Sterilizing a “Red Infection”
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One of the paradoxes of legislative
oversight of intelligence in the early
Cold War period was that the
United States Congress could give
strong, if de facto, support of
aggressive covert action while, with
the exception of a few leaders, not
really knowing which such policies
were being carried out. Guatemala’
is a perfect example. Following its
1944 revolution, which brought
democratically elected leftist gov-
ernments to power, this Central
American government faced an
increasingly hostile neighbor to the
north, the United States. Guate-
mala’s treatment of US-based
corporations, especially the United
Fruit Company, in expropriating
land and other assets, did nothing
to improve relations. Elites in Gua-
temala helped persuade US
journalists and members of Con-
gress, not to mention the executive
branch, that their government was
veering further and further left-
ward toward Communism in the
early 1950s.

Late in the Truman presidency, the
US government aborted an attempt
to support Guatemalans who aimed
to overthrow President Jacobo
Arbenz. Those at CIA Headquarters
who were involved in the effort felt
“grimly” about that “horrifying” turn
of events, one Agency leader noted
in his diary. But, not surprisingly,
new administration leaders—Presi-
dent Dwight Eisenhower, Secretary
of State John Foster Dulles, and
DCI Allen Dulles—also persuaded
themselves that the Guatemalan
government was “red.” The CIA
leader had help from the Board of

National Estimates, which informed
him on 22 April 1954 that “The
Communists now effectively con-
trol the political life of Guatemala.”!
A deal made by Arbenz’s govern-
ment to purchase Soviet-made
armaments from Czechoslovakia
that spring only sealed the matter
in the American leaders’ minds.

What unfolded in May and June of
1954 is now a familiar story in US
intelligence and diplomatic history:
Washington used the CIA and US
Ambassador John Peurifoy to sup-
port and direct certain Guatemalan
military leaders in overthrowing
Arbenz’s government. It was also
psychological warfare—cleverly
deceptive efforts to persuade Gua-
temala’s citizens and political/
military leaders that a major inva-
sion force was steadily moving
toward the nation’s capital so
unnerved Arbenz and others that
the government fell without much
of a battle.

The story has been told most nota-
bly by historian Richard Immerman,
who carefully analyzes the Ameri-
can and Guatemalan political
environments.? While the over-
throw of Arbenz was unfolding, the
US government pretended to have
nothing to do with it. In the year or
so after President Castillo Armas’s
anti-Communist government was
brought into power with Agency
assistance, CIA quietly judged that
his government was “inept,” despite
his “virtually dictatorial powers,”
and that there were growing “pub-
lic demands for a return to
constitutional democracy.” Still,
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while American news reports and
Congressional debates began to
acknowledge that the United States
had been involved, the overthrow
became one of CIA’s “well-known
successes.” This was the analysis of
a Washington Evening Star article
in early 1956, for example. Even
critics of CIA in the 1950s and
1960s were reluctant to challenge
that interpretation of events.

In the late Cold War period and
since, however, the American over-
throw of the Arbenz government
came to be widely seen as shame-
ful. This is mostly because the
governments that followed the 1954
coup in the subsequent five
decades were far more repressive
than Arbenz’s elective government.
Even intelligence scholar Christo-
pher Andrew, an Eisenhower
admirer, describes the Guatemala
affair as a “disreputable moment”—
Eisenhower was “directly responsi-
ble” for “death and destruction,” yet
showed no signs of embarrassment
then or later over his “bullying of a
banana republic.” A culminating
moment in the evolving historical
memory of the United States and
Guatemala in 1954 came in 1999,
when President Clinton visited Gua-
temala and said, “Support for
military forces and intelligence
units which engaged in violence
and widespread repression was
wrong, and the United States must
not repeat that mistake.”?

Aside from morality, there were
other unfortunate legacies of the
Guatemalan “success:” Allen Dulles
used it as a model in advising Presi-
dent Kennedy seven years later to
pursue the ill-fated Bay of Pigs
invasion of Cuba. Also, since the
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early Eisenhower-Dulles period, the
CIA has had a vastly exaggerated
reputation worldwide for causing
all sorts of havoc.

