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CIA STATION FOR CONGRESS—
ATTACK'NG THE BULLETIN

From the moment the CovertAction Information Bulletin
appeared last summer, the CIA and its supporters have used
it as a foil for mounting new attacks against critics who would
expose their crimes and personnel, charter their activities or,
better yet, legislate them out of existence.

Hardly strangers to methods of domestic political manipu-
lation and black propaganda, the “CIA’s Station for Congress”
(as it was once called by a disgusted Church Committee
staffer), along with its. selected agents of the press corps,
used the strategy in 1975 of blaming the assassination of
Richard Welch on CounterSpy magazine, thus turning Con-
gressional investigations of their illegal clandestine activities
into forums on how to protect their own people’s safety,
while expanding their covert operations abroad. All this was
successfully pulled off, despite public horror over what the
investigations had revealed: CIA involvement in secret wars
and coups,.murders of foreign leaders, bribery of elected
officials, assassination plots with Mafia gangsters, domestic
spying and drug testing, and on and on.

Since the conclusion of the ill-fated hearings of the Senate
Select Committee on Intelligence Operations, with its volum-
inous reports docuinenting CIA “abuses,” there has been not
a single law passed to control the Machiavellian activities of
any of the intelligence agencies. Toothless committees in the
House and Senate have been set up to oversee secret opera-
tions, but all they have achieved—as the head of one com-
mittee admits—is a “respectable relationship” with the CIA.
A reform bill, S. 2525, has been proposed and will presumably
be dealt with during the next Congress, but many critics fear
that it will only strengthen covert action, its passage legiti-
mizing assassinations, coups and the like, which up till now
have been—at least in name—illegal. As a counterthrust to the
attempt at intelligence “chartering,” friends of the CIA have
introduced their own legislation, proposing drastic curbs on
First Amendment rights. Dubbed the “anti-Agee” bill,
S. 1578 criminalizes exposures of intelligence personnel and
operations by present or former government employees—
even if the activity exposed is illegal.

Why, when the Agency has clearly had the upper hand for

most of the last three years, is it mobilizing all its forces for a
new campaign against its opponents? The answer is that it
does not have the public support or trust needed for a clear
mandate to move against its critics, regardless of its oppor-
tunistic but fickle Congressional cronies.

In the aftermath of the last struggle on the Hill, massive
public awareness brought about the defeat of S. 1, the indict-
ment of Richard Helms (though he was let off with a wrist-
slap), continued exposure from former employees, trouble-
some Freedom of Information Act lawsuits, and even some
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real rumblings within the Agendy, and between it and the
White House, resulting in a purge of many “old guard”
spies.

All this has unquestionably weakened and demoralized
the CIA, and their present push undertakes not only to
strengthen their forces through legislation, but also to stifle

. all criticism, all exposures, all dissent.

As always, they divert attention. from the basic evils of
their monstrous intelligence apparatus by name calling. To
be against the CIA and its practices is to be a “terrorist,” a
“foreign agent,” or a “murderer.” An analysis of the cam-
paign against the Bulletin and various allies demonstrates
that it is directed, financed:-and coordinated by the far right
(many of them former employees), and that it is -aimed at
winning over moderates and conservatives.

Larry McDonald and the .Conyé$ionﬂ Record

When the CovertAction: Information Bulletin was first
launched at a press conference during the XI World Festival
of Youth and Students in Havana, the right wing pounced.
A detailed articlé about the Bulétin, the staff, and the press
conference appeared in Information Digest, published by
John Rees. Rees, who was exposed several years ago as an
undercover agent, masquerading as John Seely, infiltrated
the left in New York and Washington in the early 1970s.
Later he began publishing all that he had gathered, surmised
or invented in his magazine, which was circulated to various
law enforcement and extreme right wing organizations around
the country. His wife, S. Louise Rees, aka Sheila O’Connor,
infiltrated, among other groups, the National Lawyers Guild
and the Institute for Policy Studies. For a number of years
now she has been a member of the staff of Congressman
Larry McDonald (R.-Ga.), the John Birch Society officer
who has the distinction of being the most stridently right
wing Member of Congress, and who uses the Reeses’ intelli-
gence gathering for his ubiquitous insertions in the Congres-
sional Record.

