:
A. The nature of any such activity as to which you received
information ;
B. The year, or years, in which any such activity occurred;
C. When and from whom you received information as to the
existence of any such activity;
D. Whether you directed, authorized, or approved any such
activity ;
E. Whether you took any action to:
(1) terminate any such activity ; or
revent any such act.ivity from occurring again after you first
leL?edp of it.
With respect to my answer to Interrogatory No. 2 concerning N.S.A. intercepts of non-voice communications, the complete state of my knowledge is as set forth in that answer.
With respect to my answer to Interrogatory
Xo. 3 concerning F.B.I. intercepts of telephonic communications, it is my
recollection that :
A. The intercepts occurred in the course of two investigation programs I authorized for the purpose of discovering the
sources 08funauthorized disclosures of very sensitive, security
classified information. The first investigation involved prlmarily members of the Kational Security Council staff. The
second investigation involved an employee of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff.
B. The first, investigation occurred between approximately
%fay 9,1969 and February 10,1971. The second investigation
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occurred between approximately
December, 1971 and June,
1972.
C. My knowledge
of both investigations
stemmed from my
participation
in authorizing
their implementation.
D. I authorized
both investigations.
E. I did not participate
in the termination
of the first investigation. With regard to the second investigation,
I did not
participate
in the decision to terminate the intercepts.
HOWever, when the identity of the individual
who had disclosed
classified information
was discovered, I directed that he be
reassigned
from his then present duties to a less sensitive
position and that his activities be monitored for a period sufficient to ensure that he waos not continuing to disclose classified information
to which he had been exposed during his
earlier assignment.
With respect to my answer to Interrogatory
No. 3 concerning the Secret Service intercept
of telephonic communications, it is my recollection that :
A. The intercepts occurred as a result of efforts to determine whether my brother, Donald Nixon, was the target of
attempts by individuals
to compromise
him or myself.
B. The intercepts occurred during an approximately
three
week period in 1970.
C. I discussed with John Ehrlichman
my concern that
my brother’s
trips abroad had brought him in contact with
persons who might attempt to compromise him or myself. I
directed Mr. Ehrlichman
to have my brother’s activities monitored to determine whether this was in fact occurring.
I
subsequently
learned that the surveillance
revealed no attempts to compromise
my brother or myself and that the
surveillance was therefore terminated.
With respect to my answer to Interrogatory
No. 3 concerning F.B.I. or C.I.A. capability
to intercept
telephonic or
other communications
involving
certain foreign embassies,
the complete state of my knowledge
is as set forth in that
‘answer.
With respect to my answer to Interrogatory
No. 4 concerning the unauthorized
entry into a place of business, it is my
recollection
that :
A. The entry was into the office of a psychiatrist.
B. I do not know on what date the entry occurred.
C. I received the information
from then counsel to the
President., John Dean, in a conversation
on March 17,1973.
D. I did not direct, authorize or approve of the action.
E. I learned of the event nearly two years after it occurred
and therefore had no reason to act to terminate it.
With respect to my answer to Interrogatory
No. 5, the
complete state of my knowledge is as set forth in that answer.
With respect to my answer to Interrogatory
No. 9, it is my
recollection that :
A. I learned from ,J. Edgar Hoover that during each of the
five previous Administrations
which he had served as Director of the F.B.I., that agency had conducted, without a search
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warrant,
telephonic intercepts
in connection with investigations to discover the source of unauthorized
disclosures
of
classified
information.
I also learned, perhaps
from Mr.
Hoover or others, that prior Atlministrations
had engaged in
surreptitious
entries and intercepts
of voice and non-voice
coninlanications.
I%. My untlerstandinp
was that these activities, or certain
of them, had taken place at various tinles during each of the
tire -~dlllinistl,ations
preceding mine.
c‘. My inforliiation
concernin g the use of telephonic intercepts by prior htlministrations
to discowr
the sources of unauthorized disclosures of classifietl information
came from the
IXrcctor
of the F.H.I. in cliscussions in which he informed me
that based upon over twenty years’ experience, the F.B.I. hat1
concluded that this investigative
method was the most effective means of discovering
the source of unauthorized
disclosures. JYith r$gard to the use of unauthorized
entries and
intercepts
of voice and non-voice communications
by prior
Administrations,
I cannot specifically recall when and from
whom I received the information
except as reflected in the
Special Report of Interagency
Committee
on Intelligence
(Ad Hoc).
Zntewogato7y
Il.-Please
state: as to any activity
mentioned in
your answer to Interrogatory
9, whether you believe that any such
activity was! at the time of its occurrence, legal.
With respect to the intercept of telephonic communications
by the F.E.1. for the purpose of discovering
the source of unauthorized
disclosure of classified information
affecting the
security of this countryY it was my belief that such activity
was legal. As to the use of surreptitious
entries and intercepts
of non-voice communications
by prior Administrations,
I do
not recall learning the specific circumstances
in which those
actions were taken, and therefore did not have reason to form
a belief as to their legality at the time I learned of the actions,
nor do I have an adequate basis for forming such a belief
110-K.

Interrogatory
f2.-If
your answer to Interrogatory
11 is in the affirmative, please :
A1. Identify
the activity;
and
13. State the reasons for your belief as to the legality of the activity.
The basis for my opinion that the use of telephonic intercepts to discover the source of unauthorized
disclosures
of
classified information
was lawful stemmed from discussions
I had with the Director of the F.B.I. and the Attorney
Genera1 of the United States in which I was informed that this
method of investigation
had been employed for that purpose
by five prior Administrations.
that it was the most effective
means of conducting the investigations,
and that the decisions
of the Supreme Court and varibus lower courts at that time
permitted the use of wiretans when the investigation
involved
matters directlv affecting the security of this nation and in
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particular-as

in that

instance-the

President’s

ability

to

conduct foreign policy.
Znterrogato~y
13.-Attached
at Tabs A, B, C, and D, respectively,
are :
A. The Special Report Interagency Committee on Intelligence (L4d
Hoc) ;
B. The Domestic Intelligence Gathering Plan, including recommendations ,and rationale of Tom Charles Huston;
C. A July 14, 1970 memorandum from H. R. Haldemau to Tom
Chsrles Huston ; and
D. A July 23, 1970 memorandum from Tom Charles Huston to
Richard Helms, indicating carbon copy sent to the President and
H. R. Haldeman.’
As to each document, please state :
A. Whether you have seen the document, or any part of it; and
B. If your answer is in the afirmative, please state :
(1) When you first saw the document ;
(2) The circumstances under which you saw it; and
(3) With whom you have discussed it.
I do not have a specific, independent recollection of having
seen any of the four documents listed in Interrogatory
No.
