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Organization for and Conduct‘of the Review

. 1. Many years have passed since the inquiry by the Warréh Com-
mission. The persons who were most familiar with the activities
of the Agency during the period preceding the death of President
Kennedy, and during the investigation of the Warren Commission, are
nojlonger in place in the same work. Some  of the employees have
i retired or have been transferred to other work. Some have died.
o 2. Tb respond to the questions raised in Book V of the SSC
Final Report,'it was necessary to review old files and to assign to
this undertaking personnel not really familiar with the activities
of the Agency during a period of a dozen or more years before. A

study group was established to consider the size of the problem and

to develop a plan for conducting the review. Chaired by a repre-
sentative from the Office of the Inspector General, the group also
consisted of members from CI Staff, LA Division, and the Office of

Security. Terms of Reference for the review were agreed upon in

carly August 1976. Points emphasized for the review, because of the
thrust of Book V of the SSC Final Report, were (1) to conduct a full
review of information and operations on the Cuban target to identify

any activity that might relate to the assassination of President Kennedy,
and (2) to review the possibility that CIA activities against Cuba

did, by their nature, cause Castro to order the assassination of

CONFBENHAL
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President Kennedy. A copy of the Terms of Reference is attached.

3. The two main holdings of files for the period in question

~ were in LA Division and CI Staff, of the Directorate of Operations,

with less voluminous files beiqg held in the Office of Security and
the Office of the Inspector General. The organization for the review
of those files is described below.

4. LA Division: LA Division was the ?epository of the files
for Agency operations conducted against Cuba. These files weré known
to be extensive. Under the Terms of Reference those files for the
period 1 January 1961 to 1 January 1965 were selected for review,
coﬁering a three-year period prior to the death of President Kennedy
and the following year. A research group was formed composed of
five full-time researchers, a group leader and a task force supervisor.
An additional four researchers participated in different phases of
the research, which continued to mid-May 1977.

5. Reference to material for this research was obtained ffom
the LA Division registry, the Cuba Desk machine runs, and a special
compréhensive file listing prepared for this purpose by Information
Service§ Staff (ISS). On the basis of this it was originally believed
that material pertinent to the search would number approximately 900
operational folders, plus numerous related 201-files. It was later
determined, however, that a thorough review should include additional
operational and subject files which brought the total to well over

two thousand files. In view of the date of the material, much of it,
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both operational and subject, had been retired to Archives at

Virginia. The remainder is held at Headquarters in the
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files or archival material of Information Processing Group. This
é material is easily retrievable through the use of specific job

numbers and file reference numbers recorded and retained in the

B LA Division research group files (too numerous to cite herein).
6. Following is a breakdown of the types and numbers of files
B reviewed, criteria employed in the research, the findings, and

organization of the material:

a. Types and Number of Files Reviewed

(1) Operational 1,729
(601 with findings and 1,128
with no findings)

(2) Subject Files 547
(186 with findings and 361 ’
with no findings)

(3) Cuba Policy Files 101
(4) Chief, WH Division Chrono Files
(Task Force W Chronos) 37
(5) Official 201 Dossiers - __100-plus
Total 2,514

b. Criteria Used in the Research

As a guide the research group followed the Terms of

| Reference referred to above. In addition to the Terms of

Reference, the group remained alert to other items of interest

GONFIDENTIAL
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brought to its attention by the IG Staff, on an ad hoc basis,
and to additional questions raised in the course of the .
study. A name trace waS always run, and/or the 201-file was
reviewed, if available, on any individual allegedly involved
in an assassination blot against President Kennedy or Fidel
Castro. This task was made somewhat easier as the result of
a memorandum prepared by the Cuba Desk, in August 1975,

based on traces of the names in the so-called Blgck Book

that Fidel Castro passed to Senatﬁr McGovern, which dealt
with individuals the Cubans alleged were involved in assassi-
nation attempts against Castro.

c¢. Findings and Organization of the Findings

Each researcher submitted a draft paper noting the
subject of the folder(s) reviewed, a brief description of the
activity, and a copy of those document(s)-or findings which
contained information believed to be pertinent to the revfew.
Also included were job numbers, official file numbers, .
inclusive dates of material researched, and the number of
volumes reviewed. Beginning in January 1977, at the request
of the IG Staff, the researchers also began noting FBI and/or
other government agencies knowledge of information, to the
extent recorded in Agency files. Separate finished memoranda
were prepared, on the basis of these data, including the
heading Findings. This heading lists the specific document

number(s) and other pertinent data, and a few lines providing
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the gist of the document(s) for purpose of easy and quick

reference. These memoranda, with a copy of the documentjs)

attached, are filed in alphabetical order, by project and
subject, in hard-back green folders as part of the official

LA Division research group files under the official classi-

kfication number 019-604-001 (Volumes XI through XX). Also

included in the records ére two fo1de}s (Volumes IX and X)

containing 1,439 draft memoranda with negative findings.

These records are restricted in LA Division.

~ 7. The LA Division research effort proved to be far more
coﬁplex than originally estimated. Research continued to lead to new
files, and the requirements for meticulous analysis and correlation
of material further extended the time required to complete the under-
taking. By completing this exhaustive review of files the Agency
can speak with consideréb]e confidence as to what the records of
Cuban operations show, so far as they relate to the question of the
death of President Kennedy. -

8. CI Staff: CI Staff assigned one senior officer to review
its files on Lee Harvey Oswald, working under the general Terms of
Reference referred to above, and also to generate papers on points
not covered by the guidelines but pertinent to the general subject.

9. Since December 1963, the CI Staff has served as the point

of record for all questions relating to Lee Harvey Oswald and the
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Agency's role in the investigation conducted by the Warren Com-
mission. The so-called "Oswald File* now fills 57 volumes comprising
" some 142 file folders and portfolios. In addition, the Staff has
accumulated some 50 supplemental files including the master copy
df those documents released under provisions of the FOIA to the public
in March 1976 (first series) and those documents (second series)
released in September 1976 and March 1977.°
10. By necessity the documents in thé file are held in chrono-
logical order; however, the file has become much more than just a
chronological file on Lee Harvey Oswald. It has now become the
Agéncy‘s central repository for information and documentation that
it holds on: |
a. The life of Harvey Oswald;
b. The'Agency's role in the investigation conducted
by the Warren Commission, 1963--1964; -
c¢. The testimony by various Agency officers before
‘the several commissions and committees set up to review_
the validity of previous investigations. (NB: It should
be pointed out that this portion of this file is not
complete); and
d. The point of record for Agency action taken in
response to requests submitted to the Agency under pro-

visions of the Freedom of Information Act.