A Congressional Role in
Intelligence Policy?

While it is accurate to view CIA’s
involvement in overthrowing the
Guatemalan government as man-
dated by higher political authorities
in the US government, it is a mis-
take to assign responsibility and
blame for the covert operation
solely on the Eisenhower White
House. While direct evidence of
what Congressional leaders knew
of the operation before, during, and
immediately after its occurrence is
fragmentary, a suggestion that they
did not know something of what
was happening is thoroughly
implausible. Congressional intent—
judged by speeches, votes, and
interactions between the adminis-
tration and key legislators—was
clearly that the US government
should do whatever it might take,
short of outright war, to stop ongo-
ing “Soviet aggression” in Central
America.

The claim here that Congress
played some role in bringing about
CIA’s involvement in ridding Guate-
mala of the Arbenz government
flies in the face of most conven-
tional wisdom about legislative

oversight of the Agency in the early
Cold War period. Many published
accounts hold that Congressional
monitoring of the CIA was virtually
nonexistent before the 1970s. A
more accurate view can be summa-
rized this way: Congressional
oversight of CIA in the 1940s,
1950s, and 1960s was limited and
informal in comparison to the cur-
rent oversight system, which
features House and Senate commit-
tees on intelligence, created after
the upheavals of the 1970s. But lim-
ited oversight was not “no
oversight.” In fact, on periodic
occasions, legislators became per-
sistent and aggressive in monitoring
the Agency.

Essentially, early Cold War Con-
gresses delegated major intelligence
oversight responsibility to the
Armed Services and Appropria-
tions Committees of the House and
Senate. In turn, those four commit-
tees delegated such powers to
small, informal, and highly secre-
tive subcommittees on the CIA. Of
equal significance, those four sub-
committees deferred heavily to their
chairs and ranking minority mem-
bers. (In this, they resembled most
Congressional committees and sub-
committees of the time.) Across
nearly three decades, those sub-
commiittees almost never leaked
confidential information.

Therefore, most members of
Congress knew little about CIA’s
functioning; members of the four
appropriations and Armed Services
subcommittees typically knew a fair
amount about the Agency activities
and budget; their chairs and
ranking minority members usually
knew a good deal about CIA’s



operations. In addition, the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy
(JACE) interacted with, relied on,
and sometimes criticized CIA for its
intelligence on the nuclear capabili-
ties of other countries, especially
the USSR. And a few other Con-
gressional leaders, such as the
chairs of foreign affairs commit-
tees, often insisted with some success
on knowing what CIA was doing.4

The Case of the Guatemalan
Coup

In the winter and spring of 1954, a
number of Congressional leaders
had frequent private contacts with
the Dulles brothers and the White
House about Guatemala. Among
these was Senator Alexander Wiley
of Wisconsin, chair of the Foreign
Relations Committee, who believed
that a “Communist octopus” had for
years used its tentacles to control
events in Guatemala. “Homegrown
Communism” was a myth, accord-
ing to Wiley: “There is no
Communism but the Communism
which takes orders from the des-
pots of the Kremlin in Moscow.”
The Wisconsin senior senator was
far less known than the other sena-
tor from his home state, but he
garnered more respect within the
Senate itself. In his two years (1953-
1954) as chair of Foreign Relations,
Wiley persistently urged the
Eisenhower administration to go
beyond limp diplomatic means to
get rid of Arbenz’s government. A
few years before things came to a
head, Wiley had explained the
urgency behind his unchanging and
unambiguous views to Senator The-
odore Green of Rhode Island: “It
seems to me that Guatemala is

66

Various Senators’
urgency and frustration
with what seemed like a

slow-moving Eisenhower
administration was
shared across parties and
by many in the House.

29

going to be a source of Red infec-
tion throughout Central America,
and the sooner we help sterilize
that source, the better.”