13. I assume that I saw item A, and probably item B, at or
about the time they were prepared. I do not believe that I
have previously seen or discussed items C and D although it
is possible that I did but do not remember doing so. With
regard to when I may have seen items *4 or B, the circumstances under which I may have seen them, or with whom I
may have discussed them, seethe responsesto Interrogatories
Nos. 14 to 32.
Znterrogato?y
l&-Please
state whether you discussed the Special
:;fTt
Interagency Committee on Intelligence (Ad Hoc) (Tab A)

A. ‘H. R. Haldeman ;
B. John N. Mitchell ; or
C. John D. Ehrlichman.
I do not specifically recall discussing the Special Report
Interagency Committee on Intelligence (Sd Hoc) with I-1. R.
Ha.ldeman. However, I assume that I informed Mr. Haldeman at some point following my meeting with the Interagency Committee that I approved the Committee’s recommendations and that he should arrange for the implementation of those recommendations.
Sometime after my approval of the Committee’s recommendations, but before July 28, 1970, I recall talking with
John N. Mit.chell concerning the Committee’s report.
Although it is possible that I did, I do not recall discussing
the Committee’s report with John D. Ehrlichman.
Interrogatory
15.-Please state whether you discussed the Domest.ic
Intelligence Gathering Plan (Tab B) with :
A. H. R. Haldeman ;
B. John N. Mitchell ; or
C. John D. Ehrlichman.
1SeeHearingsVol. 2, Huston Plan : Exhibit 1, pp. 141-188 (Tab A) ; Exhibit 2,
pp. 189-197 (Tab B) ; Exhibit 3, p. 198 (Tab C) ; Exhibit 4, pp. 199-202 (Tab D).
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I do not recall discussing the Domestic Intelligence Gathering Plan, as c0ntraste.d with the Special Report Interagency
Committee on Intelligence
(Ad Hoc), with I-I. R. Haldeman.
J&n
N. Jlitchell~ or John D. Ehrlichman. except insofar as
the discussions referred t.o in response to Interrogatory
so.
14 may have encompassed the Domestic Intelligence Gathering Plan.
Intew-oga,tory lC.-Please state whether you discussed the July 23?
1970 memo (Tab D) from Tom Charles Huston to Richard Helms
with :
A. H. R. Haldeman;
B. John N. Mitchell ; or
C. John D. Ehrlichman.
I do not recall discussing the July 23? 1970 memorandum
from Tom Charles Huston to Richard Helms with H. R.
Haldeman, John N. Mitchell or John Ehrlichman.
Interrogatory
17.-TjTith respect to any discussion identified in response to Interrogatories 13, 14, 15, or 16, please relate the substance
of the discussion.
Jyitll respect to the possible discussion of the Committee’s
report Tvith I-T. R. Haldcman, as referred to in Interrogatory
SO. 14, the likely substance of that conversation-as best I
can recall-is set forth in response to Interrogatory
No. 14.
With respect to the discussion with Attorney General
Mitchell! as referred to in my response to Interrogatory
SO.
14, I recall that Mr. Mitchell informed me that Mr. Hoover,
Director of the F.B.I. and Chairman of the Interagency
Committee on Intelligence, disagreed with my approval of
the Committee’s special report. I recall this aspect of the conversation because I was surprised to learn of Mr. Hoover’s
disagreement in view of the fact that only a few days earlier
he had attended the meeting of the Committee in my office in
which we had discussed the Committee’s report and recommendations. At that time he had not voiced any objections
or reservations to implementation of the Conimit’tee’s recommendations. Mr. Mitchell informed me that it was Director
Hoover’s opinion that initiating a program which would
permit several government intelligence agencies to utilize the
investigative techniques outlined in tile Committee’s report
would significantly increase the possibility of their public
disclosure. Mr. Mitchell explained to me that Mr. Hoover
believed that although each of the intelligence gathering
methods outlined in the Committee’s recommendations had
been utilized by one or more previous Administrations, their
sensitivity WOL~C~ likely generate media criticism if they were
employed. Mr. Mitchell further informed me that it was
his opinion that the risk of disclosure of t.he possible illegal
actions such as unauthorizecl entry into foreign embassies
to install
a microphone transmitter, was greater than the possible benefit to be derived. Based upon this conversation
with Attorney General Mitchell, I decided to revoke the
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approval originally
extended to the Committee’s
recommendations.
Intem-ogatory
lg.--The
July 14,19’iO memorandum
attached at Tab
C, and the JULY 23, 19'iO memorandum attached at Tab D, indicate
that you approved certain recommendations and made certain decisions relating to the so-called “Huston Plan.” Please state ~v1~ethe.r
vou approved any of the recommendations or made any of the decrsions attributed to you in the attached documents.
Tyith regard to H. R. Haldeman’s memorandum of July 14,
1970 to JIr. Huston, I do not recall what recommendation
Tom II&on
made concerning the implementation proccdures and do not remember what, if any, objections I had to
the recommendation. With regard to Tom Huston’s memorandum of Julv 23. 1970 to Richard Helms, to the extent
the decisions attributed to me under headings 1 through 8
are consistent with the recommendations of the Interagency
Committee on Intelligence, I did approve the actions.
Ilzterrogatory
lg.--If
your answer to Interogatory
18 is in the
affirmative, please state your reason for approving each such recommendation or making each such decision.
In my view, the principal recommendation of the Interagency Committee on Intelligence (Ad Hoc) was that the
functions of the various agencies be coordinated to reduce
needless duplication of intelligence gathering activities and
to provide for effective interchange of intelligence information. I am pleased to see that one of the recommendations
that has resulted from the Senate Select Committee’s Investigation is that there be greater coordination among the
various intelligence agencies.
With regard to the Interagency Committee’s specific recommendations for implementation of described investigative
techniques, my approval was based largely on the fact that
the procedures were consistent with those employed by prior
administrations and had been found to be effective by the
intelligence agencies.
In.ten~ognt0i.y
2?0.-If vow answer to Interrogatory
18 is negative,
please state the respects in which the July 14 and July 23 memoranda
are incorrect.

See responseto Interrogatory So. 18.
~~~twrogafory
??I.-Please state whether, sometime after July 23,
1970, you withdrew a.ppr~~al of, or ot,herwise rescinded, the recommendations or decisions referred to in Interrogatory
19.
See response to Interrogatory So. 17.
Intem~ogato?y
&%-If
your ,answer to Interrogatory
21 is in the
affirmative, please state, with ,respect to each such recommendation or
decision, approval of which was withdrawn, your reasons for withdrawing approva.1.
See response to Interrogatory So. 17.