®

BONTIBEHTIAL

-] -

C ke
E R

11. In order to come to grips with the voluminous material in

”'the Oswald files, it soon became obvioys that, in order to be in
a position to respond effectively and expeditiously to the Terms of
Reference and to allegations and accusations in Book V of the SSC '
Final Report, it would be necessary to copy much of the file and to

place these copies in folders set up accoraing to general and specific

Rt R

subjects. In order to check charges that this Agency had withheld
information from the FBI and the Warren Commission, and that there
was “no evidence that the FBI asked the Agency to conduct an investi-
gafion or gather information," the following files were set up:

. a. Correspondence from the Warren Commission;

b. Correspondence from the Agency to the Warren

Commission;
¢. Agency disseminations to the Ihte]]igence Cdmmunity,
particularly the FBI;

d. Correspondence from the FBI to the Agency requesting

assistance and information;
e. Chronological summary of information on and actions
taken relating to Silvia Tirado de DURAN; and
f. Chronological summary of information on and actions
taken relating to Gilberto ALVARADO Ugarte.
These files provided a basis for checking statemenfs included in the

oo SSC Final Report and to determine what the Agency actually did do

in relation to the Warren Commission inquiry.
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12. The approach to the problem at hand was to assemble by
‘chronological and statistical compilations the Agency's record on
the matter, (a) its initiation of collection requirements for infor-
mation, and the papers it originated on various aspects of the.
investigation for passage to the Intelligence Community, particularly
the FBI and the Warren Commission, and (b), its response to require-
ments and requests levied upon it by the Intelligence Community and
the Warren Commission. Certain parts of the record were suﬁmarized
to récord what actually happened in those instances in which it
differs from representations in the SSC Report.

13. Office of Security: The Office of Security assigned one

officer to identify material in its records believed to have some
possible relation to the Kennedy assassination. During the course of
this review, approximately fifty subject fifes were identifiéd as
containing material of some relevance. This material amountedto

the equivalent of approximately two safe drawers. The files reviewed
included volumes on Lee Harvey Oswald, AMLASH, various individuals
connected with the Criminal Underworid Plot, and a collection of
files containing the results of name traces conducted at the time

of the "Garrison Investigation."”

14. Office of the Inspector General: The Office of the Inspector

General held the report that it produced in 1967 on plotting against
Castro, as well as related materials accumulated subsequentiy. It

also received files developed in 1973 in response to a 9 May 1973
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request by the DCI to Agency employees concerning questionable

activities. Two members of fhe Inspection Staff were assigned to

the project, responsible for overall coordination of the research
effort. Additiona]]y, because of the emphasis given to events in
Mexico by Book V of the SSC Final Report, the Office of'the Inspector
General employed on contract a retired employee who had sérved as

a special case officer in Mexico City duriﬁg the period preceding
s President Kennedy's death and during the {nvestigation afterwards.
The retired employee recalled for this task conducted an extensive
review of all Mexico City files and materials held in Headquarters
or retired to Archives. The result of her research is found in
Tabs B and F. |

e 15. The file holdings in the Office of the Inpsector General
are less than one safe drawer. However, the AMLASH file, held by

LA Division/Directorate of Operations, was reviewed by a member of

the Office of the Inspector General, as were parts of the AMTRUNK

file, also held by LA Division. These two activities are discussed
in Annexes D anq C, respectively. |
16. There were a limited number of interviews to clarify
specific points.
* k k k k& k % *
Detailed records of the research undertaken are held in the
respective components participating in this effort. Selected back-

up material for the final report is also held in the Office of the

Inspector General.
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SUBJECT: Comments on Book V of the Final Report of the U.S. Senate
Select Coomittee to Study Governmental Operations with
Respect to Intelligence Activities

v 1. Book V of the SSC Final Report, titled The Investigation

of the Assassination of President John F. Kennedy: Performance of the

Intelligence Agencies, presents a number of issues that address themselves

to the conscience of the Agency. The criticisms of CIA are based on a

series of presentations of how various investigative leads were handled,

and on the non-reporting of various Agency operational activities that
the SSC Final Report judges to have been relevant to the Warren
Commission inquiry.

é. A stated thesis of the SSC Final Report is that the operations
of the intelligence agencies against Cuba e*ercised a negative influence
o on the quality of their support for the Warren Commission investigation.
The following statements appear in the Report:

“It (the SSC Report) places particular

emphasis on the effect their Cuban opera-

tions seemed to have on the investigation.” .

Page 2.

"They (senior CIA officials) should have
realized that CIA operations against Cuba,
particularly operations involving the
assassination of Castro, needed to be con-
sidered in the investigation. Yet, they

directed their subordinates to conduct

an investigation without telling them of

these vital facts." Page 7.
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The significance of these statements, to the authors of the SSC
Report, is highlighted as follows:
“Certainly, concern with public reputation, . -
problems of coordination between agencies,
possible bureaucratic failure and embarrassment,
and the extreme compartmentation of knowledge
of sensitive operations may have contributed to
these shortcomings. But the pbssibility\
exists that senior officials in\both agencies
made conscious decisions not to disclose
potentially important information." Page 7.

A central feature of the rationale is the concept that if Caétro
had learned of these activities it would have provoked him into
retaliation against President Kennedy. The SSC Final Report makes
it clear that it feels this theory should have been perceived and
accepted at the time by the intel!igeﬁce agénéies {(not to mention
the Warren Commission) leading to a review of the various anti;Castro
programs to see what it might reveal. -

The provocation theory, in the specific form postulated by the
SSC Final Report and the presé, is of more recent vintage than the
perceptions that prevailed in 1964 when the Warren Commission was con-
ducting its investigation. There was a general concern in 1964 that

the USSR or Cuba might be behind the assassination of President

2
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Kennedy. This was based on a more broadly recognized understanding

of the tensions that existed between the Kennedy administration and the

Soviet and Cuban regimes. The Bay of Pigs in 1961 and the Cuban

Missile Crisis in 1962 must have appeared remarkably provocative to
Fidel Castro, along with the array of American anti-Cuban programs.
The humiliation of the USSR in having to retreat in the Cuban Missile
Crisis cannot be dismissed completely as t; how it might have been
perceived by a foreign power as a provocation. To note these events
serves only to remind the reader of the tensions well recognized at
the time. The SSC Final Report has elected to emphasize instead CIA
operational activity against Cuba as requiring specific attention.
This emphasis on CIA's Cuban operations as a possible sourée of
provocation of Castro represents the result of an evolution in percep-
tions. In response to it we undertook an extensive review of the

various operational activities against Cuba and Castro.

Organization for the Review

As there are no persons now in CIA who were directly involved
at a senior level in the investigation of 1964, it was felt necessary
to organize a fresh approach to the matter. The persons who, in 1963
and 1964, knew the details of the various operational activities are
no longer available, for the most part, to provide the current and
detailed factual familiarity that existed at the time of the investi-

gations. Primary reliance had to be placed instead on the records for
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the period preceding President Kennedy's death and the period following

it.

It was determined that a special research effort would be mounted
to review those Agency files that might relate to this problem. The
organization for this research is summarized at Tab A‘of this paper.

It required not only the meticulous review of all Cuban operations,
it necessitated careful analysis of the comtent and nature of the oper-
ations with special attention to their security. Files relating to the
Wafren Commission inquiry were reviewed as well as those relating to
plotting against Castro. |

" The results of the efforts of tﬁose assigned to the task are
contained in this covering report and in the separate annexes to it,
Tabs B through G.