Wiley readily agreed to the DCI’s
request to go public in describing
the shipment of Soviet-made arma-
ments from Czechoslovakia to
Guatemala in May as “part of the
master plan of world Commu-
nism.” So, too, did Senator George
Smathers of Florida, relying on
“information gathered by me and
my staff.” The Senator did not men-
tion his source, the CIA. But he did
warn that “the Politburo of Guate-
mala” was “taking orders from
Moscow.” The cargo ship that left
Stettin, Poland, on 17 April, laden
with armaments and arrived at
Puerto Barrios, Guatemala, on 15
May was concrete evidence of
Soviet intervention. “Are we not
solemnly pledged to prevent and to
frustrate such intervention?”
Smathers asked.s

Various Senators’ urgency and frus-
tration with what seemed like a
slow-moving Eisenhower adminis-
tration was shared across parties
and by many in the House. In the
spring of 1954, Representative
Charles Kersten of Wisconsin was
among House members pushing
the administration to act decisively.
While Kersten’s interactions with
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the CIA are unknown, he was long
interested in the Agency and intelli-
gence matters. (After losing a
reelection bid later in 1954, Ker-
sten would become a consultant on
psychological warfare for the Eisen-
hower White House in 1955 and
1956.) As Richard Immerman
explains, Kersten reasoned that “the
Guatemalans had a right to revolt
against the Communists, [sol...the
United States had a right to assist
the revolt.”¢

The Johnson Resolution

A long-forgotten Congressional
debate in June 1954 over a sense-
of-the-Congress resolution dis-
played this unambiguous intent.
The resolution’s author was a man
who would become famous ten
years later for fathering a different,
overwhelmingly supported, hastily
passed resolution to enactment—
Lyndon Johnson. The Senate minor-
ity leader was reacting to published
reports of Guatemala’s arms pur-
chases from Czechoslovakia. In
consultation with the State Depart-
ment, Johnson offered his
colleagues and those in the House
an opportunity to give unstinting
support to Eisenhower with “an
unmistakable warning that we are
determined to keep Communism
out of the Western Hemisphere.”

Johnson’s and other Senators’
language was immoderate, to say
the least; the challenge facing the
United States in Guatemala was “a
new type of imperialism,” “an open
declaration of the aggressive
designs of international
Communism.” Therefore, the

United States had to “support” the
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Organization of American States
(the OAS, much influenced by the
United States) which fought against
the “upsetting of sovereign govern-
mentsbytheinternational Communist
movement or conspiracy.””?

The rhetoric was no less fervent in
the House, where support for the
Johnson Resolution and hostility
toward the Guatemalan govern-
ment were overwhelming. Senator
Johnson took “firm and construc-
tive action,” showing “leadership
and statesmanship on a high level,”
said Minority Leader John McCor-
mack of Massachusetts. According
to Representative Jack Brooks of
Texas the resolution was “so basi-
cally American and so basically
anti-Communist” that support for it
was urgent, in light of the fact that
“a Communist-dominated govern-
ment in Guatemala is only 700
miles from Texas—only 960 miles,
or a few hours’ bomber time, from
the refiners, the chemical plants,
and the homes of my own Second
District in Texas. The Monroe Doc-
trine—1823—is still a vital, living
force. But it needs restatement in
light of modern conditions,” said
Brooks. Fellow Texan Martin Dies
agreed: “The Soviet govern-
ment...has challenged the Monroe
Doctrine. To that challenge there
can be but one response.”8

A Dissenting Vote

When the House voted on 29 June,
the result was a unanimous “yes.”
No one referred to the CIA, and no
one raised the possibility that the
United States might be in the pro-
cess of interfering in the internal
affairs of Guatemala. The House
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vote was immensely satisfying to
the Eisenhower White House; only
slightly less gratifying was the Sen-
ate vote, where only one member
voted “no.” It was William Langer
of North Dakota, widely dismissed
as an old-fashioned isolationist.
This was not entirely fair: in part,
the Senator was a critic of the
morality of certain aspects of US
foreign policy in the early Cold War
era. While a fair number of legisla-
tors periodically questioned the
competence of CIA or other for-
eign policy agencies, few focused
on ethical questions. Langer’s state-
ment in explanation of his vote—at
a time when Joseph McCarthy’s
anti-Communist crusade was in full
flower—is, in retrospect, not easily
dismissed:

