











testimony of various individuals. Unfortunately this procedufe
made it impossible--or apparently impossible since no witnesses
were recalled--to resolve differences among the testimony of
witnesses or discrepancies between testimony and documents,
‘including the Annexes. Inasmuch as most of the documents that
the CSG requested were available prior to the committee's
first session--only a few documents of a statistical nature
were prepared specifically in response to the DSG's requests--
it was unfortunate that the committee did not first attempt to
‘collect and review pertinent materials before examining witnesses.
As a result of the committee's failure to resolve these
kinds of discrepancies, such critical issues as the following

were ignored:

1. Claims by Secretary Rusk and others with reference
to the cancellation of the D-Day air strike that President
Kennedy was unaware that the Zapata plan called for both a
D minus 2 and a D-Day strike. Not only was there ample
evidence that McGeorge Bundy, the President's National Security
Adviser, was an early advocate of a pre-D-Day strike, but the
"Summary of White House Meetings' that General David Gray pre-
ared for the committee noted that during a 6 April 1961 meeting--
after Mr. Bissell had specified that there would be a D minus 2
strike: "The President questions whether or not a preliminary
strike wasn't an alarm bell."*

2. The Committee's complete lack of concern about the
handling of JCSM-44-61 and JCSM-166-61. Both reports were lost,
forgotten, or ignored by Secretary McNamara. The papers rep-
resented the thinking of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and could
have had a direct impact on the operational plan had they been
properly evaluated. JCSM-44-61 proposed that an interdepartmental
group plan Castro's ouster with the US military playing a leading
role, and JCSM-166-61 specified that CIA's Trinidad plan was
better than any proposed alternatives, including Zapata.

*General Gray's memorandum was dated 9 May 1961.
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3. The confusion about the possibility of the Brigad:
going to guerrilla status from the Zapata area into the
Escambray. Reference to even the most simplistic topographic
map would have quickly ended all such speculation. The only
realistic chance to move as guerrillas into the Escambrays
would have been from the Trinidad site and it was only with
reference to Trinidad that this option had been speC1f1ed by
CIA.

4, The failure to resolve the confusion over matters
related to air operations such as the appreciation of the
capabilities of Castro's T-33s, whether Castro's B-26s were
of more concern to the Brigade than the T-33s, whether the
T-33s were armed, and whether Castro's FAR had MiG aircraft.

The individuals directly responsible for WH/4's air training

and air operations--Billy Carpenter, George Germosen, Gar Teegen,
and all of the pilots (Cuban and American)--knew exactly what
they were up against. That Beerli, Bissell, Hawkins, and even
General White confused the situation without contradiction or

-questions from the committee was inexcusable considering the

criticality of air operations to the success or failure of the
operation.

5. The committee failed to raise any questions concerning
the capability of the Trinidad airfield to handle B-26 traffic.
Perhaps this became a point of no consequence once the
President and Secretary of State decided that a ''quieter"
invasion was required. Since it was offered as one of the
reasons for changing the invasion site, it should have been
examined more carefully, particularly since use of the Playa
Giron air strip not only required drastic revisions in the
loading plans for the ships, it also impinged directly on
planned air operations by requiring the landing of two B-26s
on D-Day prior to the planned air strikes.

6. In this same context was the committee's failure to
question the validity of statements by witnesses that the
switch from Trinidad to Zapata presented no particular problems.
Unfortunately, even some of the CIA air operations personnel,
as well as members of the JCS, tended to regard this as a minor
matter. In fact, the shift caused a massive readjustment of
the logistics plan, including the reloading of the Rio Escondido
to provide support for air operations off of the Playa Giron
airstrip. The reloading including the avgas which exploded
when Castro's aircraft attacked the Rio on D-Day. Additionally,
the need to plan for three--rather than one--landing sites
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compelled readjustments of cargoes on the Houston and other
vessels. It was the shift from Trinidad to Zapata that led

to the mad scramble at the last minute to acquire the aluminum
small boats to off-load the troops at the Playa Larga site

at the north end of the Bahia de Cochinos.

7. No serious questions were raised by the committee
concerning the performance of the Brigade despite the sharp
differences immediately apparent between the 24 April 1961
memorandum that Col. Hawkins presented to the committee at
its third meeting and his 13 April 1961 cable from MNicaragua
extolling the virtues of both the Brigade's infantry and its
Air Force. The committee apparently took for granted the
comments made at its first meeting concerning the heroic
fight waged by the invaders, despite the fact that well before
completing their work they learned that the bulk of the Brigade
had been taken prisoner and that fewer than a hundred men had

been killed.

8. The failure of the USN's CAP to meet the Brigade's
B-26s for the one hour of protection on 19 April 1961 was never
challenged. How the B-26s could overfly the Essex one hour
early without being detected was ignored, even though the
USN's most senior officer, Admiral Burke, was a committee
member. The destruction of the operational records of the
" Essex which probably could have clarified the situation regard-
ing the missed CAP strongly suggests that senior naval officers
were interested in protecting their careers and/or the reputation
of the USN than in admitting to error. This episode would
not have changed the outcome at the Bay of Pigs, but it
might have permitted the orderly withdrawal of some of the
Brigade from the beach. Moreover, no question was raised as
to why, at this stage of the operation, President Kennedy
limited the air support by the USN to one hour.

In addition to its failure to focus on any of the above
issues, the committee deserved sharp criticism for failing to
provide a verbatim transcript of its meetings. The loss of
information from this decision is clearly evident in the
comparison between the verbatim record and the "official"
record of the first meeting--the only session for which there
is known to be a verbatim transcripﬁ. In this same category
was the committee's failure to insure that the record of all

meetings with witnesses clearly identified questioners,
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respondents, and commentators. Considering the confusion
and problems noted above, it was unfortunate that all US
personnel who appeared as witnesses were not provided an
opportunity to review the record of their testimony. Had
this been done, even under the deadline set by the President
for completion of the report, useful corrections and clari-
fication of the record might have been accomplished before the
final report was forwarded. (The only witness to whom this
privilege is known to have been extended was McGeorge Bundy.)
The Taylor Committee neglected to make any assessment of
leadership at the White House and cabinet level, despite the
fact that policy decisions which had a major impact on the
operational plan originated with Secretary Rusk's caution,
Secretary McNamara's ignorance (for whatever reason) of two
important JCS papers, and President's Kennedy's insistence
on attempting to maintain plausible deniability beyond the
point of reason. The challenges to leadership by the committee
were aimed--often rudely and crudely--only at CIA and DOD
personnel. The only exception to this generalization which
has been surfaced appeared in a report about the committee's
meeting on 12 June 1961 which stated:
During the meeting General Cabell and Mr. Bissell
- were being questioned about the events leading up
to the cancellation of the D-Day strike. General
Taylor commented, '"This was the time to take the
issue to the President. The situation did not
penetrate the Secretarial brain (he is referring

to Secretary Rusk). By training, Secretary Rusk
is not prepared to deal with this kind of problem." 9/
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The sting was taken out of this comment, however, as the
memorandum pointed out that General Taylor also criticized
General Cabell for his failure to get on the phone with
President Kennedy when Rusk offered him the opportunity to
present his case against the cancellation of the D-Day strike.
Taylor's remark ignored the fact that Cabell stated that Rusk
was repeating to the President exactly what he (Cabell) had told
Rusk and that Cabell saw no point in personally repeating the
information to the President.*

The reputation of President Kennedy suffered no diminution
as a result of the Taylor Committee's investigation thanks in
large part to the vigilant efforts of Attorney General Robert
Kennedy to deflect or block the slightest hinté that the failure
at the Bahia de Cochinos in any way resulted from actions taken
by the resident in the White House or his principal advisers.