CIA has now conducted such a reviewl-- looking at “the other end"
of a possible chain of evidence, where things theoretically could have
started. This has produced no new evidence bearing on the assassination,
although it has produced the basis for new lines of specu]atipn. In
fact, the review sometimes seemed to become a futile exercise in trying
to fit facts to the provocation theory rather than being able to
identify evidence actually bearing on the assassination of President

Kennedy. The emphasis sometimes became one of asking if this activity

TRV IR Er |
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(whichever was under review) could have provoked Castro to order the

assassination of President Kennedy, had he {Castro) learned of it.

The SSC, in its Final Report, fell into this very trap, trying to make

’ ;he AMLASH operation actually fit the theory for which the SSC's

presentation seemed to be tailored. (See Tab D.)

We have looked at other operational act%vities with the SSC's-
theory in mind, but have been unable to provide tangible substance
in support of the theory. In the final analysis the reviewer is
compelled to fall back on the evidence. A &ide variety of theories
can be--as they have been--advanced in strident and challenging tones.
Not all of them are susceptible to conclusive answers; the primary
poésibi1ity of finding such answers was lost with the death of Lee
Harvey Oswald. The fact is that the Warren Commission considered the
possibility of Cuban or Soviet involvement, but could not find evi-
dence of it. Were it known at the time of the Warren Commission, it
would have been reported and dealt with then; that it was not is a
simple reflection of the fact that it did not exist at that tihe in
the minds of Americans knowledgeable on the subject. To hold dif-
ferently would be to accept uncritically a social paranoia often
prevalent today, which would hold that a significant number of
government employees could engage in such a well-disciplined con-

spiracy to suppress evidence.

vegrag



Operations Against Castro

The AMTRUNK Operation, starting in 1963, sought to develop a

capability to join dissident elements among the Cuban leadership into

~ a group that could oust the Castro regime. It was conceived by Cuban
exiles and sold to the Kennedy Administration, which assigned it to

CIA. The program was very slow in developing substance and momentum,

wz?ﬁ litt1e _concrete progress during President Kennedy's life. At a
later date, in 1965, it was believed to be compromised and CIA withdrew
from its association; the key members were arrested later and tried in
Cuba. There are basic questions about the‘security of the activity
from-its inception, due to the involvement of personalities who are
suépected of having pro-Cuban sympathies, including possibly having

been foreign agents. While the suspicions cannot be verified, the

reservations are sufficiently basic to consider the possibility that
Castro knew of the operation from its earliest days. Its long range
objectives--the overthrow of Castro and his regime--would have been an

irritant to Castro; its inability to develop any substance and momentum

until long after President Kennedy's death suggests that it is unlikely

that it, of itself, would have moved him at that time to resort to
assassination in retaliation. This is discussed at Tab C.

Operation AMLASH centered on a‘high-1eve1 Cuban official, AMLASH/1,
who had expressed his opposition to Castro and to the Castro regime.
The SSC Final Report undertakes to demonstrate that the operation planned

Castro's assasﬁination during the period preceding the murder of

PEm T
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President Kennedy; to the contrary, a full review of the _Operation

shows that pr1or to the Pres1dent s assass1nat1on not only had CIA

R SN rersni

(not‘agreed to give any support to AMLASH/1, but had f;gecte& his

proposa]s to assassinate Castro. When evidence supporting this view

was offered the drafters of Book V of the SSC Final Report, it was
dismissed out of hand as false, despite confirming evidence. The SSC
Report, instead, having asserted that assassination was the character

e of the operation at that time, then undertook to show that AMLASH/1
e was at least indiscreet in his conduct, risking exposure of the plot.
Alternatively, it suggested that he may have been acting for Castro

as a provocateur, to lead the United States into a plot against
Castro's life which in turn was then to provide Castro with the
justification to order President Kennedy's assassination. In either
wasd event, had Castro learned about the relationship between AMLASH/1 and

CIA he would have known only that there was an inconclusive association

that certainly had not progressed to the point that it constituted the

basis for.the postulated provocation. This is discussed in some detail

at Tab D of this paper.
The SSC Final Report discounts (at page 68) the possibility that
actual plotting by CIA with the criminal syndicate served as a source
for provocation for Castro to have President Kennedy murdered. There
are new considerations that developed in the course of the present
review that throw more light on the role of the criminal syndicate,

but they do not provide a basis.for taking issue with the judgment of

Wy the SSC Final Report, which dismisSed the activity as having provided
| Castro with the postulated provocation. This is discussed at Tab C.
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Items Selected by the SSC for Critical Comment

The SSC Final Report picked out a number of selected subjects for -
treatment in support of its criticism of the thoroughness of the in-

vestigation by the intelligence agencies. One of these had to do with

. the allegations in Mexico City by a man designated as “D". These al-

legations were demonstrated conclusively by the Warren Commission to
have been false; why they are discussed at all in thé SSC Final Report
is a question in itself. In another instanée, réfekence is made to a
reported five-hour delay of a Cubana flight‘from Hexico City, awaiting
arrival of a private aircraft with a mysterious passenger; not only
was the Cubana flight on the ground for four hours (in contrast to -the

alleged five hour delay in departure) it departed an hour before the

@llggﬁg_arnixgl_gﬁxgggWgrjggﬁg_gjgg[gfg;_ After_CIA reporied on a
Cuban-American who departed on another Cubana flight, the FBI investi-
gated the man extensively, as is revealed by the informati;n available
for use in the SSC Final Report; a single report that caused him to be
dramatized is so full of errors as to be highly suspect, essentially
being placed in doubt by cther evidence in the record. In another
instance considerable emphasis was given by the SSC Fina] Réﬁort to a
cable from the Mexicq City Station, replying to a 23 Hovember 1963 in-
quiry from CIA headquarters asking for reports on contacts with certain
named Soviets. Tﬁe true name of AMLAﬁH/H was given in the Mexico City

reply, but not as having had contact with the Soviets -- which was the

purpose of the inquiry -- but as the subject of a meeting in December
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1960 between a functionary of the Cuban embassy with a Soviet, concern-
ing a press conference to be held in Mexico City by AMLASH/1 in February
and March 1961. AMLASH/1's name could have been omitted from the cable

altogether, so far as its having any relevance to the inquiry about

. persons having contact with Soviets is concerned. In any eveﬁt, the

meeting in December 1960 was prior to President Kennedy's inauguration,
‘which removes it yet further from any possible relevance to the subject
matter. It really is not difficult to understand why the reference to
AMLASH/1's name did not lead to detailed research about him. This is
discussed further at Tab D. '
Conclusions

Basically, the research effort for the present paper produced two
general conclusions. <f?;§ET

/}t@gﬂ§§§mgjp§]‘Rgpgrgrcontains numerous
fggtga} errors, both in the extensive treatment of a selected opéfa-
tion (AMLASH) and in a number of separate incidents that it presents.
G%%?ﬁa:;whfle one can make the point in principle that the Warren
Commission could well have broadened its review to include the anti-
Cuban programs of the U.S. Government, in trying to make the case for

that concept Book V of the SSC _Final Report went to such lengths in its
treatment as to detract from the point at hand. It is difficult to

—

characteri;;'it more generously.