Zntewogatoq
2.3.--Please state whether you were advised, orally or
in writing, at any time, that any of the recommendations or de&ons
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referred to in the referenced document.s (Tabs A4 through D) were, or
might be construed to be, illegal.
To the extent that I may have reviewed the Special Report
Interagency
Commit.tee on Intelligence,
I would have been
informed that certain recommendations
or decisions set forth
in that report were, or might be construed to be, illegal. I do
not recall any discussion concerning the possible illegality
of
any of the intelligence, gathering techniques described in the
report during my meeting with the Committee. My only recollection or a discussion concerning the possible illegality
of
any of the investigative techniques is as described in response
to Inte‘rrogatory
So. 17.
Znterrogato~y
%&-If your answer to Interrogatory
23 is in the affirmative, please state? as to each recommendation
or decision as to
which you were advised :
A. ‘I’he specific re,ommendations
or decisions as to which you were
so advised ;
13. 1Vho so advised you ; and
C. When you were so advised.
See response to Interrogatories
No. 17 and Xo. 23.
Interrogatory
25.-Please
state, with respect to t.he recommendations and decisions referred to in Interrogatory
21? whether you discussed with anyone the legality, or possible illegalrty of any of these
recomendations or decisions.
See response to Interrogatory
So. 17.
Interrogatory
26.-If
your answer to Interrogatory
25 is in the
affirmative, please state :
9. With whom such discussion took place; and
B. When such discussion, or discussions, took place.
See response to Interrogatory
So. 17.
Zderrogatory
U.-Please
state, with ,respect to the recommendations and decisions referred to in Interrogatory
21, whether you were
informed by John S. Mitchell, either directly or through H. R. Haldeman, that some, or all, of the decisions were, or might be considered to
be, Illegal.
Except as set fort.h in my response to Interrogatory
No. 17,
I do not recall being informed by John K. Mitchell, through
H. R. Haldeman, that some, or all, of the decisions were, or
might be considered to be, illegal.
Znterroga.tory
.&Y.--If your answer to Interrogatory
27 is in the
affirmative, please state when you were so informed.
See response to Interrogatory
So. 27.
Zntirrogatory
.ZY.-Please state whether, while President, you received information
that any of the recommendations
contained in the
Special Report (Tab A) involved programs which were in operation.
A. Prior to July 23,197O ;
13. Subsequent to July 23, 1970, but prior to any withdrawal on
your part of approval of them ; or
C. Subsequent to a withdrawal on your part of approval of them.
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Except :IS discussed in the S~pcinl
Report
Committee
on
Intelligcncr
(Ad HOC)
and as described in my response to
Illt~~~OplltO~g
SO.
9. I do Ilot recall receiving information,
while Presitlent, that anv of the recommendations
contained
in the Special Report ‘involved
programs
which were in
operation :
A. Prior to ,July 23, 1970 ;
B. Subsequent to ,July 23.1970, but prior to my withdrawal
of the approval of them ; or
C. Subsequent to an withclrawal
of approval of them.
Zntm+oqcrtou/
.?0.-Please state whether, while President, you received informa’tion that, any of the recommendations contained in the
Huston Analysis (Tab B)’ involved programs which were in operation :
A. Prior to duly 23. 1970;
B. Subsequent to duly 2X. 1970, but prior to any withdrawal on
your part of approval of them : or
C. Subsequent to a withdrawal on your part of approval of them.
Except as discussed in the Special Report Committee on
Intelligence (Ad Hoc) and as described in my. response to
Interrogatory
No. 9, I do not recall receiving information,
while President. that anv of the recommendations contained
in the Domestic Intelliience Gathering Plan involved programs which were in operation :
A. Prior to July 23, 1970 ;
B. Subsequent, to July 23,1970, but prior to my withdrawal
of the approval of them ; or
C. Subsequent to my withdrawal of approval of them.
Interrogatory
.?I.-Please state whether, while President, you received inform&ion that any of the decisions attributed to you in the
July 23, 1970 memorandum (Tab D) involved programs which were
in operation :
A. Prior to July 23.1970 ;
B. Subsequent to July 23, 1970? but prior to any withdrawal on
your part of approval of them ; or
C. Subsequent to a withdrawal on your part of approval of them.
Except as discussed in the Special Report Committee on
Intelligence (Ad Hoc) and as described in my response to
Interrogatory
No. 9, I do not recall receiving information,
while President, that any of the decisions attributed to me in
the July B,19$0 memorandum from H. R. Haldeman to Tom
Huston involved programs which were in operation:
A. Prior to July 23, 1970;
B. Subsequent to July 23.1970, but prior to my withdrawal
of the approval of them ; or
C. Subsequent to my x-ithdrawal of approval of them.
ZntPwogatory
32.-If
your answer to any part of Interrogatories
29. 30. or 31 is in the affirmative, please identify the activity and state :
A. HOW you learned that such activity, or activities, were in operation ;
73. Who informed you ; and
C. IThen you were so informed.
See responsesto Interrogatories ?\‘o. 29, NO. SO,and No. 31.
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Intewogatoq
33.-The
Committee
has received evidence as to a
number of illegalities
and improprieties
committed by, or on behalf
of, various components of the United States intelligence community.
What controls within the Executive, Legislative,
or ,Judicial branches
of government
could, in your view, best assure that abuses will not
occur in the future Z
In general I believe the intelligence reorganization
plans
and the recommendations
prepared by the Ford Administration following
intense study of this matter are appropriate.
Intewogato~y
34.-Please
state whether you believe that actions,
otherwise
“illegal,”
may be legally undertaken
pursuant to Presidential, or other high-level authorization,
following
a determination
by
the President? or some other senior government official, that the actions
are necessary to protect the “national security”
of the Cnited States.
I assume that the reference to “actions, otherwise ‘illegal’,”
in this interrogatory
means actions which if undertaken
by
private persons would violate criminal laws. It is quite obvious that there are certain inherently
governmental
actions
which if undertaken
by the sovereign in protection
of the
interest of the nation‘s security
are lawful
but which if
undertaken
by private persons are not. In the most extreme
case, for example, forceable removal of persons from their
homes for the purpose of sequestering them in confined areas?
if done by a person-or
even by government
employees
under normal circumstances-would
be considered kidnapping and unlawful
imprisonment.
Yet under the exigencies
of mar, President Roosevelt, acting pursuant to a broad warpowers delegation from Congress,
ordered such action be
taken against Americans
of Japanese ancestry
because he
believed it to be in the interest of national security. Similarly
under extreme conditions but not at that point constituting
a declared war, President Lincoln confiscated vessels violating a naval blockade, seized rail and telegraph lines leading
to Washington,
and paid troops from Treasury funds without
the required congressional
appropriation.