I am as much opposed to interna-
tional Communism as is any
other member of this House.... I
trust that there are sufficient
remains of an atmosphere of rea-
son in this country so that
Senators can disagree without
being called Communists.... I am
opposed to the Jobnson Resolu-
tion. I do not think the United
States should jump into the Gua-
temala situation, a sensitive and
very grave threat to world peace,
with such elephantine delicacy. I
do not believe that the Members of
the Senate have been adequately
informed as yet as to what is
going on in Guatemala. We have

had inadequate time to consider
such a major declaration on for-
eign policy.... Is there a foreign
invasion of Guatemala, or is
there a civil war? If it is a foreign
invasion, exactly who are the
invading forces, and who are
bebind them? I ask any Senaior if
be can answer those questions,
and answer them intelligently?

... There bas been much talk
about the malevolent infliuence of
the $548 million United Fruit
Company in Guatemala, which
some have charged is bigger than
the government itself. ... Of course
we are opposed to external inter-
Jerence with the affairs of any
nation, especially so with regard
to our sister republics of Latin
America. But even more, we will,
or we ought to be, committed to
the principle that every sovereign
nation bas a right to determine
Jor itself its own form of
government.?

Langer’s statement and his vote
were the talk of Capitol Hill, but no
Senator replied to him on the floor,
a sign of how at odds he was with
the political times.

The Degree of Knowledge

While Congressional intent—that
Arbenz should be removed from
power—was clear, Congressional
knowledge of specific, unfolding
events remains obscure. One ques-
tion Langer raised, for example, is
still hard to answer: how much did
members of Congress know about
what was actually occurring in Cen-
tral America in June of 1954? Langer
also might have asked: how much
did Congressional members know



about the involvement of the CIA,
the State Department, and the
Eisenhower White House in the
attempt to overturn Arbenz’s
government?

On the first question, it would be a
mistake to think that Congress at
large was simply ignorant. While
the Eisenhower administration
issued innumerable statements—
from the White House, the State
Department, and at the UN—claim-
ing that a conflict wholly involving
Guatemalans was unfolding, US
newspapers did report alternate
versions of the story. While tend-
ing to accept the administration’s
view in their editorial pages and in
many news stories, they also
reported claims from the Guatema-
lan and Soviet Governments, from
many newspapers in Latin Amer-
ica, and others that the United
States was behind the conflict. Even
the British government expressed
reservations about the US account
of the Guatemalan crisis. So, any
interested member of Congress at
least knew that the US Govern-
ment was being charged with a
hidden role in the affair.

Press Coverage

The words “Central Intelligence
Agency” hardly ever showed up in
newspapers, though. During the
entire month of June 1954, The
Washington Post never suggested—
in news stories, editorials, opinion
columns, or letters to the editor—
that the Agency played a role in the
Guatemalan crisis. The New York
Times was a first-rate newspaper in
the 1950s, with reasonably compre-
hensive treatment of events in

Washington and internationally,
while the Post was inferior, even in
its coverage of Washington politics.
Still, both papers’ editorials argued
that the United States had to stop
the Soviet Union from solidifying its
Guatemalan “beachhead” in Cen-
tral America. Neither newspaper
explained specifically how this was
to be done. The Post’s and Times’s
writing resembled editorials in
other major newspapers. For exam-
ple, The Philadelphia Inquirer
wrote:

In recent weeks, the Commu-
nists—the real government [in
Guatemalal—have been building
up a reign of terror and suppres-
sion that sent hundreds fleeing
across the borders to safety. And
now they are streaming back into
their own country with the
avowed purpose of smashing the
Russian plot and liberating Gua-
temala from the most dangerous
threat the Western Hemisphere
has had to face.