In a very real sense, the SSC Final Report has compounded the
problem of public perception. On a flawed presentation it has accused
the intelligence agencies of derelictions and worse. While it has
reinforced the public sense of unfinished business yet to be done, it

has so badly beclouded the issue as to have done a disservice to
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future attempts at objective and dispassionate inquiry.

While one can understand today why the Warren Commission limited
. its inquiry to normal avenues of investigation, it would have served
| to reinforce the credibility of its effort had it taken a broader
view of the matter. CIA, too, could have considered in specific
terms what most saw then in general terms--the possibi1ity‘of Soviet
or Cuban involvement in the assassination because of tensions of
the time. .It is not enough to be able to ;bint out erroneous
criticisms made today. The Agency should have taken broader
initiatives then, as well. That CIA employees at the time felt--as
they obviously did--that the activities about which they knew had

no relevance to the Warren Commission inquiry does not take the place

of a record of conscious review. The present research effort has

undertaken to conduct such a review; it is noted that the findings

are essentially negative. However, it must be recognized that CIA

cannot be as confident of a cold trail in 1977 as it could have
been in 1964; this apparent fact will be noted by the critics of
the Agency, and by those who have focund a career in the questions
already asked and yet to be asked about the assassination of

President Kennedy.

10
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TERMS OF REFERENCE
FOR REVIEW OF

ISSUES RAISED IN

="

N BOOK V, SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE

FINAL REPORT

l. The Schweiker Subcommittee has two basic theses--
(1) the general idea that the intelligenée community-~primarily
CIA and FBI--did not undertake a full review of the possibility |
of Cuban involvement in the assassination of President Kennedy,
and (2) the idea that CIA activities against Cuba were provocative
and may have led to the assassination of President Kennedy. The
former by itself is not too difficult a problem to address. Either
- there was or there was not an extensive intelligence collection
program to ascertain all possible information on the subject.
Either there was or there was not an exhaustive review of all
information in the Agency that might in some way relate to this
. question. Either the Agency did or did not report what it had
L to the Warren Commission for further inquiry and review.

2. The second portion of the Subcommittee's presentation
is somewhat more diffuse and complex. By way of general back-
ground it summarizes Agency and U, S. operations against Castro's
Cuba. There is an inference--almost subliminal--that these
general activities were provocative. More specific, however,
is the detailed treatment of the AMLASH operation as an activity
that the report suggests could have provoked Castro into retaliatory
action against President Kennedy. The failure of CIA to report
this to the Warren Commission, .in the context of the provocation
theory, is advanced as a failure to report relevant information.
Detailed treatment of the operation is given in the report in
support of the thesis.
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3. The issue of operational activity that could have provoked
a retaliatory strike by Castro against President Kennedy cannot
be restricted to the AMLASH operation. In itself it may be one of
the poorer examples of something that might have proven so pro-
vocative as to stimulate a retaliatory strike by Castro against
President Kennedy. There were other operations with the un-
qualified objective of killing Castro. These contrast with the
AMLASH affair in which the agreed purpose was not so clear and
in which the sequence of events throws considerable doubt on the
Subcommittee's treatment of the activity in this respect.

a. The following questions are intended to serve as
a guide in a records review of the extent of the Agency's
investigation prior to the end of the Warren Commission.

e » (1) What collection requirements were issued to
the field with regard to Kennedy's assassination?

- (2) What follow-up of these requirements was
there during 1964?

(3) What form did the follow-u;} take?

(4) Identify and describe the records with regard
s to this activity.
L
(5) What reporting was there from the field in
response to Headquarters' reqmrements"

(6) What dissemination and review was this .
reporting given?
_ (7) Was dissemination made on this reportmg to
the CI Staff?

(8) Was this reporting given to the Warren Commission?

(9) What review of Headquarters' material was
ordered through 1964?




14-00000

(10) What were the parameters of these instructions?
(1) What responses were there and where are they?

(12) What evidence is there that the 'provocation"
theory was considered during the Warren Commission
enquiries, either in CIA or the Warren Commission?

(13) What action was taken with reference to this
concept as a basis for reviewing relating Agency programs?

(14) What records are there on this and where are they?

"(15) Were there any efforts made to develop an
Oswald/Cuban connection?

\ . A *

(16) What form did they take?

(17) What exchanges were there with the FBI on this
subject?

(18) What action developed from these exchanges?

(19) What records are there on these exchanges and
where are they?

(20) To what extent were elements of the Agency
other than the CI Staff and LA Division involved in-in-
vestigating the assassination during theé Warren Commission
tenure?

{(21) What is the total CIA information on the two
flights from Mexico City to Havana?

{22) What was done at the time to develop further
information on this matter?

(23) Can further information be acquired on this
matter now?
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(24) What is the total CIA information on ''D"''?

(25) Is further information on '"D' needed in view
of the SS5C Subcommittee reference to it?

(26) What information does CIA have on Oswald
FPCC relations?

(27) What does CIA know about the New Orleans
training activity and was anything provided on this to
the Warren Commission?

(28) What is the total CIA information on "A"?
R (29) Who is the man photographed in Mexico City?

(30) What is the CIA information on the 4 Décember
1963 report of an agent meeting Oswald in Cuba?

(31) What is the total CIA information on Cuban
assassination policies and programs up to November 22,
1963?

(32) What is the total CIA information on Castro's
7 September 1963 statements re retribution?

(33) Does the testimony before the SSC of CIA
employees contain anything on the above questions?
If so, what?

b. On the subject of possible provocation for the
assassination plots against Castro, each of the known activities
should be reviewed to the extent possible in order to determine
any additional relevant information on this plot.

(1) What is the total information on the plots involving
the criminal syndicates?

(2) Who was witting of the planning for the syndicate
operation? '
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(3) Are there current considerations on the syndicate
operation not faced previously (e.g., a former Office
of Security officer may have knowledge that was not
surfaced in the interviews with him with the SSC or
Agency personnel. Additionally, a former LA Division
career agent may have some insights that could throw
light on one of the operations).

(4) There are a couple of cases based on agent
traffic (reported to the SSC during the study of alleged
assassination plots) indicating plans during the Bay of
Pigs period to shoot Castro. What is the total CIA
information on these? *

(5) What is the significance on the subject of
provocation in the book given Senator McGovern by
Castro?

(6) While the AMLASH operation is subject to fairly
detailed reconstruction from a very complete record,
there are points that should be addressed particularly,
because of their treatment in the SSC Subcommittee report.
For instance, is there significance in the fact that CIA
contacted AMLASH/1 in September 1963 after such a
long time? Or was it simply that this was the first time
the opportunity had presented itself since earlier meetings?