In 1969, during
my Administration,
warrantless
wiretapping,
even by the
government,
was unlawful,
but, if undert.aken because of a
presidential
determination
that it was in the interest, of national security was lawful. Support for the legality of such
action is found, for example, in the concurring
opinion of
Justice White in Katz v. United States.
This is not to say, of course, that any action a president
might authorize in the interest of national security
would
be lawul. The Supreme Court’s
disapproval
of President
Truman’s
seizure of the steel mills is an example. But it is
naive to attempt to categorize activities
a president
might
authorize
as ‘*legal” or “illegal”
without
reference to the
circumstances
under which he concludes that, the activity is
necessary. Assassination
of a foreign leader-an
act 1 never
had cause to consider and which under most circumstances

would be. abhorrent
to any president-might
have been less
abhorrent
and. in fact, justified during World Far II as a
means of preventing further Sazi atrocities and ending the
slaughter. ,1dditionally. the opening of mail sent to selected
priority tai;pets of foreign intelligence, although impinging
upon individual freedom. may nevertheless serve a salutary
purpose when-as it has in the past-it results in preventing
the disclosure of sensitive military and state secrets to the
enemiesof this country.
In short, there have been-and will be in the future-circumstances in which presidents may lawfully
authorize
actions in the interests of the security of this country, which
if undertaken by other persons, or even by the president
mider different circumstances, would be illegal.
Interrogatory
%.-If
your answer to Interrogatory
34 is in the
affirmative :
A. Please st.ate:
(1) The basis of your belief;
e individual or individuals who may, in your belief, authorizd2Zhactions
(3) The limititions, if any, on the type of action which may be SO
authorized ; and
B. Please supply illustrations or examples of such actions.
See response to Interrogatory
No. 34.
Interrogatory
36.-Testimony
has been received by the Committee
to the effect that on September 15,1970, you met with Richard Helms,
Henry Kissinger, and John Mitchell at the White House to discuss
Chile. The document attached at Tab E has been identified by Richard
Helms as being handwritten notes taken by him during this September 15, 1970 meeting.2 Please state whether these notes accurately reflect, in whole or in part, the substance of your instructions to Richard
Helms :
A. On September 15,197O ;
B. At any other time.
My recollection of the September 15, 1970 meeting among
myself, Henry Kissinger, Richard Helms and John Mitchell.
is set forth in response to Interrogatory
No. 39. Except to
the extent Mr. Helms’ handwritten notes may coincide with
my expressed recollection of that meeting, I am unable to
state whether Mr. Helms’ notes accurately reflect in whole or
in part, the discussions at that meeting or the substance of
my instructions to Mr. Helms communicated then or at any
other time.
Interrogatory
37.-With
specific reference to the following phrases
contained in the Helms notes:
(1) “not concerned risks involved”
(2) “no involvement of embassy”
(3) “game plan”
(4) “make the economy scream”
* See Hearings,

Vol. 7, Exhibit

2, p. 96.
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Please state whether you used, during the September 15,1970 meeting, any of the above phrases or any phrase substantially
similar to
any of the above phrases.
I do not recall using any of the four 1~hrase.s set fort.11 in
Interrogatory
No. 37, or any phrase substantially
similar to
those four phrases, during the September 15, 1970 meeting
referred to in Interrogatory
No. 36.
Interrogatory
J&-If
your answer to Interrogatory
37 is in the
affirmative,
please describe what you meant to convey by each such
phrase.
See response to Interrogatory
No. 37.
Interrogatory
39.-If
your answer to Interrogatory
37 is in the
negative, please state whether during a meeting with Richard Helms
you, in discussing the possibility
of Allende’s becoming the President
of Chile, referred to:
(1) Risks involved in a CIA activity in Chile;
(2) The American Embassy in Chile ; or
(3) The Chilean economy.
It is my present recollection
that the September 15, 1970
meeting referred to in Interrogatory
So. 36 was held for the
purpose of discussing the prospect of Salvador Sllende’s election to the Presidency
of Chile. ,4t that time, as more fully
set forth in response to Interrogatory
So. M, I was greatly
concerned that Mr. ,411ende’s presence in that office would
directly
and adversely
affect the security
interests
of the
United States. During the meeting in my office, I informed
Mr. Helms that I wanted the C.I.A. to determine whether
it was possible for a political opponent of Mr. Allende to
be elected President by the Chilean Congress. It was my opinion that any effort to brin g about. a political defeat of Mr.
Mlende could succeed onlv if the participation
of the C.1~4.
was not disclosed. Therefore,
I instructed
Mr. Helms that
the C.I.A. should proceed covertly. I further informed Mr.
Helms that to be successful, any effort to defeat Mr. Allende
mould have to be supported by the military factions in Chile.
Because the C.I.A.‘s
covert activity
in supporting
Mr.
Allende’s political opponents might at some point be discovered, I instructed
that the American Embassy in Chile not
be involved. I did this so that the American Embassy could
remain a viable operation regardless of the outcome of the
election.
I further
instructed
Mr. Helms and Dr. Kissinger
that
any action which the United States could take which might
impact adversely on the Chilean economy-such
as terminating all foreign aid assistance to Chile except that for humanitarian purposes-should
be taken as an additional step in preventing Mr. Allende from becoming President of Chile, thereby negating the communist influence within that country.
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z~l.ttm~optory
&I.-H your aim-er
to Interrogatory
39 is in the
&irmatire,
please relate the nature of your reference to these subjects.
See response to Interrogatory
SO.
39.
Zntewogatovy
Q-I’lease
state whether,
on September
15, 1970,
yOLI instructed
Kichard Hclnls to have the Central Intelligence Agency
attempt to prevent ,Salvador Allcnde from assuming the office of
President of Chile.
See response to Interrogatory
So. 39.
Zlr.trl~tegatol~y 42.-H
your answer to Interrogatory
41 is in the
negative, please state whether you gave such an mstruction
to someone other than Richard Helms.
See response to Interrogatory
SO.
39.
Zrctewoyator~y
d.j.-If
vour answer to Interrogatory
42 is in the
afhrmative.
please identify each individual
who received such an instruction from you.
See response to Interrogatory
So. 39.
Zntewogatoq
&$.--Please
state what national security interests Of
the United States, if any, were threatened by an Allende presidency
in Chile.
In 1964 Salvador
Allende made a very strong bid for
the Presidency
of Chile. I was aware that at that time the
incumbent Administration
in the United States determined
that it was in the interests of this nation to impede Mr.