Rees’s piece in Information Digest threw together every-
thing he had in his files on the six members of the Bulletin
staff with a few quotes from Havana—generally inaccurate,
and often attributed to the wrong person. Still it was enough
to let anyone know that some members of the press at the
Festival were reporting rather quickly to McDonald and the
Reeses. Of course, Information Digest is read only by the
already converted, so, as is his practice, McDonald reprinted
Rees’s piece in the Congressional Record to give it wider cir-
culation.
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The Washington Post

The Washington Post then joined the campaign against the
Bulletin with an article headlined: “Worldwide Effort Being
Launched to ‘Destabilize’ CIA.” The story quoted CIA
spokesperson Herbert -Hetu, “This thing [the Bulletin] is
incredible . . . unbelievable. This goes beyond whistleblowing.
- . . These people are operating under the overall pretext that
everything we do is wrong.” In an apparent effort to harm
the Bulletin, the Post article gave an incorrect publisher of
the Bulletin and listed the office address of one of the mem-
bers, causing right-wing death threats by phone and mail.

The Post article raised once again the Welch assassination,
and concluded, not so surprisingly, by citing John Rees as
the source of information about the Bulletin staff.

Human Events

Human Events, which bills itself as the “National Con-
servative Weekly,” ran a front page lead story in its August
19 issue carrying these distortions even further. “Lives of
CIA Agents Deliberately Imperiled,” it squealed. Again,
Rees’s information is cited and the Welch story is the justi-
fication. Typically, none of the CIA supporters who resurrect
the Welch case ever point out that after his assassination, the
person appointed to replace him as Chief of Station was an
officer who had already been named as CIA in both Greek
and American press. N
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Jack Anderson’s Washington Merry-Go-Round

Another major salvo against the Bulletin appeared in Jack
Anderson’s column of August 30th. In a passing reference
to CovertAction, Anderson referred to “CIA defector Philip
Agee, working with known communist agents.” Apparently
having discussed the matter with Admiral Turner, he stated
that “CIA chief Stansfield Turner told us that Agee’s publica-
tions have been ‘very damaging.’ Turner said that a CIA agent
who has served his country anonymously ‘suddenly is made
public by someone like Agee and his usefulness, his career,
his prospects are greatly reduced from then on through no
fault of his after he has spent many years of deprivation and
sacrifice.”’

Turner’s concern is, perhaps, the best recommendation for
the effectiveness and seriousness of the Bulletin. It is unfor-
tunate that he does not make clear that the “service” to their
country for which he applauds his agents consists in the main
of corrupting, subverting and destabilizing other governments
and officials around the world, and involves bribery, black-
mail, assassination and similar activity.

4 CovertAction

Another curious aspect of Anderson’s attack on the
Bulletin is his reference to the staff as “known communist
agents.” This is even beneath his usual selective standards of
accuracy, and is particularly ironic in that, over the past sev-
eral years, the Bulletin staff has provided information and re-
search, verified or refuted tips and leads, located documents,
and assisted his staff in checking facts for his stories about
the intelligence complex. On many occasions this informa-
tion has appeared in print in his column, clothed as the re-
sults of Mr. Anderson’s own tireless research.

The “Retired” Intelligence Officers

Not long ago, the Association of Retired Intelligence
Officers changed its name to the Association of Former In-
telligence Officers (AFIO). The change possibly rectified a
real misrepresentation, because these people are hardly re-
tired from the intelligence business, and it is an open ques-
tion how many are no longer on Agency payrolls. Founded
by former CIA officer and anti-Allende propagandist David
Phillips, and headed since October 1977 by former CIA man,
General Richard Giles Stillwell, AFIO spends much of its
time lobbying bitterly against the Agency’s critics, especially
Philip Agee. It also provides speakers—although AFIO
people have refused to debate Bulletin staffers—and, in
general, attempts to spread the belief that the CIA is a neces-
sary and well-meaning organization protecting the security of
the United States.

The Foundations

Two new foundations have grown out of the CIA’s coun-
terattack, and led by former luminaries of the Agency, they
have joined in the attack on CovertAction. The less sophisti-
cated but more sensational of the two is the Security and
Intelligence Fund, chaired by James Jesus Angleton, the
former Chief of Counterintelligence fired in 1974 by William
Colby. A rabid caricature of a cold war anti-communist,
Angleton has circulated to a “carefully selected” list a “Dear
Friend” letter, dated September 29, 1978. In it he seeks
support for an open lobbying effort to stop what he views
as a concerted attempt by “leftists” in and out of Congress,
orchestrated by the KGB, to paralyze the U.S. intelligence
effort. Angleton’s fundraising pitch begins with an attack on
the Bulletin and on “Dirty Work’ and includes, for the bene-
fit of recipients who might not have noticed it, the Washington
Post article. The letter bemoans the fact that “Agee gets off
scot-free”” while the Justice Department “seeks to prosecute
our own agents for doing their job.” Angleton ignores a
rather important fact—that Agee was not accused of any
crime, while the FBI higher-ups for whom he laments have
been indicted for serious felonies.