Of the latter, one writer has stated: '"Associates of President
Kennedy have reported their memories so as to insulate the
President from responsibility for the fiasco." 11/ Taylor,
too, displayed no inclination to question the actions or inaction
‘0of the Chief Executive; and his criticisms were of the Agency's

principals and the Joint Chiefs.

*The information on Taylor's comments is found in a J.C. King
memo for record of 12 June 1961 which incorrectly gives the date
of the meeting as 25 June 1961. There was no committee meeting
on 25 June which the DCI was scheduled to attend. 10/
Presumably Secretary Rusk was not in attendance.
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The President's understanding of the guerrilla option
_and his cancellation of the D-Day air strike were issues that
engendered some of the bitterest exchanges between the Attorney
General and various witnesses during the committee hearings.
That the President believed that there was a guerrilla option
once the invasion site had been shifted from Trinidad to Zapata
and that cancellation of the D-Day strike had little or no
relation to the failure of the invasion suggests both inattention
to--or disregard for--the advice he had been given by the
individuals most qualified to make the operational judgmenté
for successful implementation of the agreed plan. The most
dramatic evidence of the President's contempt of the experts
was provided during a meeting between Kennedy and John McCone
a few weeks after McCone had replaced Allen Dulles as DCI. One

knowledgeable source has written:

In a private meeting with President Kennedy
on 7 January 1962, the President told McCone
that he, the President, had been persuaded to
approve the operation on the basis that if the
invasion failed to inspire large-scale defections,
then the force which had been put ashore, could
retreat into the Escambray mountains and would
Tepresent a substantial guerrilla force which
would be rather easily reinforced and resupplied
from the United States or elsewhere. He said
that he learned much to his surprise the operation
was so planned and the landing so located that
there was no possibility of such an escape. The

- President made a second point. He had concluded
that modest air power, even if successful, would
have only postponed defeat for a few days. He
said that indeed he doubted if even substantial
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amounts of U.S. air power over a considerable
period of time would have given the necessary
cover to permit a retreat into the Escambray.
It was the President's opinion that the
operation was doomed to defeat and the fact
that an air strike was not forthcoming at a
particular hour, or day probably hastened the
defeat but would not have made the difference
between success and failure. 12/*

Secretary Rusk, with the President, was the other individual
most responsible for the political alterations that ruled out
implementation of the Agency's Trinidad Plan--which was favored
at all times by the Joint Chiefs of Staff--and for cancellation
of the D-Day air strike. As indicated in the discussion of his
testimony before the Taylor Committee, Rusk found no fault with
his own performance, but his dissimulative remarks about the
judgments and performance of others not only shaded the truth
but were demonstrably in error. As with Rebert Kennedy,
Secretary Rusk would subsequently continue to provide dis-
information about the Agency's estimates and the importance of
the air operations.

Secretary of Defense McNamara's opinions could have had
a significant impact on the planning of the anti-Castro operation,
particularly if he had studied the two JCSM's which seem to have

disappeared from sight after having been sent to his office.**

*Questions regarding the importance of the cancelled air strike on
D-Day were ones about which the Attorney General would continue to
be most protective of the President--even to the point of dis-
ingenuousness. This topic is discussed in detail in Volume I of

this history (pp. 295-305).

*X*The papers were JCSM-44-61, 27 Jan 61, "US Plan of Action in Cuba,"

and JCSM-166-61, 15 Mar 61, "Evaluation of the Military Aspects of
Alternate Concepts, CIA paramilitary Plan, Cuba."
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For whatever reason, the Taylor Committee did not pursue the
breakdown in the system which resulted in this loss. After

the fact, there is no question that McNamara was concerned
about the operation; but he never intervened with the President
at the critical time on D-Day when it was apparent that control
of the air was at issue.

The absence of Allen Dulles at the time that the crucial
decision on cancellation of the D-Day strike was being made by
Kennedy and Rusk was inexcusable, the more so considering that
Dulles had not departed the US for Puerto Rico prior to the
D-2 air strike. There was no question that once the attack on
Cuba began that both Dulles and the CIA were going to be targets
for attack by Castro and the pro-Communist nations. For all
practical purposes, the committee ignored this matter when, had
he béen present, Dulles was the one man who might have persuaded
the Frecsident to permit the D-Day strike.*

Inexplicably, the focus of CIA's bitterness came to be
Adlai Stevenson rather than either the President or Secretary
Rusk. With regard to the Bay of Pigs, Stevenson was more sinned
against than sinning. A cable from Stevenson to Rusk as the
invasion was in its final stages clearly indicated how isolated
Stevenson was from the anti-Castro project. Although not

recommending such action, Stevenson did express hope that if

*The severest critic of Dulles was Dick Drain, C/OP/WH/4 who said

the DCI upon his return was more concerned about[::::;:;;::;%] ]
than the fate o e -going
invasion.
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necessary to insure the success of the operation the U5 would
use "covert means" to achieve that end. In view of Stevenson's
comments about the alternative of US support for a provisional
government, it is unfortﬁnate that Mr. Rusk did not take him into
confidence as the operation was being developed.

In contrast to the findings of the Taylor Committee
concerning the Bay of Pigs operation, the following retrospective
remarks written by Colonel Jack Hawkins in 1976 are believed
appropriate:

I would like you to know my view that failure
of the operation in question was not due to
any lack of dedication, determination, and
skillful effort of [sic] the part of the
Agency. Stupendous efforts were made by all
concerned in the Agency to accomplish a very
worthwhile objective--against ever-growing
and truly insurmountable restrictions and
handicaps which were imposed from sources of
the US Government outside the CIA and finally
crippled the operation beyond redemption.

Imagine the benefits that would have accrued
if the operation had been allowed enough
latitude to insure success. For one, the
dangerous missile confrontation which ensued
would have been avoided.

The real failure of the CIA in this operation,
I believe, was in not cancelling it, or re-
commending its cancellation, as the self-
imposed restrictions of the US Government made
the possibility of success too remote, But the
CIA itself and all members of it with whom I
was associated were not of a mind to give up.
- So determined were they all that they could
not turn back but had to go ahead against any
obstacle no matter how formidable. And in
the minds of many, if not all, was the thought
that the great power of the United States
would never, in the final count, allow the
operation to fail...
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I recommended in writing that the operation
be abandoned if sufficient air support was
not to be provided and predicted military
disaster if opposing air forces were not
completely neutralized before the beach
assault. This still could have been accom-
plished, even with the reduced air sorties
allowed to be planned, had it not been for
cancellation at the last moment of the air
strikes scheduled against any remaining enemy
aircraft at dawn on D-Day. This was the
final disaster, preventing as it did the
orderly landing of all troops and their
supplies.

In conclusion, let me say that the operation
came closer to succeeding than the American
people have ever been allowed to know. The
objective was to ignite the spark of counter-
revolution throughout Cuba, not to send a
small body of armed patriots marching from the
Bahia de Cochinos into the streets of Havana.
If that small body of patriots had been
protected sufficiently to allow them to bring
in their ships safely and land their ammunition
and supplies, they could possibly have held on
long enough to ignite the spark.