Allende’s becoming president because of his alignment with
and support
from various communist
countries,
especially
Cuba. It is important
to remember, of course, that President
Kennedy, only two years before, had faced the Cuban crisis
in which the Soviet Union had gained a military
base of
operations in the Western Hemisphere
and had even begun
installation
of nuclear missiles. The expansion
of Cubanstyled communist infiltration
into Chile would have provided
a “beachhead”
for guerrilla
operations
throughout
South
America. There was a great deal of concern expressed in 1964
and again in 1970 by neighboring
South American countries
that if Mr. Allende were elected president,
Chile would
quickly become a haven for communist operatives who could
infiltrate and undermine independent governments
throughout South America. I was aware that the Administrations
of President
Kennedv
and President
Johnson
expended
approximately
four million dollars on behalf of Mr. Allende’s
opponents and had prevented Mr. Allende from becoming
President.
It was in this context that, in September 1970, after Mr.
Sllende had received a plurality
but not a majority
of the
general electorate’s votes, that I determined that the C.I.A.
should attempt to brin, u about Mr. Allende’s
defeat in the
congressional
election procedure. The same national security
interests
which
I had understood
prompted
Presidents
Kennedy and ,Johnson to act from 1962-1964, prompted my
concern and the decision to act in 1970.
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Interrogatory
,$j.-Richard
Helms has testified that if he ever
carried a Jlarshall’s baton in his knapsack out of the Oval Office, it
was following the September 15. 1970 meeting referred to above.
Please state what your understanding w-aszon September 15, 1970, as
to the means by whtch the Central Intelligence Agency would attempt
to prevent ,\llende from assuming the presidency of Chile.
I do not recall discussing during the September 15, 1970
meeting specific means to be used by the C.I.A. to attempt to
prevent Mr. Allende from assuming the Presidency of Chile.
I recall the meeting as one that focused upon the policy considerations which should influence my decision to act and
upon the general means available to accomplish the objective.
As I have previously stated, I recall discussing the direct
expenditure of funds to assist Mr. Allende’s opponents, the
termination of United States financial aid and assistance
programs as a means of adversely affecting the Chilean
economy: and the effort to enlist support of various factions,
including the military, behind a candidate who could defeat
Mr. Allcncle in the congressional confirmation procedure.
Zntmrogato/,y
&Y.-The Committee has received testimony to the
rfFect that information concerning the activity being conducted by the
Central Intelligence Agency in Chile, as a result of instructions received from you on September 15, 1970, was not to be made available
to the Department of State or the Department of Defense. Please
state whether you issued instructions that the Department of State
or the Department of Defense were not to be informecl of certain CL\
activities in Chile.
I do not recall specifically issuing instructions that the activity being conducted by the C.I.A. in Chile not be disclosed
to the Department of State or the Department, of Defense.
However. I (10 recall instructing that the C’.I.h.‘s activities
in Chile be carried out covertly in order to be eflectire and
that knowledge of the C.I.A.‘s actions be kept on a need-toknow basis only.
Zntewogato7y
Jr.-If
your answer to Interrogatory
36 is in the affirmative, please state the reasons why you instructed such information
to be withheld front the Departments of State and Defense.
See response to Interrogatory So. 46.
/?~fe)~rogato)vy &?.-Please state whether the activities conducted in
Chile by the pIA1 as a result of instructions received by Richard
IIelms from TOLL in September 19’iO. known within the CIA as “Track
II!’ activities. were known to :
A. Secretary of State Rogers;
13. Secretary of Defense Laird;
c. I-rider Secretary of State for Political Affairs Johnson;
I). Deputy Secretary of Defense Packard ; or
E. Chairman of the ,Joint, Chiefs of Staff AdmiraI Moorer.
I do not recall being aware that the C.I.A.‘s activities in
Chile were being carried out under designations such as
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‘*Track I” or b*T~,ack II.“ In any event, I do not know what!
if any. of the C.I.A.‘s actirities’in
Chile were known to:
h. Secretary of State Rogers;
FS. Secretary of T>rfcnse T,airtl ;
C. T’ntlersecretary
of Statca for Political ,iffairs *Johnson:
I). Depty
Secretal,\. of Tkfense Packard;
01
E. Chairman
of ,Joint Chiefs of Staff’ Admiral
Moorer.
Znfe7~~~ogatoi~y dR.-Please state approximately how frequently tluring the period ‘September 15, 1970 through October 24, 1970. you were
personally consulted \vith regard to CIA activities in Chile.
I do not presently recall being personally consulted with
regard to (‘.I.,\. activities in Chile at any time during the
period September 15. 1970 through October 21> 1970, except
as described in rrspon~ to Tnterrogatory So. 52.
Znterrogatory
%).-Please state wit.h whom, during the period referred to in Interrogatory 49, you discussed CIA activities in Chile.
See response to Interrogatory No. 52.
Intewogatory
S1.-Please state whether you were aware that during
the period referred to in Interrogatory
49 the CIA was attempting to
promote a military coup in Chile.
Except as set forth in response to Interrogatory
No. 52,
I do not recall beicg aware that during the period referred to
in Interrogatory
10.49 the C.I.A. was attempt.ing to promote
a military coup in Chile.
Interrogatory
5.2.-Secretary
Kissinger has stated that in midOctober 19’70 you orally instructed him to call off CIA attempts to
promote a military coup in Chile. Please state whether you, at any
time, issued instructions that the CIA was to terminate efforts toward
promoting a military coup in Chile.
My present recollection is that in mid-October 19’70, Dr.
Kissinger informed me that the C.I.A. had reported to him
that their efforts to enlist the support of various factions in
attempts by Mr. Allende’s opponents to prevent Allende from
becoming president had not been successful and likely would
not be. Dr. Kissinger told me that under the circumstances
he had instructed the C.I.S. to abandon the effort.. I informed
Dr. Kissinger that I agreed with that. instruction.
Interrogatory
&Y.-If
your answer to Interrogatory
52 is in the
affirmative, please state :
A. To whom such instructions were given; and
B. Whether the instruct.ions were intended to cover all coup attempts or whether they were limited to a particular and specific coup
at,tempt.

See response to Interrogatory No. 52.
hterrogatory
Ad.-Plea.se state whether, while President, you received information concerning plans for a military coup in Chile
involving the kidnapping of:
A. General Rene Schneider; or
B. Any other Chilean.
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I do not recall reeciving
information,
while President,
concerning plans for a military
coup in Chile involving
the
kidnapping
of General Rene Schneider or any ot,her Chilean.
Interrogatory
55.-Please
state whether you were aware that the
Central Intelligence
Agency passed machine guns and other material
to Chilean military officials known to the Central Int.elligence Agency
to be planning a coup attempt.
My recollection
is that I was not aware t.hat the C.I.A.
passed machine guns or other material to Chilean military
officials known to t.he C.I.A. to be planning a coup attempt.