Angleton’s paranoia, as Colby apparently recognized,
knows no bounds. His thesis is that there is a monumental
KGB plan to dismantle U.S. inteiligence, and that half of
Congress, the Justice Department, and all critics of the Agency
are part of it. This theme is carried throughout the Dear
Friend letter; through Edward Jay Epstein’s sloppy and in-
accurate book, “Legend: The World of Lee Harvey Oswald,”
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much of which was built from information supplied by
Angleton, and through the pages of a November 19 Wash-
ington Post article, “Tinker, Tailor, Soldier . . . CIA Mole?”
They all culminate in epitomizing the paranoia of the pro-
CIA campaign: CIA critics must be silenced because a Soviet
“mole”” has penetrated the hierarchy of the CIA and destroyed
national security to such an extent that only blind obedience
to the CIA Big Brother will correct the damage, and make it
safe for us to sleep again untroubled.

Somewhat more subtle are the efforts of Ray S. Cline,
former CIA Deputy Director of Intelligence. Cline, working
out of the Center for Strategic and International Studies of
Georgetown University, has long directed the CSIS world-
wide programs designed to give academic veneer and respect-
ability to the ideas of hardliners in the intelligence complex
on such subjects as Eurocommunism, terrorism, and, of
course, criticism of intelligence “abuses.” Cline’s new foun-
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dation (which he says is awaiting tax-exempt status), the
National Intelligence Study Center, has prepared a fund-
raising letter which begins, “Believing that you share my
deep concern over the damage that has been done to our in-
telligence agencies in recent years by indiscriminate criti-
cism . . .”. The pitch lists the plans and projects of NISC,
including cash prizes for books, articles and other writings on
“the role of American intelligence,” a pledge to maintain
“close contacts with academic centers, professional organi-
zations, the Defense Intelligence School, the CIA,” etc.,
placing a series of programs on educational TV, and the
eventual “collection of oral history—views and interviews
from key figures in intelligence history.” The Center even
plans to open an “imaginative but dignified” intelligence
museum. It remains to be seen whether this spies’ Madame
Toussaud’s will have tableaux showing the murder of Sal-
vador Allende, the Operation Phoenix assassination program
in Vietnam, the crowning of the Shah of Iran, the payoff to
Italian fascists, etc.
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Former Spocks

Also coming out of the CSIS group at Georgetown is a
new magazine, Washington Quarterly, edited by Michael
Ledeen, a cryptojournalist who orchestrated CIA manipula-
tions of the media in Chile and in Italy, along with right-wing
propagand1st Robert Moss, based in London. The Autumn
1978 issue carried a “CIA Round Table” in which George
Bush, Ray Cline, William Colby and Richard Helms discussed
the problems facing the intelligence complex, focusing es-
pecially on “legislation before the Hill still flogging the CIA
for something that waslong corrected.” Other issues pondered
by these spies were the campaign against the CIA and its
KGB connections, and the necessity for unrestrained and un-
reported covert actiom, including domestic operations in the
name of counterintelligence. In November the Washington
Post reprinted this article, under the title “The War Against
the CIA.”

Only a few weeks later, December 3, the Washmgton Star
ran yet another in this series of CIA analyses “A Veteran’s
View,” by Jack Maury, a CIA officer for 28 years, including
eight years as Chief of Soviet Operations and five years in
charge of CIA relations with Congress (Chief of Station for
Congress). Maury opens by echoing Admiral Tumner’s lament
that there is a danger that friendly foreign intelligence ser-
vices will no longer collaborate with CIA because of fear of
exposure through leaks. The media, Maury charges, has not
recovered from its arrogance of power for having affected the
“outcome of a major war and contributing to the downfall
of two presidents.” After a laundry list of stories document-
ing the “irresponsible zeal” of the media in exposing secrets,
and a vicious attack on those journalists who make “instant
celebrities” of former CIA employees “who were probably
ideologically or emotionally unfit for the demands of the in-
telligence business,” (in which category, incredibly, he in-
cludes James Angleton), Maury works his way around to the
CIA’s serious legislative pitch. He exhorts Congress to beef
up the espionage laws against whistleblowers without having
to go through the unnecessary difficulties of proving intent.
Maury hastens to add that he is not suggesting anything as
“drastic as the British Official Secrets Act or the espionage
laws of most other democratic countries.” He is merely pro-
posing a bill which would make illegal anything the director
of the CIA or any other intelligence agency says should be
ﬂlegal—specxﬁca]ly revealing the identities of officers and
agents or details of information collection.