Was it not significant that the Cuban Navy

made no effort to interfere and that captured
militiamen and civilians in the objective

area offered to join the invading force? This
sort of response possibly would have been magni-
fied many times if the landing had been made at
Trinidad as recommended by the CIA but disapproved
for reasons hard to understand. Trinidad was

in better guerrilla country (Escambray Mountains),
had better landing facilities, more civilians to
recruit, and guerrilla forces already active in
the area, plus a suitable airfield.

No, the failure of the Cuban patriots was not
the fault of the CIA. Too bad that it has had
to bear the brunt of the criticism. 14/
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There can be no doubt that the Agency will continue
''to bear the brunt of the criticism'" for the failure at the
Bay of Pigs until a decision is made to release details such
as presented in this volume. CIA's leadership was not without
fault, but the documentafy evidence included in this examination
of the Taylor Committee's investigation shows that the major
causes for the failure--contrary to the image which has been
and continues to be popularized--were directly attributable
to actions, or inactions, of the Kennedy Administration,
specifically including the President, Secretary Rusk, and
Secretary McNamara.

Before the end of February 1962, however, Director Allen W.
Dulles, Deputy‘Director General Charles P. Cabell, and Deputy
Director for Plans Richard M. Bissell, Jr.--had either resigned

or retired* In addition to these three senior officers, progress

*Mr. Dulles retired on 29 November 1961, General Cabell resigned

on 31 January 1962, and Mr. Bissell resigned on 17 February 1962.
Bissell's forced resignation was particularly ironic in view of

the fact that very serious consideration had been given to his
appointment as Deputy Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs

as late as 25 February 1961 but:

"The first choice of all concerned for this job,
you [President Kennedy] know, was Dick Bissell,
but in the light of your own feelings about the
future of CIA, you urged him to stay where he is,
and he, of course, followed your advice. What I
now wonder is whether you might find it wise to
reconsider that decision...One final argument

in favor of this shift is that Bissell and the
State Department would be very good for each
other. If Dick has a fault it is that he does
not look at all sides of the question, and, of
course, the State Department's trouble is that
it is usually doing exactly that and not much

else." 15/
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in the careers of the three principal military assignees to

the Agency--USMC Colonels Jack Hawkins, Chief, Paramilitary

- Section/WH/4 and{: ::] liaison officer with JCS,

and(47 fground training officer--was

stymied as a result of their participation in the Bay of Pigs
operation. In the instance of Colonel Hawkins--the personal
choice of Marine Corps Commandant, General Shoup, for the CIA )
assignment--it prevented his promotion to General, a rank for

which he had been considered a sure bet.

By contrast, cabinet members Rusk and McNamara remained
untainted despite their roles in the failure of the effort.
McGeorge Bundy, a principal advocate of the essentiality of
control of the air over Cuba--until the critical day (16 April 1961)
following the D-2 air strike--remained unscathed despite the
blatant contradictions between his record before the invasion
and his testimony before the Taylof Committee after the invasion.
General Taylor, with a powerful boost from Rebert Kennedy,

acquired new laurels as presidential adviser and then as Chairman

of the Joint Chiefs of Staff under President Kennedy. With the

protective screen provided by his brother, by Taylor, and by
members of the Camelot entourage--Schlesinger, Sorensen, and

Goodwin among others--the conception that President Kennedy

was a white knight misled by overconfident, if not mischievous,

CIA activists has remained.
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The significance of the failure at the Bay of Pigs--
particularly in light of the current disarray in Central American,
is perhaps best illustrated in the contrast between Richard
Rovere's optimistic piece in 1961 and an historian writing in
1981. Rovere wrote:

There is widespread recognition of the fact
that the paramilitary operations of the
Communists have confronted the West with a
new kind of danger, and that some means of
dealing with them must be found. And there
is some recognition of the possibility that
the President may, in his moment of failure
and error [at the Bay of Pigs], have done
something to give pause to the Khrushchevs
and Castros of this world. The Russians
have been put on notice that the United
States cannot be counted on to abide by

all the rules of late-nineteenth-century
diplomacy...We may not try anything of this
sort again, but Khrushchev cannot be sure of
this, and there is always a certain gain, in
dealing with men of his kind, in increasing
the element of risk involved in his maneuvers. 16/

Unfortunately for the nation, neither the Soviets nor their
Cuban surrogates were intimidated, despite their set-back at
the time of the 1962 missile crisis. As the historian has noted:

The rise and decline of American imperialism
can be traced through Cuban events. The era,
which began in 1898 with the Rough Riders'
charge on San Juan Hill, ended in 1961 in

the swamps of the Bay of Pigs. There is more
than a grain of truth in Castro propaganda
that his victory at "Playa Giron," which
shattered the myth of American invincibility,
was a turning point for America's international
image. In this sense, the Bay of Pigs is a
minor prelude to Vietnam. 17/
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EPILOGUE

Kennedy began as President of the U.S. with the aggression
that was underway, that he inherited, that he approved, and that
he lost. The most difficult day for the revolution was the 19th
of April 1961 when in sight of our troops was part of the North
American fleet with marines, destroyers, aircraft carriers, etc.

Kennedy vacillated. If at that moment he had decided to
invade us, he could have suffocated the island in a sea of blood,
but he would have destroyed the revolution.

Luckily for us, he vacillated. If instead of Kennedy we
had had any of the later presidents, they would have intervened
and destroyed the revolution.

(Translation of a comment by Raul Castro during
an interview with Teresa Gurza of El Dia,
Mexico, 19 September 1975)




APPENDIX A
Topics for Discussion by the
Taylor Committee

25 April 1961
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Appendix A
Topics for Tuesday [25 April 19617?])

1. Was there any doubt about the necessity of some such
military action against Castro?

2. What was the estimate of the probability of success
of ZAPATA before D-Day?

3. What was the feeling of likelihood of a popular
uprising following the landing? How essential was such an
uprising regarded for the success of the operation? How
rapid a reaction was expected by Castro?

4. What was expected to happen if the landing force
effected a successful lodgment but there was no uprising?

5. What was the understanding of the position of the
JCS as to ZAPATA? Was it appreciated that they favored
TRINIDAD over ZAPATA? What did the President expect from
the Chiefs?

6. Was it understood that control of the air was
considered essential to the success of the landing?

7. What were the circumstances surrounding the
cancellation of the D-Day air strikes? How serious was the
decicion viewed? What was the understanding about prelanding

strikes?

8. What was the understanding as to the ability of the
landing force to pass to a guerrilla status in an emergency?
To what extent did this factor influence approval of the
operation?

9. What was the understanding of the ammunition
situation by the end of April 187

10. What degree of non-attribution was sought and why?
Were the operational disadvantages arising from some of the
restrictions imposed by the efforts to achieve non-attribution

clearly presented and understood?

11. To what extent did the CIA operations representatives
have to '"sell'" the operation to the other agencies of government?
Was any consideration given to transferring the operation to

Defense?
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12. How could interdepartmental planning and coordination
be better effected in a similar operation?