The Times’s news pages, more so
than other American newspapers,
prominently featured accusations
from around the world that the US
government was behind the little
war in Guatemala. A good exam-
ple is from 20 June—the very day
that Allen Dulles let Fisenhower
know that events were coming to a
head in Central America, but that
the outcome was “very much in
doubt.” That day’s issue, on page
one, indicated that the State Depart-
ment “said that it had no evidence
indicating that the violent develop-
ments of the last 24 hours were
anything but a ‘revolt of Guatema-
lans against the government’.” The
Foreign Minister of Guatemala said

Guatemala

that “aggression” had the “firm sup-
port” of the United States
Department of State. The Soviet
Union charged that “the United
States had ‘prepared and inspired’
the attack on the Guatemalan
government.”

Furthermore, the newspaper actu-
ally mentioned Allen Dulles and the
CIA in connection with the crisis,
though just twice, and only on its
op-ed page. The first reference to
Dulles was by James Reston, also
on 20 June, in his regular column
written from Washington. (Here it is
worth emphasizing the Times’s
influence in Washington, DC, of the
mid-1950s. One analyst of the press
in the early Cold War decades
found that “State Department staff
members often remarked that their
jobs would be impossible were it
not for The New York Times, a
paper described on Capitol Hill as
‘everyone’s Bible of information’
and ‘every man’s CIA’.")10 In the
“Bible” on 20 June, Reston’s col-
umn was titled, “With the Dulles
Brothers in Darkest Guatemala.” It
began:

Jobn Foster Duilles, the Secretary
of State, seldom intervenes in the
internal affairs of other coun-
tries, but bis brother Allen is more
enterprising. If somebody wants
fo start a revolution in, say, Gua-
lemala, it is no good talking to
Foster Dulles. But Allen Dulles,
head of the Central Intelligence
Agency, is a more active man. He
has been watching the Guatema-
lan situation for a long time.

Though he underestimated Foster

Dulles’s role, Reston’s column was
a rare case of realism in the US
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press about the parties behind the
conflict in Guatemala. While he rec-
ognized that a coup would not
solve Guatemala’s problems, the
Times columnist was no critic of
Allen Dulles or CIA:

Moscow is now definitely fishing
in these long-troubled waters. It
sees the possibility of Latin Amer-
ica’s disillusion. It resents the
strong Latin American support for
the United States at the UN. It
JSears United States bases of opera-
tion near its own frontiers and is
now obuviously trying to establish
Communist governments near
ours. Mr. Dulles (Allen, that is)
can no doubt belp block this
objective in Guatemala, but it will
take Foster Dulles and the Con-
gress to bring about a policy
change that will deal with the
central economic problems of the
bemisphere.

Curiously, but no doubt willingly,
the Times ignored CIA’s role in the
Guatemalan crisis in a 21 June edi-
torial and instead gave credence to
US claims that the crisis was purely
a matter of freedom-loving Guate-
malans, led by Castillo Armas,
versus Communists, led by Arbenz.
(The Times also kept reporter Syd-
ney Gruson, based in Mexico City
and learning about US activities to
the south, out of Guatemala during
the coup, at the request of Allen
Dulles.)

The second prominent mention by
The New York Times of CIA in rela-
tion to Guatemala came in
response to that editorial. A lengthy
letter from a reader had prime
placement in the 24 June Times. It
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castigated the Times for its own
inconsistencies:

We will not escape the conse-
quences of this aggression by
proxy by taking a “who, me?”
attitude. In your issue of 20 June,
James Reston frankly admitted
Allen Dulles’s role in the inva-
sion of Guatemala. Ambassador
Peurifoy’s cynical answer to the
Guatemalans’ complaint about
American planes bombing and
strafing Guatemalan towns that
“there are American planes every-
where in the world” will be
thrown into our teeth wherever
and whenever we try to persuade
people that our presence serves
exclusively peaceful ends. It is
easy to conform in the name of
“my country, right or wrong.”
True patriotism says: “my coun-
try—to be put right when she is
wrong.” Will your great paper set
patriotism above conformity and
belp to put our country right in
Guatemala?

Hush-Hush Treatment

Given the near-universal reader-
ship of the Times on Capitol Hill,
the CIA’s involvement in the Guate-
mala affair was a widely suspected
“secret,” even among legislators
with little seniority and power. Still,
no members of Congress talked for
public consumption about the
Agency’s suspected activities. !!