The Bentsen Bill

Basically, what Maury is touting, although he wishes it
went further, is S. 1578, a bill sponsored by Senator Lioyd M.
Bentsen (D.-Tex.), and which is known as the anti-Agee bill.
(The House counterpart is H.R. 13901, sponsored by Rep.
Robert McClory (R.-Il.). The discussion of the bills, insofar
as they focus on Philip Agee and on books like Dirty Work,
somewhat miss the point. The naming of names in books and
in publications like this Bulletin have nothing to do with
people Philip Agee may have met while in the employ of the
CIA. And, of course, Louis Wolf and most of the other jour-
nalists who are engaged in this struggle to expose the CIA
were never in such government employ. The exposures are

6 CovertAction

WHO’S BLOWING
THE WHISTLE?

Incredibly, one of the new members of the Congres-
sional staff of Senator Lloyd Bentsen (D.-Tex.) where
the “anti-Agee bill,” S. 1578, originated (see accom-
panying story), is Daniel S. Sullivan, former nuclear-
war analyst for the CIA. What is so unusual about this
new staffer, besides his former CIA position, is that
while still ' working at Langley, Sullivan was caught red-
handed passing a top-secret CIA report on the Strategic
Armms Limitation Talks to Senator Henry M. Jackson
and another war hawk, Richard Pearle. Sullivan’s ap-
parent motivation was his belief that the Soviets de-
ceived the US at the SALT negotiations, and presumably
the CIA report he passed on alleged this among other
reasons to complicate any SALT agreement. But be-
cause this topsecret material served the purpose of
the US government, the CIA and the Pentagon,
Sullivan’s crime was not considered prosecutable, and
.after a slap on the wrist, he was allowed to resign be-
cause of “insubordination.” Shortly thereafter, Sullivan
received another security clearance to handle top-
secret documents as a member of Bentsen’s staff. Per-
haps he was even instrumental in convincing the Senator
to sponsor S. 1578, or in drafting it.

This is a clear example of selective prosecution. While
Frank Snepp has been enjoined for bringing unclassi-
fied information about the CIA in Vietnam to the
attention of the American people, and the Agency
process-server is waltmg in the wings to slap John
Stockwell for his part in telling us about the illegal
war in Angola, Sullivan leaks classified material, escapes
prosecution, and—low and behold—surfaces in the very
office where-bills are drawn up to fry whistleblowers.
Where is the justice? :

based on research methods, applying the lessons of articles
like John Marks’ “How To Spot a Spook.”” Senator Bentsen
insists that his bill is not desiened to get journalists, but ig-
nores the fact that most of w. .t he complains about comes
from investigative journalism.

To add to the paper waste of the Congressional Record,
Senator Bentsen took the occasion of the appearance of the
Bulletin to plug his bill and to reprint the Washington Post
article, which itself referred to the Rees article, reprinted by
Larry McDonald only days before. Senator Bentsen said: “We
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have had a difficult ordeal in recent years. We have dis-
covered abuses and we have moved to correct them. But the
time has come to look to the future. We now have strong and
effective oversight of our intelligence agencies. We must con-
tinue to provide a strong and effective intelligence service. ...
I believe that anyone who so recklessly threatens the safety
of our agents, as Mr. Agee does, should go to jail. This kind
of senseless and stupid act cannot be justified or condoned.”

The pattern of argument is familiar. The first fabrication
is that intelligence abuses have been corrected, whereas
nothing in the public record or the many exposures justifies
such a conclusion. The second part of the argument is that
Congressional oversight has cured most of the problems.
However, as David Wise recently pointed out in Inquiry
magazine, Congress does more overlooking than overseeing.
And finally, apropos of nothing, the argument again raises
the spectre of danger to the operatives who are exposed. This
is a bugaboo which will not die, despite repeated exposes of
the Agency’s tawdry manipulation of the Welch murder, and
the generally acknowledged fact that the naming of agents
by publications such as CounterSpy, this Bulletin, and similar
groups‘around the world has not led to the physical harm of
a single person. It has, as Senator Bentsen notes, and as
Admiral Turner has conceded, limited the effectiveness of
the persons-exposed; which has been its purpose. Their ability
to corrupt and subvert is surely diminished when case officers
are named. Far too many people know how to identify CIA
personnel to ever pin the blame on Agee, Marks or any other
single individual.