13. What were the principal lessons learned?

14. At what [point] did we realize op was going to fail?
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APPENDIX B
Letter for the President from

McGeorge Bundy, undated




COPY

THE WHITE HOUSE

Washington

Dear Mr. President:

I think you should always have the easiest freedom
in the choice and use of close associates, and so I think
you ought to have on hand their resignations. Here is
mine, to be accepted at your pleasure at any time. You
know that I wish I had served you better in the Cuban
episode, and I hope you know how I admire your own gallantery
under fire in that case. If my departure can assist you
in any way, I hope you will send me off - and if you choose
differently, you will still have this letter for use when
you may need it. Your assistants are yours to use - and

one use is in charging the air when that is needed.

Yours,

McBundy
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APPENDIX C

1. "On April 17 Praeger published The Cuban Invasion,
in which New York Times correspondent Tad Szulc
and Washington Post correspondent Karl E. Meyer
indict CIA and the Joint Chiefs of Staff as re-
sponsible for the disaster at tbe Bay of Pigs
(NR. review, May 22). Although the Times' Sunday
Book Review is normally prompt and generous in
alloting space to products of its own stable, five
Sundays have gone by and nary a peep about The
Cuban Invasion. In explanation therefor a north-
ering bird brought us the following information.
Both authors are close to Arthur Schlesinger Jr.
and Richard Goodwin of the White House staff. They
have told various friends that their book was
undertaken on White House inspiration and that
Messrs. Schlesinger and Goodwin helped them get
the Real Dope. The Times sent an advance copy
on for review to Hal Hendrix, Latin American
editor of the Miami Daily News. Mr. Hendrix
offered first one dratft, then another, but both
were rejected by the Times as too unsympathetic.
The Times then went shopping for a more friendly
critic. Now here is the curiosity in this drab
little story: that one faction within the White
House promotes a book which (with multiple error
and distortion, moreover) slashes into two other
(and not the least important) arms of the government
(CIA and Joint Chiefs); and that singular in-
stitution, the Times Sunday Book Review, takes
care that the book shall be warmly received."

The National Review,
5 June 1962

2. The Meyer and Szulc book, incidentally, included the
following remarks about Schlesinger and Goodwin:

- “"Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., the Harvard
historian who had joined the White House
staff as a kind of troubleshooter. A shrewd
veteran of intelligence service during World
War II, Schlesinger brought a discreet
skepticism to bear on discussions of the
invasion proposal." (p. 101)
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"Richard N. Goodwin, a bright, articulate,
29-year-old Harvard Law School product who
had clerked for Justice Felix Frankfurter
and had worked on the House Oversight Sub-
committee's expose of Charles Van Doren . . .
became the President's chief adjutant on
Latin American matters."

(pp. 100-101) =
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APPENDIX D
Study of the Anti-Castro
Invasion (Zapata)

11 May 1961
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11 May 1961

STUDY OF THE ANTI-CASTRO INVASION (ZAPATA)

1. The operation to seek the replacement of the Castro
regime by covert means had its origins in a governmental decision
taken on March 17, 1960.. At that time, the exact character or
timing of the operation was not determined. In its final form,
the operation referred to herein as ZAPATA, had the approval of
the Secrgtary of State, the Secretary of Defense, the Joiﬁt
Chiefs of Staff, and the Director, Central Intelligence. This
study undertakes to determine the reasons for its subsequent
failure and to suggest possible ways of avoiding any similar
reverse in the future. |

2. The proximate cause of the failure of the operation was
a shortage of ammunition which developed from the first day of
the landing, April 17, and became increasingly critical until
it resulted in the surrender of the landing force about 1400
on April 19.

3. There were three primary reasons for this shortage of
ammunition. The logistical plan for the landing made ample
provision for ammunition with the men and in floating reserve.
However, upon landing there is evidence that the Cubans wasted
their ammunition in excessive firing, displaying the poor
ammunition discipline which is common to troops in their first

combat.

242 ¢

-,




4. Far more serious was the loss of the freighters RIO .
ESCONDIDO and HOUSTON through air attack at about 0930 on the‘
morning of April 17. The RIO was a particular loss as it had
ten days of reserve ammunition on board, as well as other
important supplies.

5. The air attack which sunk these ships caused all others
in the landing area to put out to sea with the order to
rendezvous 50 miles off the coast. The freighters ATLANTICO and

CARIBE headed south and never stopped until intercepted by the

U.S. Navy at points 110 and 218 miles respectively south of Cuba.

6. The CARIBE was so far away that its cargo, principally
aviation supplies, was never available for movement to Blue
Beach while the fight lasted. The ATLANTICO, which had
considerable ammunition on board, did rejoin the other ships
of the expedition at 1816, April 18 at a point about 50 miles
~nuth of the beach and transferred her supplies to the waiting
two LCIs and 3 LCUs for a night run to the beach.

7. By the time the supplies were transferred and the
convoy had started north it was too late to hope to resupply
the beach under cover of darkness. The convoy commander askéd
CIA operational headquarters, Washington, for destroyer
escort and U.S. Navy jet cover without which he believed that
he would lose his ships to air attack the next morning. He
added that without U.S. Navy support the Cuban crew would

mutiny if sent back to the beach.
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8. As the result of these messages, CIA Headquarters,
apparently not aware of the critical importance of this resupply
mission, éalled it off and the attempt to get ammunition to the
beach ended. The President was never asked permission to extend
the air cover to protect the ammunition convoy.

9. These causes for the ammunition shortage rested in turn
on others which lay deeper in the plans and organization of this
operation and the attitude toward it on the part of Government
officials. The effectiveness of the Castro air force over the
beach resulted from a failure to destroy the airplanes on the
ground before or concurrently with the landing. This failure
was a consequence of the restraints pﬁt on the anti-Castro
air force in planning and executing its strikes, primarily
for the purpose of protecting the covert character of the
operation. These restraints included: The requirement to use
only the B-26 as a combat aircraft because it had been distributed
widely to foreign countries; the limitation of pre-landing
strikes to those which could be considered plausibly to come
from Cuban air fields; the inability to use any non-Cuban base
within short turn-around distance from the target area, (about
nine hours were required to turn around a B-26 for a second
mission over the target from Nicaragua); prohibition of use
of American contract pilots for tactical air operations;
restriction on munitions, notably napalm; and the cancellation

of the strikes planned at dawn on D-Day. The last mentioned
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was probably the most serious as it eliminated the last
favorable opportunity to destroy the Castro air force on the
ground. The cancellation seems to have resulted partly from
the failure to make the air strike plan entirely clear in
advance to the President and the Secretary of State, but,
more importantly, from the failure to carry the issue to the
President when the opportunity was presented and explain to
him with proper force the probable military consequences of
a last-minute cancellation.

10. The flight of the CARIBE and ATLANTICO might have
been prevented had more attention been paid in advance to the
control of the ships to include the placing of some Americans
aboard. The CIA officer responsible for all the ships involved
was a [:::::::::::::::::::::::::::]who was aboard
the LCI BLAGAR with no means to control the freighters, or indeed
to locate them after they disappeared. Only the initiative of
the U.S. Navy in the vicinity brought them back to the scene of
action. The absence of Americans on board these vessels was an
application of the general order to keep Americans out of the
combat area. This order had been violated in a few cases but
it was apparently not considered important to do so in the case
of the freighters.

11. The lack of full appreciation of the ammunition
situation at the end of D-plus-1 in the CIA Operational

Headquarters was largely the result of the difficulty of keeping
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abreast of the situation on the beach and at sea from the
distance of Washington. Also, there was a confidence in the
improvised suppfy of the beach by air which turned out to be
unjustified. Had there been a command ship in the sea with
an advance CIA command post on bbard, a more effective control
would have been possible.