(7) Just what did the case officer tell AMLASH/1
when making plans for the 22 November meeting?

(8) What was the security of the relationship with
AMLASH/1 during the period preceding the assassination
of President Kennedy?

(9) In what time frame was Fitzgerald's Executive
Officer speaking when he stated his judgment that the
AMLASH/1 operation was an assassination plot?

e pnn g
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c. What other action might CIA have taken in connection
with the investigation? An effort should be made to list
these, including consultation with surviving officials to
determine not only what they considered the requirement
at the time, but what was omitted and why.

. 4. In conclusion, these '"Terms of Reference'' undertake

to address the entire question of possible provocation of U. S.
policy and CIA programs in the period preceding the assassination
of President Kennedy. An aspect of this is the SSC Subcommittee's
apparent view that CIA assassination plotting could have instigated
a retaliatory strike by Castro against President Kennedy, which,
therefore, should have been reported to the Warren Commission.
Just as importantly, the final paper should reflect findings in the
area of what the Agency did in response to Warren Commission
requirements (both stated by the Warren Commission and those
‘that could bave been conceived by the Agency), and how it pursued
these lines of action and reported them to the Commission. This
will include consideration of specific new and unanswered questions

_raised in the Schweiker report

S. D. Breckmndge v&
O/Inspector General

AN

Robert Wall
CI Staff -

y
ey » 3

William Sturbitts
LA Division
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~ CONFIDENTIAL

CIA's Performance on the Inquiries

Book V of the SSC Final Report challenges'the performance of the

intelligence agencies during the Warren Commission-inquiry, empha-

sizing things that it feels should have been done but which it assérts

| were not.
oo It is correct to say that CIA has not produced evidence or

analysis that addresses every theory that h?s been advanced over the

years. A record of the vo1ﬁme of CIA reporting to the FBI and the

Warren Commission is at Tab E. As a practical consideration, every
; theoretical question that can be conceived cannot be answered con-
clusively; there simply may be no. evidence at all, or if there is
evidence somewhere it may not be accessible. The issue is what the

intelligence agencies did -- in the présent instance, what was the

performance of CIA -- with Book V of the‘SSC FinallReport portraying

TR

a pattemof neglect or avoidance that is not supported by the record.

CvEmieias s

The SSC Final Report'offers a number of separate subjects in

support of its case:

St Bt o8 2

a. It refers to an allegation by a person identified as’
"p" (pages 28-30, 41-42 and 102-103) that he overheard and
saw Oswald being handed money in Mexico City.for the purpose

of assassinating President Kennedy; this was proven false, both

- B0 NpiBiens ol e e

by polygraph and by determining that Oswald was in New Orleans
instead of Mexico City at the time the incident was supposed to

have occurred. This subject is treated in a confusing and in-

B s W

: (:} - conclusive manner in fhe SSC Final Report.

CONFIDENTIAL
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b. A considerable portion of the Report is given to the
AMLASH operation. The operation is described‘inaccurately.
The Report assigns it characteristics that it did not have during
the period preceding the assassination of President Kennedy, in |
order to support the SSC view that it should have been reported
to the Warren Commission. This is tréated in some detail at Tab D
of this report.

¢. Space is devoted to tw§ airérafﬁ’flights'from Mexico
City to Havana,'on 22 November and 27 November (see pages 60-
63). The first of these flights, as described in the SSC Repbrt;
is based on an inaccurate report about a delay of the 22 November
flight to meet a mysterious private aircraft; the correct story
removes the basis for the inferences of the SSC version. The
second of these flights had to do witﬁ a man whose significance
arises from a patently erroneous report; the FBI investigated him
thoroughly, as is apparent from the condensed summary in the SSC

Final Report.

These eXamples illustrate the problem of commenting on the SSC Final
.Report, the question becoming that of how to deal with Congressional
- criticism presented on the basis of inaccurate factual perceptions.

To treat the problém it was felt necessary to review the record in-depth

and to report the findings, whatever they are.

Recognizing the possibility of error or oversight in 1964--both

on the part of CIA and the Warren Commission--consideration was given

to courses of action CIA might have taken to throw some 1ight on the

COI:.’ NTIAL‘
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questions as understood at the time, as well as considering those
questions that have developed since then. 'vha: would be the areas of
inquiry? Oswald was an obvious subject of Tmuestiigation.

Oswald was known to have been out of the country twice subsequent
to his return to private life from the Merine Zzras in September 1959,

These overseas adventures were aporopriate “or CIA zttention. The

first of these overseas trips was when he wert =3 the Soviet Union in

October 1959 from wh1ch he returned 1n uune T26Z. The second of these

trips was when he went to Mexicg City in Tazz Serzamder 1963, from
which he returned in early October 1963.

In addition to these two areas of okvicus stect¥ic inquiry for CIA,
there is the problem of general foreign intzs"7{zence collection that
might in some way produce information on the suirisct. The SSC Final
Report adds to these considerations ogerz:icns meing conducted by CIA
as part of a general U.S. program against the Cas~ru regime. These

four general areas of inquiry are covered belaw.

I. Travel to and from the USSR 15531350

On 26 November 1963 a cable was sen: & Zar~s, 3ome, Madrid,

' Brussels, The Hatue. _omZon, and Ottawa

giving biographic information on Lee Harvey Tswa :. [t noted his
discharge from the Marine Corps in Sestamber 735 amd his travel to
the Soviet Union in October 1959, including s«atzhy dZetails as to his
employment and marriage while in the USS?. Tne 35Tz requested:

"any scrap information which tesrs in Z~esident's

assassination....”

$ad

\f)_"
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On 27 November the various addressee stations replied, with

and London providing additional details on the travel of

Oswald to the USSR. Additionally, London reported that a British
journalist claimed that during his own imprisonment in Cuba in 1959
there was a U.S. gangster there by the name of Santos, who was living
in luxury in jail because he could not return to the U.S.; the source
stated that Santos was "visited frequently by another American
gangster named 'Ruby'." (See pages 24—-25, Tab C.)

Also on 27 November Ottawa reported the "delight" of the Cuban
Embassy staff over the assassination of President Kennedy although
the staff was instructed to “"cease looking happy in public," in

conformance with instructions from Cuba to "govern their actions by

official attitude of Govt to which they accredited." on the

same date, reported that the Soviets were shocked, blaming the
assassination on extreme right-wing elements. Otherwise, the initial
responses produced no other information.

On 29 November The Hague and Frankfurt were queried about Oswald's
travel back from the USSR. This query was followed on 2 December by
a similar cable to Berlin, Frankfurt, Bonn and The Hague. Various
reporting produced details about the travel of Oswald and his wife
from the USSR through Germany and the Netherlands enroute to the
United States in June 1962.

The other stations involved in these inquiries had no traces or

information on Oswald; liaison services were also queried without
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detailed results although there were some technical operations'that
produced peripheral information about the reactions of various groups
under inteliigence surveillance. Considerable exchanges were held
with the Warren Commission on Oswald's Soviet record and its possible

significance. No evidence was found tying the Soviet Union to Oswald's

assassination of President Kennedy. Bock V of the SSC Final Report,

in not criticising the Agency's performance in this aspect of the
investigation, seems to have accepted it as adequate, and it will

not be detailed here.