Recent Developments

On August 16, when publicity over the Bulletin and over
Dirty Work was at its height, President Carter visited the CIA
and gave a brief speech praising the heroism and dedication
of everyone there. He began by pointing out that “one of the
most pleasant surprises that I have had as President of our
country has been the quality of work done by the Central
Intelligence Agency.” This praise—if it was sincere—was less
than prophetic. Shortly thereafter, the plug was pulled on
the Somoza regime in Nicaragua and the people of Iran began
to express nearly unanimous hatred for the Shah. Carter, it
seems, was not aware of the extent of the discontent, for he
had dined with Somoza shortly before civil war broke out,
and had publicly telephoned the Shah from the Camp David
meetings to express his support. Within weeks it became clear
that neither regime was likely to remain in power long. This,
of course, will put President Carter in a bad light as the 1980
election year rolls around. Public praise for losers is not a
guarantee of reelection, and it appears that the President is
rather miffed at having been misled or misinformed by his
intelligence agencies. Indeed, in mid-December Carter began,
for the first time, to criticize the Shah.

In an unusual scenario, Carter’s criticisms of the Agency,
along with rumors of a possible sacking of his classmate
Turner, have begun to surface. Secret CIA assessments
(“drafts” of assessments, according to CIA sources) have
leaked and been quoted, and private memos from Carter to
Turner, Vance and Brzezinski have been reported in detail.
According to Robert C. Toth of the Los Angeles Times, the
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CIA’s mid-August assessment of the situation in Iran con-
cluded that “Iran is not in a revolutionary or even a pre-
revolutionary situation.” This assessment was made in spite
of a CIA task force on Iran, numbering, according to Bulletin
sources, over 60 at Langley and more than that in Teheran,
the largest task force at present. Carter’s handwritten memo,
naturally enough, complains that he is “dissatisfied with the
quality of political intelligence.” Apparently the Agency was
not only wrong about Nicaragua and Iran, but also failed to
anticipate the revolution in Afghanistan, or the turn of events
in Zimbabwe, to name some of the more widely publicized
blunders. Of course, this is not the first time the CIA’s
analytic . ability has been shown to be wanting. Much of the
Pike Commission dealt with CIA failures to predict world
events.

Turner’s Line

Whether Admiral Turner is siated for “retirement” remains
an open question, although the President must be having
some second thoughts about reversing the longstanding tra-
dition that the number two man in the Agency, not the num-
ber one man, be military. Turner is not taking the attacks on
the Agency lying down—although no response to the Presi-
dent’s memo has been made public. He recently spoke at the
National Press Club in Washington, and made an extremely
clever attempt to win over the press to his notions of the
need for security. He analogized the CIA’s desires to protect
its sources and methods with New York Times journalist
Myron Farber’s—and by implication the entire press’s—
desires to do the same. Just as “preserving the confidentiality
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of a newsman’s sources is essential to him to fulfill his obli-
gations and to continue the success of his profession,” he
confided, so too is “keeping secrets the number one prob-
lem of your United States intelligence community today.”
In a bitter attack on Philip Agee, Turner said that he hates
to call him an American citizen.

Once again, under questioning Turner expressly refused to
disavow the need for and the use of covert action, in this
most revealing statement:

Intelligence is the collecting of information and its evalu-
ation. Covert political action is the effort to influence
events in foreign countries without the influencer being
known. . . . Political action is not an intelligence activity,
but since 1947 whenever this country has authorized
political action it has been assigned to the Central Intelli-
gence Agency to carry out. . . . And so,let’s not kid our-
selves. All of our diplomacy; all of our economic power
and pressure; all of our military threat is here to influence
other countries to make sure they don’t do things inimical

to us. Covert action is another tool in that quiver of
arrows.

His argumentbis a fairly simple one: because we openly in-
fluence other .countries, we should just as legitimately be
able to secretly influence other countries. We do, of course,

but the American mythology is not as candid as Admiral
Turner. On the one hand, we pretend to be in favor of self-
determination around the world, and we pretend to respect
the democratic institutions of other countries. In actuality,
of course, the United States acts exactly as Tumer says it
does, by power, threat and intimidation. This is precisely
what we at the Bulletin are against, and precisely why we do
what we do. It is also why we are attacked, and why the CIA

campaign, both in the media and in Congress, takes the form
it does.

Conclusion

It should be clear that we view the attacks upon us, and
the general counter-offensive of the CIA and its allies, as an
indication of the success of our work, as something of a com-
pliment. We have not been attacked for the inaccuracy of
what we print. We have not been attacked on the grounds
that the Agency does not do the things we say it does, or
that those things are not done by the people we say do them.
We are attacked by those who believe, as does Admiral Turner,
that it is correct for this government to be one which oper-
ates by fear, intimidation and violence around the world.

This is the dispute.
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