12. It may be asked how near the landing ever came to
success. Had the ammunition shortage been surmounted, which
is to say, had the Castro air been neutralized, would the
landing force have accomplished its mission? The Cubans
ashore fought well and inflicted heavy losses on the Castro
militia while they had ammunition. It seems reasonable to
believe that with control of the air they could have maintained
themselves for some days, although the vastly superior Castro
forces which appeared quickly on the scene made a break-out
unlikely by such a small landing force. The limited number of
B-26 crews, if forced to continue to operafe from Nicaragua,
would have been strained to provide continuous daylight air
support to the beachhead. An attempt by the landing force to
exercise the guerrilla option and take to the hills would have
been virtually impossible because of the presence of the en-
circling Castro forces and of the instructions which the Cuban
invasion units had received to fall back on the beaches in

case of a penetration of the beachhead. We are inclined to
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believe that under the conditions which developed the beachheéd
could not have survived long without substantial help from the
Cuban population or without overt U.S. assistance. As noted
above, the guerrilla alternative did not really exist..

13. Our conclusions are still tentative as we have not
yet discussed the operation with the President or the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. At the moment we would advance
the following:

a. A paramilitary operation of the magnitude
of ZAPATA fell outside the limited scope of NSC 5412/2
and exceeded the organizétional capacity of the CIA.
Responsibility for thé planning, training, and
execution of the operation should héve been trans-
ferred to the Department of Defense about November,

1960, and the covert classification of the operation

re-examined. If the transfer of the operation in the

form contemplated was not approved, it should have

been abandoned.

b. Once the need for the operation was established,
its success should have had the primary consideration of
all agencies in the Government. Operational restrictions
designed to protect its covert character should have been
accepted only if they did not impair the chance of success.
As it was, the leaders of the operation were obliged to’fit
their plan inside changing ground rules laid down for non-

military considerations, which often had serious operational
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c. The leaders of the operation did not élways
present their case with sufficienf force and clarity
to the senior officials of the Government to allow
the latter to appreciate the consequences of some
of their decisions. This remark applies in particular
to the circumstances surrounding the cancellation of
the D-Day strikes.

d. There was a marginal character to the operation
which always cast a serious doubt over its ultimate
success. The landing force was small in relation to its
36-mile beachhead and to the probable enemy reaction.

The air support was short of pilots if the beach was to
require cover for a long period. There were few seconds-
in-command to provide relief for the key leaders of the
invasion who soon became casulties to excessive fatigue.
There were few Cuban replacements for the battle losses
which were certain to occur. It is felt that the approval

of so marginal an operation 5y many officials was really

an expression of the feeling that the Cﬁban brigade was

a waning asset which had to be used quickly, and that this
‘opefation was the best way to realize the most from it.
Also, the consequences of demobilizing the Brigade and the
return of the trainees to the U.S.A., with its implication
that the United States had lost interest in the fight

against Castro, played a part in the final decision.




e. The Cuban Expeditionarvaorce achieved tactical
surprise in its landing and, as we have said, fought
well and inflicted heavy casualties on the enemy.
Although there had been considerable evidence of
strong pockets of resistance against Castro throughout
Cuba, the short life of the beachhead was not sufficient
to trigger an immediate popular reaction, and Castro's
repressive measures following the landing made co-
ordinated uprisings of the populace impossible. The
effectiveness of the Castro military forces, as well
as that of his police measures, was not entirely
anticipated or foreseen.

f. 1In approving the operation fhe President and
senior officials had been greatly influenced by the
- understanding that the landing force could pass to
guerrilla status, if unable to hold the beachhead.

These officials were informed on many occasions that

the ZAPATA area was guerrilla territory, and that the
entire force, in an emergency, could operate as guerrillas.
With this alternative to fall back on, the view was held
that a sudden or disastrous defeat was most improbable.
As we have indicated before, the guerrilla alternative
as it had been described was not in fact available to

this force.
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g. The operation suffered from being run from
the distance of Washington. At that range and with the
limited reporting which was inevitable on the part of
field commanders absorbed in combat, it was not possible
to have a clear understanding in Washington of events
taking place in the field. This was particularly the
case of the night of D-plus-1 when an appreciation of

the ammunition situation would have resulted in an all-

out effort to supply the beach by all available means.

h. The Joint Chiefs of Staff had the important
responsibility of examining into the military feasibility
of this operation. They approved the ZAPATA Plan,
although initially they would have'preferred TRINIDAD,

a point which apparently never reached the senior civilian
officials. As a body they reviewed the successive changes
of the Plan piece-meal and only within a limited context,
a procedure which was inadequate for a proper examination
of all the military ramifications. Individually, they
had differing understandings of important features of

the operation.

i. Although the intelligence was not perfect,
particularly the evaluation of the effectiveness of the
T-33s, we do not feel that any failure of intelligence

contributed significantly to the defeat.

-l
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j.- The planning and conduct of the operation would |

have been improved if there had been an initial statement

of governmental policy, assigning the mission and setting

the guidelines within which it was to develop. Thereafter,

there was a need for a formalized procedure for inter-

departmental coordination and follow-up with adequate

record-keeping of decisions.

14. 1In the light of the foregoing considerations, we are of
of the opinion that the preparations and execution of paramilitary
operations such as ZAPATA are a form of Cold War action in which
the country must be prepared to engage. If it does so, it must
engage in it with a maximum chance of success. Such operations
should be planned and executed by a govérnmental mechanism capable
of bringing into play, in addition to military and covert techniques,
all other forces, political, economic, ideclogical, and intelligence,
which can contribute to its success. No such mechanism presently
exists but should be created to plan, coordinate and further a
national Cold War strategy capable of including paramilitary

operations.
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13 June 1961




CoPY

Room 2E980, The Pentagon
Washington 25, D.C.
13 June 1961

Dear Mr. President:

By your letter of April 22, 1961, you charged me in association with
Attorney General Robert Kennedy, Admiral Arleigh Burke, and Director of
Central Intelligence Allen Dulles to study our govermnmental practices
and programs in the areas of military and paramilitary, guerrilla and
anti-guerrilla activity which fell short of outright war with a view to
strengthening our work in this area. You directed special attention to
the lessons which can be learned from the recent events in Cuba.

On May 16, our Cuban Study Group submitted to you an interim oral
report of our conclusions as of that date. We are now prepared to make
our final report to you orally, supported by the following memoranda:

Memorandum No. 1 '"Narrative of the Anti-Castro Operation
ZAPATA"

Memorandum No. 2 "“Immediate Causes of Failure of the
Operation ZAPATA"

Memorandum No. 3 '"Conclusions of the Cuban Study Group'
Memorandum No. 4 ''Recommendations of the Cuban Study Group"

In your letter of April 22, you invited me to submit an individual report
subject to the review and comment of my associates. As we have found no
airricuity in reaching a unanimous view on all essential points under
consideration, we are submitting this view as a jointly agreed study.

In closing, may I express our view of the great importance of a prompt
implementation of our first recommendation to establish a Strategic Resources
Group supported by a Cold War Indications Center which will allow our
government readily to focus its resources on the objectives which you set
in the so-called Cold War? We feel that we are losing today on many fronts
and that the trend can be reversed only by a whole-hearted union of effort
by all Executive departments and agencies of the Govermment under your

guidance.