Znterroga.tary
56.-Testimony
has been received by the Committee
concerning
a September 15, 1970 meeting between Donald Kendall,
Augustin
Edwards,
publisher of the Chilean newspaper, EZ Mercwio,
Dr. Kissinger
and Attorney
General JIitchell.
Please state whether
you instructed
either Dr. Kissinger
or Attorney
General Jlitchell to
meet with Messrs. Kendall and Edwards.
I recall that during, I believe, September 1970, I received
a call from Mr. Donald Kendall who informed me that Mr.
hugustin
Edwards,
a man I had met during my years in private life, was in this country and was interested in informing
appropriate
officials here concerning recent. developments
in
Chile. I told Jlr. Kendall that he should have 1lr. Edwards
talk to Dr. Kissinger
or Attorney
General Mitchell, who was
a member of the National Security Council. I do not recall
whether I subsequently
instructed
either Mr. Mitchell or Dr.
Kissinger
to meet with Mr. Edwards.
It is quite possible that
I did.
Znterrogato?y
5Y.-Richard
Helms has testified that he was ordered
to meet with Augustin
Edwards
and that he did so on the morning
of September 14, 1970, or September 15, 1970. Please state who ordered Helms to meet with Edwards.
I do not recall directing Mr. Helms to meet with Mr. Edwards nor do I recall instructing
anyone on my staff to so
instruct him.
Interrogatory
B.-Richard
Helms has testified as to his impression
that you called the September 15, 1970 meeting, referred to in Interrogatory 45, as a result of Edwards’
presence in 1Tashington and information,
passed from Edwards
through
Donald Kendall,
about
conditions in Chile and vc-hat was happening there. Please state whether
any of the instructions
given by you to Richard Helms in September
of 1970 were given as a result of information,
concerning conditions
*n Chile, supplied from Edwards
to Kendall.
I do not recall that either the timing or t.he purpose of the
September 15, 1970 meeting concerning Chile had any relationship to Mr. Augustin
Edward’s
presence in Washington
or the information
he may have conveyed to Dr. Kissinger,
Attorney
General Xtchell,
or Director
Helms. Therefore, I
do not believe that any instructions
Director Helms may have
received during that meeting were given as a result of information, concerning conditions in Chile, supplied from Mr.
Edwards
to Mr. Kendall.
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Znterrogatomy
59.-Please state whether you informed Mr. Kendall,
during the summer of 19’70, in words or substance. that you would see
to it that the Central Intelligence +genc,y received appropriate instructions so as to alloFT it to take actlon amled at preventing hllende
from becoming President of Chile.
I do not remember informing Jlr. Kendall? in words or
substance, that I would see to it that the C.I.A. received appropriate instructions so as to allow it to take action aimed
at preventing Allencle from becoming President of Chile.
Interrogatory
GO.-Please state whether, while President, you received information that the International Telephone and Telegraph
Corporation had macle any offer of money to the I’nited States
Government, to be used for the purpose of preventing allende from
taking office.
I do not recall receiving information, while President, that
the International Telephone and Telegraph Corporation had
made any offer of money to the Cnitcd States Gorernment.
to be used for the purpose of preventing Allende from taking
office.
Zntemogato~y
CI.-If
your answer to Interrogatory
60 is in the
affirmative, please state :
A. Who informed you of this offer:
B. Your response when so informed; and
C. Your understanding of the nature and terms of the offer.
See response to Interrogatory
So. 60.
Interrogatory
GR.-Please state whet.her, while President, you received information that :
A. The International
Telephone and Telegraph Corporation, or
any other Cnited States corporation, was. in connection with the 1970
Chilean election, making money ava’ilable to anti-Allende groups;
B. The International
Telephone and Telegraph Corporation, or
any other American corporation, made money available to opponents
of Allende’s 1964 campaign for the presidency; or
C. Cooperation was rendered by the CId, in 1964. to any United
States corporation in connection with the corporation’s provision of
funds to Chileans opposing Allende’s election.
I do not recall receiving information, while President,
that :
A. The International Telephone and Telegraph Corporation, or any other I-nited States corporation, was. in connection with the 1970 Chilean election, making money available
to anti-Allende groups ;
B. The International Telephone and Telegraph Corporation, or any other American corporation, made money available to opponents of -4llende’s 1964 campaign for the presidency ; or
C. Cooperation was rendered by the C.I.A., in 1964 to any
United States corporation in connection with the corporat,ion’s provision of funds to Chileans opposing Allende’s
election.
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Znterrogatoyy
63.-If
your answer to any portion of Interrogatory
62 is in the affirmative. Dleasestate :
A. Who informed yb; ;
B. Your response when soinformed ; and
C. The nature of the information supplied you.
See response to Interrogatory So. 62.
Znte?-rogatory
64.-Please state whether? after Allende was inaugurated, the United States, directly or indirectly, continued its contacts
with Chilean military officers for the purpose of promoting a military
coup d’etat.
I do not know whet.her? after Allende was inaugurated,
the United States, directly or indirectly, continued its contacts with Chilean military officers for the purpose of promoting a military coup d’etat.
Interrogatory
65.-If
your answer to Interrogatory
64 is in the
negative, please state whether you issued instructions to the CIA to
insure that Chilean military officials, Iv-it6 whom the United States
had been in contact prior to Allenne’s inauguration, knew it was not
the desire of the United States Government that a.military coup topple
the Allende government.
None of the instructions I recall issuing prior to Mr.
Allende’s becoming President of Chile, nor any of the information I recall receiving during that period led me to believe
that it was necessary to issue instructions to the C.I.A. to
insure that Chilean military officials, with whom the United
States had been in contact prior to Allende’s inauguration,
knew it was not the desire of the United States Government
that a military coup topple the Allende government.
Interrogatory
66.-If
your answer to Interrogatory
65 is in the
affirmative, please state :
A. To whom such instructions wer’egiven;
B. Whether they were oral or written; and
C. The approximate date of the instructions.
See response to Interrogatory No. 65.
Interrogatory
67.-Thomas Karamessines has testified as to his
belief that the seeds laid in the Track II effort in 1970 had their
impact in 1973. Please state whether you believe that the actions undertaken by the CIA in Chile :
A. During September and October 1970; or
B. Between October 1970 and September 1973 were, to any degree
a factor in bringing about the successful 1973 coup.
It is my opinion that the actions which I authorized the
C.I.A. to take in September 1970 to prevent &Mr.Allende from
becoming President of Chile, and which with my approval
were terminated in October 1970, were not a factor in bringing about the 1973 military coup.
Znterrogato?y
68.-If
your answer to Interrogatory
67 is in the
affirmative, please describe the manner in which such activities contributed to the occurrence of the 1973 coup.
See response to Interrogatory No. 67.