II. Oswald Mexico Visit -- September-October 1963
| The visit by OSwald‘to Mexico City, in his attempt to get .
visas for travel to the Soviet Union and Cuba, has received extensive
attention. The details concerning the coverage of Oswald's visit to-
Mexico is treated in another annex to this paper (Tab F). The concern
felt by all initially for the'possible significance of Oswald's visit,
and his contacts with the Cuban and Sbviet embassies, was obvious at
the time. The following statement is in a cable to Mexico City on
28 November 1963: |
| "We have by no means excluded the possibility
that other as yet unknown persons may have
been involved or even that other powers may
have played a role. Please continue all your
coverage of Soviet and Cuban installations

and your liaison with Mexicans."
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The allegations made by "D," about having seen Oswald taking money
from Cubans in the Cuban embassy in Mexico City, received intensive
attention from CIA and the FBI, working together closely on the matter,
and with the Mexican authorities. This was demonstrated conclusively
to have been a false allegation. Oswald was in New Orleans at the
time of the reported incident, and the person making fhe allegations
was demonstrated by polygraph to have been lying. After the allegations
by "D" had been demonstrated to be false, Headquarters made the following
statement to the Mexico City Station on 1 December 1963:

"P1s continue to follow all leads and tips.

The question of whether Oswald acted solely

on his own has still not been finally resolved.®
Again, on 13 December 1963 the Mexico City Station was cabled as
follows: |

"Plse continue watch for Sovief or Cuban réaction

to investigation of assassination, evidence

of their complicity, signs they putting out

propaganda about case. FYI only, Soviet Intel

in India had letters sent to [U.S. Government]

leaders demanding full investigation of case."
On 17 December 1963 Headquarters forwarded a dispatch to the Mexico
City Station stated as follows: |

"...Mexico City has been the only major

overseas reporter in the_case. tlhile this

partly dictated by the facts of Lee Oswald's
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1ife, we have not overlooked the really out-
standing performance of Mexico City's major

assets and the speed, pre;ision, énd perception
with which the data was forwarded. Here it was
relayed within minutes to the White House,
[Department of State] and [the FBI].

"Your LIENVOY data, the statements of Silvia

DURAN, and your analyses were major factors in

the quick clarification of the case, blanking

out the really ominous spectre of foreign backing."

Essentially, Oswald's visit to Mexico City was investigated as

thoroughly as possible, producing no evidence there of Soviet or

Cuban complicity in the assassination of President Kennedy. If anything,

events during Oswald's visit there are more subject to being_seen as

cbunter to such a possibility, given his troubles with both Cubans

and Soviets. We do not offer this thought as the final word, but more

simply that if it bears on the subject at aT] it is inconsistent with
specu]atlon that he had some special re]ationsh1p with either nation.

It is noted that various allegations have been made in the press
fn connection with the House Select Committee on Assassinations
inquiry concerning CIA informatfon regarding Oswald's Mexico visit;
these are commented on at Tab G.

I1I. General Collection Requirements

On 22 November 1963 all CIA stations abroad received a cable
from Headquarters with the following statement:

VAR T e ey o,
Ci !_=‘.-., .4.'j>..g
W B e b of ems d 8 83 e
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"Tragic death of President_Kennedy requires all

of us to look sharp for any unusual intelligence

developments. Although we have no reason to

o < eyt i o .

expect anything of a particular military nature,

all hands should be on the quick alert at least

for the next few days while the new President

o takes over the reins.”

| It is appropriate at this point to observe the general reaction
to be expected from such a communication. Without any leads, other

than those arising from Oswald's identification, the requirements to

field stations were necessarily general. General reporting can be
stimulated by general requests, if there is something to report, and

this is what was undertaken. In addition, in any event, intelligence

e MR e etheN b e VLSS fmt sart

assets and 1iaison services overseas are quick to rea]1ze the signifi-
cance of important information and will report it on their own initiative.
It is significant, in the light of these considerations, that there has

. been the most limited reporting on the subject. Were there relevant

EPIRC N

or significant information on the subject it would have been reported

either in responses to the expression of general interest, or

badwhe

spontaneously, if such information was known to Agency sources.
If one believes that there was a conspiracy, with Oswald involved,

one must accept the likelihood that his fellow conspirators would not

 SRER{GRAIPIATIR irRreny ¢

have shared their know1edge beyond the narrow circle of those d1rect1y

; ‘ Jdnvolved. Conversely, if there were no conspiracy, there obviously
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would be nothing to report 1n’the first plaée. The absence of‘concrete
reporting seems to serve, regafdless of which is the case, as the basis
for the apparent SSC view that no collection effort was undertaken.

As has been noted above, there were initfal CIA collection re-
quirements to the field. What they could be realistically expected to
produce must be related to whether there was any information to collect.
at all, and 1f so whether it was accessible. The requirements were issued,
but in retrospect it is doubtful that they could produce much of the who-
what-where-when-how information that typifies intelligence collection
reporting. A reflection of the basic nature<;f the problem is found in
the Headquarters cable to Mexico City on 17 December 1963 (note above)
which contains the following comment about the 1imited reporting from
other stations: |

| ", . . this partly dictated by the facts of Lee
Oswald's life. . ."

The SSC Final Report speaks in rather unqualified terms at page 10
about the resources of the intelligence agencies, including a description »
of fan extensive intelligence network in Cuba," suggesting that it was
only necessary to ask to get. It is correct to say that there were

sources in Cuba able to report on events, such as troop movements, but

~ there were no penetrations of Castro's inner circle, where any infor-

mation on the subject in question would exist. The distinction apparently
was missed -- or ignored -- by the authors of the SSC Final Report. As
stated by the Miami Chief‘of Station, quoted at page 58 of the SSC Report:
” “Now if you are referring to our capability to conduct
an investigation in Cuba, I wouid have to say it was
limited."”

This does not mean that such assets as there were did not have reporting

9
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requirements levied on them, in fact, there was considerable activity

in this respect. In the course of the present review a number of case

officers at the Station during that period have described the frenetic

activity in this respect. The characterization by the Chief of Station
as to passive collection by CIA -inside the United States should not be
extended to apply to what was done with reporting assets outside the .
% United States, as the SSC Final Report attempts to do at the bottom of
page 58. . | '

The SSC Final Report ﬁas undertaken to paint this in very‘different
terms than the recokd.supports, The extensive reporting tb the FBI

~and the Warren Commission provides a truer reflection of the level of

PR

activity by CIA (see Tab E), even if its’éources did not bear on every

IV “"Unpursued Leads”

i .