Sincerely yours,

Maxwell D. Taylor
The President

The White House
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APPENDIX F

BITTER RECRIMINATIONCS : ‘
THE NAVY CAP AT THE BAY OF PIGS
19 APRIL 1961*

On 19 April 1961, the anti-Castro Air Force operating out
of Puerto Cabezas, Nicaragua was authorized to fly its B-26s on a
combat mission over Cuba in an attempt to relieve the pressure on
the anti-Castro Brigade and, possibly, to support the orderly
evacuation of these troops from the beachhead at Playa Giron on
the Bay of Pigs. 1In the course of this action, two B-26s--each
carrying a two-man American crew under contract to CIA--were shot
down and the four fliers weré killed; The loss of the American
crews precipitated a controversy between the US Navy and CIA
which heretofore has never been the subject of serious study.
The basis for the disagreement focuses on the combat air patrol
(cAP) which had been authorized by President Kennedy to fly off
of the USS Essex--the flagship of a carrier task group standing
off Cuba--to protect the B-26s from Castro's T-33s and Sea Furies.

The undisputed facts about this episode are that:

1. To support the planned air strike, President
Kennedy authorized the USN to fly a CAP for one hour on

19 April. (

2. The timegframe for the CAP set by the President
was agreed to by the USN and CIA as 0630-0730 Cuba (and

Washington) time.

3. For whatever reason, the USN CAP and the B-26s
missed their rendezvous; and two B-26s and four Americans

were lost.

* Unpublished manuscript by Jack B. Pfeiffer, August 1983
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Explanations for the failure of the rendezvous have focused
on the time frame--the Navy claiming that the CIA B-26s arrived too
early and the Agency claiming that the CAP arrived too late.
Degeneration of this dispute to firm assertions and positive
denials ignored the available evidence which makes clear that
the failure of the CAP was the result of an inexplicably sloppy
performance on the part of the Navy even if the B-26s arrived
as early as the Navy has claimed. The Navy deliberately de-
stroyed records which reflected on their poor performance. The
purpose of this paper is to demonstrate how this conclusion
was reached on the basis of evidence that was available before
the Maxwell Taylor Committee completed its investigations of
the BOP operation in mid-June 1960.

Review of the messages, memorandums, and other pertinent
information shows that USN planning for operation BUMPY ROAD (the
Navy's identification of CIA's anti-Castro program) began on 25
March 1961 with authorization from the JCS. On 1 April, Rules of
Engagement were issued for surface shipping and air patrols;
and on 17 April, the USN Task Group got its first orders to pro-
vide Early Warning (EW) of Castro aircraft for the Brigade
ships. 1/ Also on 17 April 1961 a memorandum from the USN officer
_serving as the Agency's liaison officer with the JCS set fofth the
Rules of Engagement for the carrier task group which set limits

on the distance from Cuban territory for both carrier and aircraft
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and conditions under which carrier aircraft could engage un-
friendly aircraft.

Beginning on D-Day (17 April 1961) Navy aircraft were in
evidence in the invasion areas. In strict conformity with the
rules, the USN jets made no effort to deter Castro's aircraft,

even as Brigade aircraft were being shot down and its ships

sunk at the Bay of Pigs. With the heavy losses of Brigade aircraft
on 17 April, CIA's air commander at Puerto Cabezas began to

appeéil for immediate support from the jet aircraft aboard the
Essex. Before noon on 18 April, both Gar Teegen, the CIA air

chief in Nicaragua, and McGeorge Bundy, the President's national
security adviser, were urging their respective chiefs to authorize
direct action against Castro's FAR by planes from the carrier--
Teegen's contention being that there was no longer any way of
denying US involvement with the invasion. At the White House level,
Bundy prepared a memorandum for the President stating:

I think you will find at noon Jon 18 April] that the
situation in Cuba is not a bit good. The Cuban armed
forces are stronger, the popular response is weaker,
and our tactical position is feebler than we had hoped.
Tanks have done in one beachhead, and the position is

precarious at the others.
The CIA will press hard for further air help--this

time by Navy cover to B-26s attacking the tanks. But
I think we can expect other pleas in rapid crescendo,

- because we are up against a formidable enemy, who is
reacting with military know-how and vigor.

The immediate request I would grant (because it
cannot easily be proven against us and because men are
in need).... In my.own judgment, the right course now
is to eliminate the Castro air force, by neutrally-
painted US planes if necessary, and then let the battle

go . its way. 2/
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Neither of these requests for air support from the Naﬁy
was acted on immediately;-and when authorization for assistance
from the carrier task force was granted, it was minimal. 1In the
early hours of 19 April (Schlesinger says shortly after 1:00 a.m.),
the President, during a meeting with his high level advisers,
authorized one hour of air cover for the Brigade B-26s by six
unmarked jets from the Essex.* Among the other caveats, the Navy
jets were not to seek air combat nor attack ground targets. 3/
Once this decision was made, Headquarters sent a message to
Puerto Cabezas stating among other things that there would be:
"positive aggressive Navy air support and cover" from 1130Z to

12302, on 19 April and that all "enemy forces on approaches

- leading into Playa Giron airfield should be attacked."

"But even as this authorization for one hour of a CAP was
being flashed to Nicaragua, the air base was sending a message
through Headquarters at 0815Z (0215 Nicaragua/0315 Washington)
to the commanding officer of the Essex specifying that the USN
air CAP be provided at the area of "Blue Beach not at

the 12 mile limit."

* In addition to himself and the President, Schlesinger wrote
that other attendees at the meeting were the Vice-President,
McGeorge Bundy, Secretaries Rusk and McNamara, Walt Rostow,
General Lemnitzer, Admiral Burke, and Mr. Bissell. One might
wonder whether the presence of DCI Allen Dulles would have led
to a more realistic use of the USN CAP than emerged from this
meeting. Dulles's absence from the US from around noon on D-2
until nearly midnight on D-Day--he was in Peruto Rico keeping a
scheduled date to address the Young Presidents organization--

was one of the worse--of not the worst--decisions he made as

DCI.
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Less than an hour after the message was sent to Gar Teegan
confirming the one hour CAP for 19 April, JCS sent a message to
both Admiral Dennison, CINCLANT, and to Rear Admiral Clark, Command=
ing Officer of the Task Group. This message ordered TG-81.8 to
furnish six unmarked aircraft to protect the anti-Castro Cuban
Air Force during the period from 0630-0730 local time, 19 April
1961l. The USN pilots were not to seek air combat, but were
to play a purely defensive role guarding both B-26s and
C-46s. 4/

The Task Group also was alerted to the possibility that
the invading forces might need to be evacuated from Blue Beach,
and Admiral Dennison had an amphibious squadron in the area alerted -
to assist if such an effort were authorized. Again, however,
there were restrictions on the extent to which the rescue opera-
tions could be performed. At all costs, the US presence was to
remain deniable! " 5/

At 11287 (0628R) on 19 April, a FLASH message to Puerto

Cabezas from the Task Force (via CIA Headquarters) reported

that the aircraft from the Essex had taken off, but if the testimony
of Admiral Clark to the Taylor Committee is to be believed, this
message from the Task Force failed to make any reference

-to the fact that the anti-Castro B-26s already had passed over

the Essex at 0530!
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Shortly after 0900 Cuban time,Puerto Cabezas sent an
EMERGENCY message to the Task Group reporting the shoot down
of a B-26 with an American crew into the ocean and requesting
that a rescue attempt be made. This message was soon followed
by a series of messages from Puerto Cabezas reporting that two
B-26s with American crews had been lost and that the promised USN
air CAP had never materialized. The cables from Nicaragua
culminated with Teegen's message to Headguarters shortly before
noon saying:

Today's American crews dispatched as last resort,
confident of Navy cover, per Headquarter's guidance.
Will not send any more B-26s from this base under
present conditions.