Among leaders in Congress, what
more specific knowledge was there
of the CIA covert action program
carried out in Guatemala, with
direction from the State Depart-
ment and White House? Here,
again, the answers are not easy (o
come by, because the record is so
limited. Walter Pforzheimer, the first
Legislative Counsel for the CIA,
asked if he remembers any reac-
tions from the subcommittees on
CIA to events in Guatemala, says, “1
don’t remember any reactions, but,
of course, I knew the guys running
the Guatemalan operation. 'm sure
the committees were informed. It
was on my watch.” Without claim-
ing a specific memory, Pforzheimer
says the House Appropriations Sub-
committee on CIA (headed by an
aggressive John Taber of New
York) would have been closely
consulted, and there would have
been “no holding back of details.”12

My exploration of the papers of a
dozen leaders of the legislative sub-
committees on CIA from the early
Cold War period supports Pforz-
heimer’s general recollection that,
while DCIs did not share details on
all covert operations with those leg-
islators, “Of course, you're going to
brief them on Guatemala.” Also,
notes prepared for Allen Dulles to
use in briefing one of the Appropri-
ations subcommittees on CIA in
March 1954, while not mentioning
names of specific countries, are
straightforward in describing the
work of the CIA’s Clandestine Ser-
vice and defending the necessity of
covert action: “We attempt to influ-
ence foreign peoples and
governments in support of US for-
eign policies in such manner that
the hand of the US Government is



not apparent. The sensitiveness of
foreign governments is such that
covert political action to influence
them is often more effective than
overt measures.” Dulles took along
a chart for the hearing, listing not
just successes, but also failed para-
military and other covert actions in
the Agency’s brief history.13

Concerning Guatemala, two docu-
ments in declassified CIA files show
some interactions between Agency
personnel and unspecified Congres-
sional committee staff members in
February and April 1954. The staff-
ers were passing on information
from individuals who themselves
had information on persons inside
the Guatemalan Government. The
staffers provided the names “as
possible assistance [to] KUBARK
[that is, CIA] activities.” Agency
leaders passed on the information
to PBSUCCESS [the CIA cryptonym
for the Guatemala operation] lead-
ers in Guatemala. Regarding those
sources revealed to the Agency by
the Congressional figures, CIA
wanted in April to “obtain names of
most likely defection possibilities in
WSBURNT [Guatemalan govern-
ment] hierarchy plus information on
their personalities, weaknesses,
plus channels and methods of
approach.” The significance of this
is that Congressional staffers
exchanging information with CIA
leaders regarding the Guatemalan
operation did so, presumably, with
the knowledge of one or more
superiors on the unnamed
committee(s). 14

Immerman’s The CIA in Guate-
mala says that a few powerful
legislators—especially Senate
majority leader William Knowland

of California and Appropriations
Chair Styles Bridges of New Hamp-
shire, in addition to Senators Wiley,
Johnson, and others—interacted
with Eisenhower or State and CIA
leaders, pressing them to do “more”
about the Guatemalan govern-
ment, and were given at least
oblique assurances that such was
being done. s

Bridges headed one of the four CIA
subcommittees in Congress. What
other subcommittee chairs and
ranking minority members, like
Taber, Senator Richard Russell of
Georgia, and Senator Leverett Sal-
tonstall of Massachusetts, knew of
specifics is open to question. Sal-
tonstall, chair of the Senate Armed
Services Subcommittee, saw Allen
Dulles every few weeks on busi-
ness and social occasions. His son
and legislative aide, William,
assumed in a memo to his father
some years later that the Senator
had had prior knowledge of the
CIA’s role in overthrowing Arbenz.
His assumption was credible, for
rumors of past CIA involvement in
Guatemala were among topics
scheduled to be discussed in an
apparently unrecorded meeting of
the subcommittee with Allen Dulles
on 22 March 1954.16

Overall, available evidence sug-
gests that Congress—counting both
leaders and followers—had not just
a permissive, but an enthusiastic
attitude toward getting rid of the
Arbenz government. Legislative
leaders are likely to have had far
greater knowledge of events
unfolding between the CIA and
Guatemala’s government in the
spring and summer of 1954 than
did the rest of Congress.