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Znte,~~~ogccto/~y
C,9.-Sational
Security Decision Jfemoranclum
No.
93
is attached at Tab F. With respect to the “necessary
actions” referred
to at page 2. please discuss :
&4. The actions taken. if any, in connection
with subsections
a
through
d;
IL WhetherY as suggested on page 2 therein, any “existing
commitments” were reduced, delaved or terminated;
C. Rv what means TTnithd States private business interests
were
made aiv-are of TJnited States Gorernmcnt
concern with the Government of Chile ; and
D. The extent to which the United
States Government
elicited
the aid of United
States private
businesses with investments
or
operations
in Chile.
Apart from issuin, a the directives set forth in NSDRI NO.
93, I do not recall receiving reports or other information
concerning the specific implementation
of the directives.
hter~'ogutoi-y
70.-A tape recording of a June 23,1972 conversation
between yourself and H. R. Haldeman attributes
to you the following remark : ‘<. . . Ire protected Helms from one hell of a. lot of things.”
Please identify with particula.rity
the “things”
referred to by YOU in
this conversation.
I recall that in earlv 1972 Richard Helms, as Director of
the C.I.A., discussed dith me the fact that a former employee
of the Agency leas preparing a book for publication which
would, for the first time, reveal a great deal of classified
information about the C.I.A. which he believed should not
be disclosed in the interest of t.he C.I.A. or the Nation. I
assumedfrom Director Helms’ long affiliation with the agency
that his assessmentof the detrimental etl’ect of such revelations was accurate.
Mr. Helms explained that the C.I.A. contemplated taking
legal action to prevent these disclosures. I do not recall Mr.
Helms discussing any specific revelations that might be made,
but I was concerned that there might be disclosures of highly
sensitive C.I.A. covert activities. Although disclosure of
many of these matters would have involved actions of previous Administrations, rather than mine, I believed it would
damage the C.I.A.‘s ability to function effectively in the
future and thereby weaken the intelligence capabilities of
the United States. It, is also my recollection that Mr. Helms
and I discussed the intense criticism my Administration and
the C.I.A. might recieoe in the media for taking such legal
actions. He felt that charges might be made that. we were
“suppressing” the right of free expression. I recall assuring
Mr. Helms he was doing the right thing in defending the
C.I.A. and that he would have mv full support despite
crit.icism. Therefore, I assured the Director that the White
House would support the C.I.,4.‘s position in opposing such
disclosures. As I recall? it was in light of this incident that,
on June 23, 1972?I ma.de the statement to H. R. Haldeman
referred t.o in this interrogatory.

16’7
(n.te?*~ogutoyy yZ.-Please
state whether you were ever informed
that any presidentially-appointed
member of your Sdministratioq,
Or
any officer or official of any gore.rnment agency, lied to, or intentmnally misled, any committee or subcommittee
of the United States
Congress, in testimony relating to events in. or affecting, Chile during
the period 19’70-1973, inclusive.
I do not recall ever being informed that a presidential1
appointed member of my Sdministration,
or an officer or oI%cial of a government agency, lied to, or intentionally
misled,
any committee or subcommittee
of the United States Congress, in testimony relating to events in, or affecting, Chile
during the period 1970-1973 inclusive.
Intewogatory
72.--If your answer to Interrogatory
71 is in the
affirmative, please state as to each instance in which you were so
informed.
A. Who informed you ;
B. The name of the testifying official, or officials;
C. The committee before which the testimony was given; and
D. The approximate date of the testimony.
See response to Interrogatory
No. 71.
Interrogatory
73.-During
your Administration,
a number of
“crisis” situations arose? domestically
and throughout
the world.
Please describe the quality of the intelligence
provided you in connection with those crises, including specifically :
A. Whether it was ade uate ;
B. Whether it was time Y y ; and
C. Whether it was internally consistent.
Considering the pressures and the enormous problems confronted by the intelligence
community,
I believe that, with
some unfortunate
exceptions, the quality of intelligence
received during my Administration
was relatively
adequate.
Intelligence
collection is a very difficult, highly sophisticated
art and the United States has progressed in its development.
Naturally,
any President, holding the tremendous power he
does-including
the power to wage nuclear war-desires and
needs the very best intelligence
information
available. It is
comforting, for example, when sitting down to difficult negotiations, to know the fallback positions of our adversaries
or their areas of vulnerability-an
advantage that can be
gained or lost not only through adept intelligence work but
through deliberate or unwitting leaks of such information;
a
problem I faced at various times during my Administration
and have referred to earlier.
Desiring the very best intelligence information,
of course,
will in itself lead a President to believe that improvements
are possible and warranted. On the international
level, for
example, better intelligence concerning the 1973 Yom Kippur
War in the Middle East might have permitted moves to avert
it. On the domestic front, the need for improved information
is equally as great. Terrorist activity in the United States,
which had reached unprecedented heights in the late 196(Ys
and early 1970’s seems again to be on the increase. The tragic
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bolnbil~g at TJaGl~ardia -1irport in which eleven persons
vere
killed IIIEIV onlv be a forerunner to a Ned round of premeditated vioience.‘It
was in a similar context
in 1970-a
time
at
whicll incidents of bombings and hijackings had reached an
all-tilne high-that
I requested officials of the various intelligence agencies to eralnate domestic intelligence
capabilities
in this country and to recommend steps for its improvement.
What many persons refused to recognize when the existence
of the “Huston!’
erallIation
became known: but what your
Comnlittee’s investigation
has 110~ established beyond doubt,
is that none of the recolillnnldations
contained in the Huston
evaluation departed from actions taken under at least four or
fire earlier ,1dministrations.
Indeed, the recommendations
set forth in that study were in most respects similar to the
rccoiiiiiientlatioiis
emanating from the current reviews of the
intell$encc
communify. The difference, of course, was that in
utilizm,g the various mtelligence methods suggested, such as
(:.I.-1. mfornlants within the United States to trace communist alliances with terrorist organizations
who had threatened domestic violence to protest the Viet Sam War, my
,~dlnillistl.;ltion
was viewed as bent upon stifling dissenting
political
views. The intermixture
of protected political activity, civil disobedience, and acts of terrorism-all
under
the antiwar rubric-was
so .great that to more !gainst terrorism was to be guilty of political suppression. Unfortunately,
the tools available to get at the one while avoiding the other
were not as delicate as the su~geon’s scalpel. Perhaps this
Committee’s
reconlnlendations
In the area of improved domestic intelligence will more closely resemble the instruments
of a suqgyon.
If, however, by overreacting to past excesses
this Committee
impedes domestic or foreign intelligence
capabilities, it may later find that in a period of terrorists
bombings, kidnapping
and assassinations, the public interest
will require more authoritarian
measures-despite
their impact on personal libert.ies-than
the more delicate but less
effective alternatives.