Before 3:00 p.m., Washington time, on 19 April, a message
went from Headquarters to Puerto Cabezas telling them to stand
down all air activity pending further advice.?*

In the messages from the field to Headguarters between
17-19 April, there were repeated complaints about the failure
of Navy aircraft--even within the limits specified prior to 19
April--to fly low enough so that their mere presence might serve

to protect the B-26s from attack. The crucial failure, however,

* There had been a meeting in DCI Dulles's office about 8:30 a.m.
on 19 April attended by McGeorge Bundy and the key personnel
involved in the project--DDCI Cabell, Mr. Bissell, Jake Esterline,
Dick Drain, Colonels Hawkins, Beerli, and Germosen, and Captain
Scapa. Bundy called President to request that Navy air be
authorized to attack both ground and air targets. The President
refused to authorize any extension beyond the hour granted for

the morning.
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concerned the absence of the Navy CAP when the Brigade B-26s were
nearing their CIP (Coast in Point) on the morning of 19 April--
even if the planes from Puerto Cabezas arrived earlier than
scheduled as claimed by the Navy.

In his testimony about the Bay of Pigs before the Taylor
Committee, Admiral Clark stated that his orders were for a CAP
from 0630R-0730R on 19 April, but:

I decided to play this one safe and ordered by

people to be on station one-half hour early [0600R]

in the event that the CEF [Cuban Expeditionary Force]

aircraft made the trip quicker than they had anticipated.

However, they came over our ship one hour early [0530R],

and consequently we launched our aircraft immediately.

We arrived over the beach area forty minutes before

0630 Romeo [0550R]. However, by that time, the CEF

aircraft had already made their strikes and left. 6/

If the Navy CAP was launched and over the beach at the
time specified by Admiral Clark in the above testimony, why
did the message transmitted from the Task Force to Puerto
Cabezas via Headquarters 1128Z [0628R] on 19 April fail to
mention that the Brigade's B-26s had already overflown the
Essex? If the message at 11282 represented the approximate
time of launch of the CAP from the Essex, then the time sequence
specified to the Taylor Committee by Clark was grossly in error.?

Gar Teegen, the air commander at Puerto Cabezas, had

Xelatively little to say about the time problem. In his testimony

to General Taylor, in response to the gquestion of whether

* The introductory note to Admiral Clark's testimony before
the Taylor Committee stated that Clark: "Made the point that
all the orders he had received were good dispatches and clear
and that they were carried out fully." 7/
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there was some confusion as to the time the Navy CAP was to

be provided, Teegen's terse answer was: "There was no confusion
of the time. I received a message that Navy air CAP would be
provided." 8/

Teegen's Mission Summary Report of 26 April 1961 for
the Taylor Committee noted that either four or five B-26s
were launched from Puerto Cabezas between 0845Z and 0900Z.
Estimating the minimum time of arrival over the target for these
aircraft to be two-and-one-half hours, one of the planes could
have been over the target area as early as 0430R, two at 0615R,
and two at 0630R. The first arrival clearly was outside of
the time assigned for the USN CAP. The other four would have
been well wityin the time (0550R) that Admiral Clark testified
his CAP was "over the beach area." The two B-26s which were
lost on 19 April were within the specified period (0630-0730R)
for CAP protection.

The question of the number of aircraft focuses on the ap-
proximate time of departure for Joe Shannon. In the Mission
Summary for the Taylor Committee prepared in 1961, Shannon's
launch time was shown as 1030Z; but when Teegen reviewed

Albert Person's publication, The Bay of Pigs, Shannon's launch

was given as 09Q0Z. Based on the messages that Puerto Cabezas
sent to Headquarters on 19 April reporting the shoot down of

Riley Shamburger and Wade Gray by a T-33, Shannon must have launched
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at 0900 inasmuch as Shamburger was his wing man when he was
killed. The time of departure from Puerto Cabezas and the
approximate time of ar;ival over Cuba as given to the Taylor
Committee and as shown in Teegen's review of Person's bdok
are given in Table 1.* .

Col. Stanley Berrli, the Acting Chief of Air Division,
retained bitter recollections of the miss between the Navy
CAP and the brigade B-26s. In discussing this episode, Beerli
was most positive about who was at fault:

You're damn right I was involved...I was there--
down at the Task Force Headquarters. Bissell was there.
Arleigh Burke was there...Bissell had obtained the
clearance for that [air] support, and there was some
discussion as to what the Navy would do and what they
would provide--jets, etc. It was decided that we could
launch our strike. The Navy would give us air cover
for one hour. 0.K. and then the question is
what time do you want it? Bissell turned to me and
said, "Stan, what time do you want it?"

I blame him [Admiral Arleigh Burke] for this because
it was a time mixup... He was there, and he said, "Well,
wvhat time do you want it?" I said, "Six," and then
I...thought...you know there are a lot of six o'clocks
around in different places in the world, and I said,

"Six o'clock Zebra time."

Anyway, I converted it to Zebra time...and I gave
it to him in Zebra time...I remember that specifically,
so that it would work out locally for that
time--0630-0730.... I remember him going out--and
I said, "Remember, Zebra time." But he was kind of in a --
might have been in a kind of preoccupied mood. It wasn't
typewritten down on a piece of paper and given to him.

- Maybe that's it. He went back and said, "Be there at
0630-0730;" and they just weren't there.... But I blame
him for that tieup, because our people were there at the
time it was specified. I just think that there was the
foul up--not getting that "2" time back to the Navy. 9/

* Table 1 follows p. 9. The two-and-one-half hour flight time

from Puerto Cabezas to Cuba probably errs on the side of a higher
average airspeed (230 mph) than was operationally feasible (190-
20Q mph). Albert C. Persons was a C-46/C-54 pilot/instructor during

the BOP operation,



TARLE 1

B-26 TAKE-OFF AND ARRIVAL TIMES,
19 APRIL 1961*

I 1968 Revision of
Mézszlx;?u 19613 ' Mission Surmary of
| 26 April 1961
. Take~off Estimated Take—off. Estimated
Pilots/Crew time minimum arrival time minimm arrival
time ovex time over
target target: :
(575 s.m./230 (575 s.m./230
mph) ph)
. .\‘
Herrera 0700 0930 0700 0930
(0430) {0430)
0845 1115 0845 1115
(0615) (0515)
Goodwin 0845 1115 0845 1115
(0615) (0615)
Ray/Baker 0900 1130 0855 1125
- =1 _(0630) (0625)
Shamburger/ 0900 1130~ 0900 1130
Gray {0630) (0530)
Shannon 1030(09002)* | 1300(11302) | o900 1130
{0800) (07302) {0530)
Simpson 1030 1300 1030 1200
(pseudo) (recalled) (0800) (08090)
"Doug" 0700 (2) 0930 1030 1200
(0430) {2300)