Guatemala

CIA’s View of Congressional
Intent

Dulles, Pforzheimer, and others
could easily judge legislative prefer-
ences in The Congressional Record
and in conversations with leaders.
They never doubted, later on, that
CIA’s 1954 operation had reflected
those preferences. But what docu-
mentary record is there of CIA’s
views of Congressional sentiment at
the time? Perhaps the best piece of
evidence comes from notes of one
of the weekly PBSUCCESS meet-
ings in March 1954, with attendees
(their names still sanitized from the
document at 20th century’s end)
from CIA, the State Department,
and possibly other organizations.
This, of course, was a time when
more and more members of Con-
gress, Senator Margaret Chase Smith
of Maine, for example, vocalized on
Guatemala: “We might as well do
away with the diplomatic niceties
right away.” And Eisenhower had
already assured Knowland that he
anticipated dealing soon with a
new government of Guatemala. In
this political atmosphere, the meet
ing’s participants connected
Congressional opinion to the com-
ing months’ imperatives in
Guatemala:

Mr. [name deleted] then stated
that bhe and Mr. [name deleted]
were there 1o take stock of the
present situation, to determine
where we stand now and what
are the future prospects. Are
things going downbill so fast in
Guatemala that PBSUCCESS, as it
now stands, may not be enough?
Consideration must be given to
the much greater pressure which
may come from Congress and
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public opinion on the present
administration if the situation in
Guatemala does deteriorate. It
may be necessary to lake more
calculated risks than before. ...
Mr. [name deleted] then asked Mr.
[name deleted] exactly what was
meant by possible additional cal-
culated risks. Messrs. [name
deleted] and [name deleted]
replied: (a) We might reconsider
exploiting the conclusion arrived
at by [Dominican Republic
leader] Trujillo last year and
transmitted to [Venezuelan
leader] Perez Jimenez that the

best way to bring about the fall of

the Arbenz government would be
to eliminate 15 to 20 of its lead-
ers with Trujillo’s trained
Distoleros.... Mr. [name deleted]
replied that be thought the opera-
tion could be brought to a
conclusion by 15 June; that the

program was complex but that we

believe the Agency bas the capa-
bility of doing the job.... Mr.
[name deleted] “...If attributable
to the United States, it should not
be done. High-level thinking is
that an act which can be pinned
on the United States will set us
back in our relations with Latin

American countries by 50 years.”

[Name deleted] then expressed

bimself as opposed to the elimina-

tion of 15 to 20 Guatemalan
leaders as a possible solution to

the problem, although stating that

such elimination was part of the
plan and could be done. 17

CIA leaders in Washington and
Central America, along with mem-
bers of the State Department
continued to discuss the assassina-
tion option off and on in the three
months leading up to the over-

30

throw of the Arbenz government. It
appears that no assassinations
occurred, however.

The notable feature of the March
discussion, though—aside from the
fact that assassination was an
option in the days of PBSUCCESS—
is that participants linked the neces-
sity of “more calculated risks” such
as assassination to “pressure which
may come from Congress....”18

Conclusion

The extent of detailed discussions
of the Guatemalan operation
between CIA and Congressional
leaders may never be known, but
there was little doubt at CIA or the
White House as to overarching
Congressional intent before or after
the overthrow. Senator Smathers,
typical of the Congressional enthu-
siasts in the spring of 1954 for
doing what was “necessary” to get
rid of Arbenz’s government,
reflected legislative sentiment when
word emerged out of Guatemala on
30 June that the government had
fallen: “In all candor, we must
admit that the democratic nations
of the Western Hemisphere could
not permit the continued existence
of a Communist base in Latin Amer-
ica, so close to home.”1?

Any lingering views that the US
policy toward Guatemala in 1954
was simply the product of a hawk-
ish executive branch, with Congress
having little complicity in the pol-
icy, can safely be put to rest.
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