Interrogatory
rd.--With
regard to the situations referred to in Interrogatory 73, please describe those situations, if any, in which the
puality of intelligence you received, both foreign and domestic, was
in your view:
A. Inadequate ;
B. Misleading;
C. Otherwise unsatisfactory;
or
D. Extremely good.
See response to Interrogatory
No. 73.
Interrogatory
75.-Answering
with respect to both foreign intelligence and domestic intelligence, please state your opinion as to how the
quality of the intelligence
received by the White House during your
Administration
could have been improved.
See response to Interrogatory
No. 73.
Interrogatory
76.-Answering
with respect to both foreign and domestic intelligence, please state what administrative
reorganization
of
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the intelligence community,
if any, would have improved the quality
of the intelligence
received by the \\‘hite
House during your
14dnlinistration.
See response to Interrogatory
X0. 77.
Indewogatory
77.-As a result of your years of government service,
including service as both Vice President and President, you have had
occasion to develop insights into n~ny of tne issues currently before
the Committee.
The Committee would welcome your comments and
suggestions as to the structure, organization,
and function of the
United States intelligence
community,
or any part of it, including
any statement as to ways in which improvements
might be made.
Attached at Tab G is a copy of S. Res. 21, the Resolution pursuant
to which the Committee was established. Section 2 of the Resolution
expressly authorizes and directs the Committee to investigate certain
enumerated matters relating to the intelligence community. The Committee would also welcome your comments with respect to any of
these enumerated matters.
In 194’7 as a “freshman” Congressman and member of the
Herter Committee,
I visited a devastated European continent. Seeing Berhn in the agonies of partition
and seeing
Italy under the severe challen e of Communist
takeover;
indeed, seeing Europe emerge Prom war in an age of stark
idealogical conflict-all
these as well as other factors fostered
my firm belief in the need for a strong, determined, and effective intelligence system during a period of Cold war.
The world has changed since 1947, and I have been privileged to have played a role in much of that change. Tragically, however, there is much that has not changed. The realities of international
relations have not lessened our need for
intelligence. Throughout
history, where the great powers are
concerned, during a period of detente the danger of war goes
down but the danger of conquest without war goes up.
Consequently, I have found recent efforts to emasculate
the Central Intelli,gence Amencv and related intellivence organizations to be not only incredibly short-sighted but potentially dangerous to the security of all free nations. The greatest disservice of the Select Committee would be to take any
action or make any recommendation
which would diminish
by the slightest degree the capabilities
of our intelligence
community.
Even as a distant observer I can say without reservation
that the revelations and investigations over the past year have
had the obvious effect of lessening United States intelligence
capabilities
in the world.
Even the least sophisticated among us can see that morale
among these essential public servants is probably at an alltime low.
The secrecp that is crucial to a successful intelligence system has been routinely violated, causing in many quarters
a casual indifference to the need for security. For the national media to publish and disseminate classified national
security information
is in my view irresponsible journalism.
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That thev and those who leak classified information
to them
in violation of the law would continue to be oblivious to the
harm they are doing to the Sation reflects not on their patriotism but on their intelligence and judgment.
From my experience in the Executive branch I would be
prepared to predict that lIecause of what has happened over
the past year, vital intelligence sources hare dried up. I am
certain that other governmentsY readiness to accept our word
as bond and to be assured that we can keep their confidences
have steadily diminished. What new opportunities
have been
lost or what unwishecl consequences we might have suffered
because of constant attacks in the media and by the Congress
are not possible to know. It is all too likely that we will learn
of them “the hard way.”
I realize it is in vogue to rail against covert activities and
clandestine
operations.
Some have even rhetorically
questioned the very need for secrecy in the conduct of foreign affairs. Perhaps there was a time when some of this criticism
was necessary or even helpful. However,
I think that paraphrasing an old aphorism is apt here: nothing exceeds like
excess.
The pendulum has swung too far. Were today’s conditions
in existence seven years ago it is highly questionable whether
the historic new opening could have been made to the People’s Republic of China. Efforts
to get the return of our
POW’s
and achieve an honorable peace in Vietnam might
well have been aborted. Significant
new initiatives
in the
Middle East would have been delayed. Nuclear arms limitations and other agreements with the Soviet Union-difficult
achievements under the best of conditions--would
have been
much more difficult.
Therefore. I make the following
recommendations.
1. That Congressional
oversight responsibilities,
which are
appropriate
as a mechanism for legislative participation
in
the policy decisions affecting intelligence activities, be delegated to a joint committee consisting of not more than twelve
Senators and Representatives.
2. That no information
or material made available to the
joint oversight committee be made available to any Congressional staff member, except the staff of the joint committee,
which should be limited to not more than six members.
3. That. a statute be enacted making it a criminal violation
to reveal to any unauthorized
person information
classified
pursuant to applicable law or executive order.
4. That a committee consisting of representatives
from each
of the intelligence agencies be established to coordinate their
respective activities.
5. That the joint intelligence committee study the question
of the extent to which continued limitations
on C.I.A. domestic intelligence
activities,
where there is a direct connection to matters of foreign espionage, sabotage or counterintelligence,
should be continued.
Freedom
without
security
produces
anarchy.
Security
\Tithout freedom produces dictatorship.
Maintaining
the deli-
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mte balance between freedom and security
has been the
genius of the American
democracy and the reason it has survived for 200 years. Failure to provide this balance has been
the cause for the failure of democratic governments
to survive in many other parts of the world.
The Executive,
the Congress, and the Judiciary
have inherited a great legacy and have a special responsibility
to
maintain that balance so that our American system of government will continue to survive in a time when security
and freedom are in jeopardy
at home and abroad.
It is important
at this time to step back and assess not
only. what action should or must be taken with respect to a
particular
matter,
but also the immediate
circumstances
which seem to compel that action be taken at all. In assessing
the present circumstances,
it is my opinion that the indlscriminnte
denigration
that has been heaped recently upon
the Central
Intelligence
Agency, the Federal Bureau of
Tnvcstigation,
and 0~11' other intelligence agencies has been
most unfortunate.
In the zeal of some to reform and others
to expose, we have come very near throwing
the baby out
with the bath water. We live in imperfect
t.imes in an uncertain world. As a nation we need every possible capability,
not mcrelv to survive, but to be better able to build the kind
of world ;n peace that has been man’s perpetual goal. I fear
that the moralizing
and posturing
with regard to our intelligence agencies over the past year have caused us t.o lose
~nuch
of that capability.
Let us hope that it does not cause
us to lose the peace.
RICHARD

NIXON.