* ZEBRA (Z) time except times in parenthesis are Fastern Standard Time

(e.g., Havana and Washington, D. C.)
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Col. Beerli's strong feelings about the failure of the
Navy to get the time period for the CAP correct are subjective,
but there is less speculative evidence which adds credence to
the Agency's contention’that the Navy clearly was at fault on
19 April 196l--regardless of whether the B-26s arrived an hour
earlier than scheduled. Admiral Clark told the Taylor Committee
that the Essex was unaware of the approaching B-26s until “they
came over our ship one hour early." Also according to Clark, by the
time he launched his CAP and got them over the beach, the
B-26s "had already made their strikes and left." 10/

At no time did any of the USN personnel testifying before

" the Taylor Committee (including Admiral Burke of the Committee)

indicate that the incoming B-26s had been picked up by radar on

the Essex or on the radar of the escorting destroyers. Estimates

based on the intercept ranges for the radars installed on the
Essex (as of November 1960-June 1961) indicate that B-26s flying
at a speed of 230 mph, between altitudes of 500' and 10,000',
could have been picked up between 45 and 154 statute miles from
the carrier. This would have provided the carrier with an
advance warning of roughly 12-40 minutes. 11/*

Although it cannot be determined accurately at what
ﬁeight any of the brigade's B-26s were flying, Gar Teegen was
of the opinion that they probably would have been cruising at

8,000-10,000* for the early part of the trip, dropping down to

* See Table 2 following p. 1ll.
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TABLE 2

ESTIMATED RADAR INTERCEPT RANGES,

USS ESSEX AND BRIGADE B-26's, 19 APRIL 1961

Height of Intercept Range Time Required
Aircraft (Statute miles)* B-26's to
(Feet) reach ESSEX#*%*

(Minutes)
100 . 28 7
200 . : 32 . . 8
500 45 12
1,500 : 68 18
2,000 76 20
3,000 90 23
5,000 . 113 30

10,000 i 154 -40 -

* Source: Department of the Navy, Sea Systems Command,
24 April 1979 (SEA 62X/EFW, Ser 81). U.

** Estimated average speed 230 mph.
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2,000' when approximately 15 miles off the target--by which
time they would have been well past the Essex. It would appear
reasonable to assume that the carrier's intercept should have
been made at approximately 100 miles, or 25 minutes' warning
time of the incoming aircraft. 12/

Equally difficult to understand is Admiral Clark's
statement that by the time his jets were launched and to the
target area the B-26s had made their strikes and departed. As
already noted, based on the take-off times out of Puerto
Cabezas as many as five B-26s--~those flownvby Ray, Shamburger,
Shannon, Goodwin, and[::::::::]-could have been in the air at
the time that the jets from the Essex arrived. Herrera and,
possibly "Doug" in the first two B-26s over the target area might
have been in and out prior to the arrival of the CAP; but
according to Buck Persons, Doug was intercepted by one of the
USN jets as he was en route back to Puerto Cabezas. Even
though he had no radio contact with the Navy pilot, Doug was
able to direct the aircraft back toward the beach where Joe
Shannon still faced possible attaék by the T-33s which had
downed his wing man. 13/ This would seem to justify some
questions about the credibility of Clark's testimony before
the Taylor Committee.

Stanley Beerli also criticized the failure of the Navy
radar to pick up the B-26s, and, in addition, he ﬁbought that

if the Navy had been serious about its obligation to support
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the project, they would have had reconnaissance aircraft up

well before the B-26s appeared. Even if the recce aircraft

had failed to catch the incoming B-26s, Beerli's contention was

that the carrier's radar surely should have spotted them. 14/%*
Captain Lionel Krisel (USNR, Ret.)=--who for a number of

years was working on a history of naval operations, including

the Bay of Pigs, at the instigation of Admiral Arleigh Burke--

has claimed that the carrier did have a reconnaissance aircraft

up and that the Essex CAP got off within a few minutes of a radar

pickup. In context, Krisel's comments implied that the

carrier's radar and not the recce aircraft spotted the B-26s. 15/

If Krisel's version were accepted as correct and if the Essex,

even with a radar warning alert, could not get its jet aircraft

launched in time to catch any of the B-26s before they completed

their strikes, the efficiency of US carrier operations would

* The April 1979 estimate by the Navy of the capability of the
radar gear carried by the Essex between November 1960~June 1961
confirms Beerli's belief that the radar capability was there.
This makes even more incredible Admiral Clark's contention
that the Essex was unaware of the B~26s until they passed

the carrier.
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appear to have been another of the numerous, significant
questions which went unasked by the Taylor Committee.?*

There also were other problems with reference to the
CAP from the Essex that were indicative of considerably less
than top performance by the USN. Teegen, as reportedly
previously, had urged the Navy aifcraft to operate at lower
altitudes if they were to be of any use for protecting the
brigade aircraft. 19/ Based on Captain Krisel's claims that
in his discussions with some of the Essex's pilots who flew
the CAP he was told that they had no orders to fire, it would

have made no difference at what height the A4Ds operated. 20/**

* In his discussions with Col. Beerli, Capt. Krisel apparently
did not indicate that there was any radar pickup of the B-26s. 16/
In one of his conversations with me, Krisel stated that the A4D
Skyhawks from the Essex did not carry radar and had to be vectored

by the carrier to any aircraft which they could not sight visually. 17

Yet another version of the time frame problem was told to
Peter Wyden in a conversation with Admiral Clark's second in com-
mand, "Deacon" Fickenscher. According to Wyden:

On Wednesday'![19 April 1961] at 6:30 a.m., Deacon
IFickenscher] received a message...from Washington...
to launch four Skyhawks which were supposed to protect
B-26s headed for the beach.... The launch was sched-
uled for six-thirty, clearly no longer possible. The
planes were airborne shortly before seven-thirty.
Deacon knew they would almost certainly miss their
rendezvous.... Nobody could execute orders before

they were received. Obviously, communications with
Washington were not working right. 18/

- **The writer told Krisel that this was an unbelievable story
because the purpose of the CAP was to "defend CEF against air
attacks from Castro forces. Do not seek air combat, but defend
CEF forces from air attack." Krisel reported that the pilots
claimed that the Rules of Engagement must have been changed
and the pilots were unaware of the change.
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Perhaps indicative of the Navy's sensitivity about its
performance during the Bay of Pigs operation is the fact that
the operational records of its participation were ordered
destroyed, preéumably at the direction of Admiral Burke. gl/_
One source has indicated that the destruction of the records--
including "“the operation order, the deck log, the navigation
log, the combat information center log, the engineering log,
everything"~-was done in the incinerator of the Essex following
the collapse of the invasion. 22/%

If the performance by Navy air was less than admirable,
it should be remembered that by D-Day military considerations
had gone by the board in favor of political expediency as de-
termined by the White House. That President Kennedy could
have been unaware that the effort against Castro was in trouble
from the time the first B-26 went down and two of the supply
ships were sunk, then he either was listening to the wrong ad-
visers or was engaging in wishful thinking. Certainly McGeorge
Bundy was well aware of the air problem and he was in close
contact with key CIA personnel who were actively seeking air
support from the Navy. That the President failed to authorize
US intervention by USN air when there was still time to salvage
some, if not most, of the Brigade did nothing to deflect criticism
of the US an an "interventionist"; and it did irreparable damage

to US relations with the nations of Central America.

* Destruction of these records was another item that never came
to the attention of the Taylor Committee.
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