% (:? question. that has been conceived since then.
ﬁ _

i

At pages 60-67, in Book V of the SSC Final Report, there is a section
that addresses leads that were felt to not have been followed by the

intelligence agencies. This follows the section on CIA's Performance

on the Inquiries. This section first addresses two Cubana flights to

Havana from Mexico City on 22 November (the date of President Kennedy's
murder) and 27 November 1963, ra1s1ng questions about passengers reported

to be aboard those flights.

PR Latan et o Bt e Ares

By way of background it is noted that during that period Cubana

S

flights traveled on a round trip basis between Havana and Mexico
City every other day. More specifically, there weré flights at this

time on 22 November, 25 November and 27 November. The flights on

10
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22 and 25 November to Havana were passenger flights, while the one

on 27 November appears to have been essentially a cargo flight, with
one passenger, the man referred to in the SSC discussion. A1l flights
to Havana apparently carried some freight.

CIA conducted regular surveillance of Cubana flights, filing cable

reports to Headquarters. There was one| .CIA surveillance

team (LIFIRE) that observed arrivals and departures of Cubana flights,

reporting any unusual incidents and providing copies of flight manifests.

The | |also had a surveillance team of its own at the

airport, which provided photographs of passports and also provided copies
of passenger lists. Additionally, a telephone tap operation (LIENVOQY)
against the Cuban embassy provided transcripts of conversations with
the Cubana office and the Mexican Airport Control Office.

The 22 November 1963 Flight

At pages 30, 60, 61 and 103 of 300k V of the SSC Final Report,
reference is made to a reported five-hour delay of a Cubana flight from
Mexico City to Havana the evening of President Kennedy's assassination,
22 November 1963. The SSC Report describes the delay as being from
6:00 P.M. EST to 11:00 P.M. EST. The especially intriguing aspect
of the report was that the reported delay was to await arrival at
10:30 P.M. EST of a private twin-encined aircraft, which deposited
an unidentified passenger who boarded the Cubana aircraft without customs
clearanceiand traveled to Havana in the pilot's cabin. The SSC Final
Report emphasized CIA's apparent failure to follow up by inquiring

further into the matter.

1
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Book V of the SSC Final Report states that CIA could not explain,
at the time of the writing of the SSC Report, why there was no record
of a follow-up. In fact, the SSC was advised that the Mexican authori-
ties were asked about the reported flight delay, although thgré was no
recorded response. The current review revealed additional infofmation
from the surveillance noted above, which bears directly on the subject.

In reviewing that information below, it is noted that the conversion

.of Mexico City time to Eastern Standard Time (EST) in the SSC Final

Report tends to distort the time perspective sdmewhat. Mexico City
times are used in the following discussion. ‘

The LIENVOY transcripts record a series of discussions about the
status of the 22 November flight--when it was to arrive and when i;
departed. These records show that the flight arrived at the platform
at the airport at 1620 hours Mexico City time; presumably it landed
a few miﬁutes.ear1ier. At one point prior to arrival of the aircraft,
one person speaking on the telephone stated that the aircraft was due
at 1630 hours and "it will go" at 1730, suggesting a quick turnaround
that would have reduced unloading and loading. time, as well as
servicing, to a relatively shortﬂperiod. However, the key report on
the departure of the aircraft was anstatement at 2040 hours that the
aircraft had taken off five minutes earlier, i.e., 2035 hours.

The following facts stand out, in contrast to the presentation in
the SSC Final Report: |

1. The Cubana flight was on the ground in Mexico City

for a total of four hours and about ten minutes. It was not

12




delayed five hours, as alleged. | '
2. The Cubana flight took off at 2035 hours Mexico City

time, 55 minutes ahead of the alleged arrival at 2130 of a
private flight with a secret passenger. This also contrasts
further with the alleged departure time of the Cubana flight,
which the report stated to be 2200. Actual departure preceded

substantially the reported arrival of the aircraft for which it
allegedly was delayed. . ‘

In view of the surveillance coverage of the Cubana flight, it is
very doubtful that the alleged activity involving the private twin-
engined aircraft and passenger would have gone unnoticed or unreported

had it occurred. Personnel in Mexico City at the time were aware of

these sources and probably knew the above facts, feeling no need to

follow further.

The report in question was in error, and misled the SSC in its

summary of the matter.

‘ é The Passenger on the 27 November 1963 Flight

At pages 61-63 and 104, the SSC Final Report describes in cbn-
siderable detail information concerning a Cuban-American who came to
the attention of the CIA andlthe FBI in the period following the
assassination of President Kennedy. The introductory comments of the
SSC Final Report state that: -

" . one source alleged that the Cdban-American
o] ~ was 'involved' in the assassination."

13
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The SSC Report states that the CIA reported the cése to the.FBI “almost
immediately,“ but thaﬁ the Bureau did not conduct a follow-up investi-
gation "as part of (its) work for the Warren Commission.” Further
down the same page the SSC Report states that "(t)he FBI did investi-
gate this individual after receiving the CIA report of his unusual
travel." At page 63 the SSC Report observes that "...the suspfcious |
travel of this individual coupled with the possibility that Oswald had
contacted the Tampa chapter (of the Fair Play for Cuba Committee--FPCC)
certainly should have prompted a far more thorough and timely investi-
gation than the FBI conducted..."” We do not know just what the Bureau
did in this respect, nor have we tried to resolve the apparent incon-
sistencies in the SSC Report noted above, but the SSC Final Report
contains considerable detail about the man, presumably reflecting the
results of FBI inquiries. |

While this sgction of the SSC Report is directed primarily at the
FBI, we reviewed.tﬁe reporting because of CIA's initial role in reporting

about the man. There is also one implicit criticism of CIA, which will

‘be noted.

Book V of the SSC Fin;l Report has the following summary statement
at page 104, in the chronology section: '
"December 5 - Mexico Station cables that someone who
saw the Cuban-American board the aircraft to Havana
on November 27 reported that’he 'looked suspicious’..."
At page 61 it states that there "is no indication that CIA followed-

up on this report (that the man was "involved in the assassination"),

14
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except to ask a Cuban defector about his knowledge of the Cuban-
American's activities.”

The presentation of this matter in the SSC Report contains éome
inq;curacies. First, the Mexico City Station did not cable Washington
that the man "looked suspicious.” There was a cable, dated 5 December
1963, but it reported that the man had "crossed at Laredo, Texas on
23 Nbvember," that he registered at a certain hotel in Mexico City at
a certain time on 25 November, that he chetked out of the hotel at a
certain time and departed for HaQana "as only passenger on Cubana
flight on night 27 November," and that there was a good photograph of
him taken at the airport. This was followed by a dispatch the same.
date, repeating the basic information in the cable, enclosing the photo-
graph, and containing the following crybtic statement: |

“Source states the timing and circumstances surrounding
Subject's travel through Mexfco and departure for Havana
are suspicious.”
This comment is cryptic, at least, and--given that dramatic moment in
history--doubtless reflects a preliminary comment of a person who
was on the alert at that time for anything that might be construed as
possibly unusual. The above quotation was the Station's actual report
of the observation by the'source, and is what was réported to the FBI;
it differs from the'Quotation in the SSC Report. There was an internal
memo in the Station that was eveﬁ more cryptic, but Which was in the

nature of an informal reminder, which stated that the man was reported

15
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to have "looked suspicious"; but this formulation never found its way

into the more careful statements that usually characterize official

reporting. The point is that the observation was cryptic and impres-

sionistic, rather than constituting a tangible basis for dramatic
activity or final conclusions.

There is one piece of reporting that could confuse those reviewing
the record, but which is essentially resolved when considered in the
context of known facts. On 19 March 1964, Monterrey Base cabled
that a source of a local (Monterrey) "agent of the federal judicial
po1ice"'had information on a man; the description seems to have the
same Cuban-American in mind. The following should be noted about the
report: it misspelled the man's name; it offered a bare statement
that he "was involved in Kennedy assassination"; it states that he
entered Mex%co "on foot" from Laredo; Texas (according to the SSC Final

Report, the FBI concluded that he entered by automobile); it asserts

. that he stayed at the Cuban Embassy in Mexico City (while the dates and

times of his registration and check-out at a specific hotel in Mexico
City, where he stayed, were known); it gave aﬁ incorrect number for his
passport; and, it stated that his Mexican tourist card was issued

in Nuevo Laredo (when it was known to have been issued in Tampa,
Florida). The report, on its face, was factually insorréct on a number
of known points. The source pétently was extensively misinformed, the
hard facts of his report being in error. The Chief of Base at the time,
when queried about the repokt in the course of the present review, could

not recall it.
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There 1s one additional aspect of the matter, in which tﬁe
record i.s confused. If we are to comment negatively on the pre-
sentation by the SSC in its emphasis on report, we must point out
that the Mexiéo City Station's response to the Monterrey report
contributes to such confusion as may exist on the matter. When
Mexico City received the Monterrey cable the Deputy Chief of
Station rep]iéd that the information in the report "jibes fully
with that.provided Station by (Mexico City source) 4 December 63."
It did not jibe in most respects, other than the date and place of
ent}y into Mexico. The mistake of that cable cannot be exp]ained
today, but wrong it obviously was. If does, however, serve to
highlight the basic unreliability of the report and indicate how
it should be considered responsibly.

Implicit criticism of CIA's not collecting morelinformatibn
on the man is not well founded. It had no real sources with access
to information concerning him; when a defector from Cuba became
available with such infbrmation he was queried and the results

were provided the authorities.
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CIA Operations Against Cuba

The SSC Final Report speaks of operations against Cuba and the
Castro regime, and contends that they should have been reported in
detail to the Warren Commission as part of the subject matter that

it consciously took into consideration. A case can be made for

specific considerations of these various activities by the Warren

Commission, at least as part of the unique background of the times;
it might have provided it additional investigative leads. However,
to advance the general thought is not to discard the usual tests of
evidence that must still control how the findings are treated.

It should be noted that at the time of the Warren Comhission
inquiry there was no secret about the tensions between the Kennedy
Administrafion and the Castro regime. Book V of the SSC Final
Report refers briefly to some of the more dramatic events, such as
the Bay of Pigs in April 1961 and the Missile Crisis in October 1962
(see pages 2, 3, 10 and 11). In fact, the totalify of American
policy and practice ﬁuSt have'appeared threatening to the Castro
regime, and most certainly must have been considered by it as pro-
vocative. |

Additional U. S. policies and programs that could have been

viewed negatively by Castro were the breaking of diplomatic relations,
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economic and political sanctions, paramilitary operations (whi;h re-
ceived recufring publicity in the press), as well as a variety of

covert operations that were not known publicly. On 18 November 1963

President Kennedy -- four days before his death -- delivered a major

policy address in Miami, accusing Castro of having betrayed the Cuban:

revolution; at the time the press,.rgported]y on the basis of what

"White House sources" said about it, viewed it as a call for the Cuban
people to overthrow the Castro regime. ) |
The United States provided a haven and base for Cuban exiles, who
conducted their independent operations against the Castro government.
Some of these exiles had the §upport of CIA, as well as from other

elements of the\U.S. Government, and still others had support from

private sources. With or without official U.S. support these exiles

spoke in forceful Latin terms about what théy hoped to do. The Cuban
intelligence services had agehts in the exile community in America
and it is likely that what they reported back to Havana assignéd to
CIA responsibility for many 6f the activities under consideration,
whether CIA was involved or not.

We do not know the extent)to which the Warren Commission took
what might be characterized as "judicial notice" of the tensions
between the two governments and their leaders; it certainly was in

the public domain. That consideration was given the possibility of

fra-
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Cuban or Soviet involvement in the assassination is no secret, clearly
reflecting a recognition of the question at the time. That a request
was not made by the Warren Commission, nor volunteered by the intel-

e S Attt e s e

liggnce agencies, for extensive rgyigw of all Cuban operations is being

faulted today. Yet, in the 1ight of understandings at that time, it

could well have appeared to members of the Warren Commission and its

staff as not directly relevant, in fact, to the specific issue of the

.murder of the President. In the absence vf evidence to the contrary

a case could still be made for that view, a]though the evolution of

public perceptions probably would not accept it without reservation.
The SSC Final Report has fixed on the Cuban operations of the

fntelligence agencies--primarily those of CIA--for special attention

in considering the question. Implicitly it accepts the theory that

~ there could well have been conspiracy in the murder of President

Kennedy, and that Castro could have been behind it, having been pro-
voked by depredations against Cuba or plotting against his own life.
Howevef, in advancing its thesis, the SSC Report cautioned that it
had "seen no evidence that Fidei Castro or others in the Cuban govern-
ment plotted President Kennedy's assassination in retaliation for U.S.
operations against Cuba."

In response to this perception, conveyed in Book V of the SSC

Final Report, we have conducted é major review of Agency files (the
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organization of that effort is discussed ai Tab A of this report). This
was for the express purpose of identifying any sepérate'activities'that
could have provoked Castro to order the assassination of President
Kennedy had he learned of them, and to evaluate their security.

" Today, in 1977, it is difficult to reconstruct exactly everything
that did and did not occur in the'cburse of the Warren Commission in-
quiries in 1964. Not all that happened is.a matter of record. For
instance, in CIA at that time there were many individuals assigned to
various aspects of Cuban operations. They were familiar in detail with
those activities._with what they were and with their strengths and
weaknesses. They doubfless made numerous conscious but unrecorded
judgments about what seemed relevant or irrelevant to the considera-
tions of the Warren Commission. Had they been aware of any aspects of
those activities that may have related to the assassination of the
President it is safe to say it would have been éurfaced in some way.
Nhile CIA produced considerable material for the investigation (see
Tab E) that more‘was not reported is a meaningful indication of what
was known then by those actually involved, as distinguished from.what
might be hypothesized at a jater date. To contend to the contrary --
which has been suggested by some -- would require a unanimous con-
spiracy of many American citizens, employees of CIA, many of whom

knew aspects of even the most closely guarded activities.
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Today, the knowledge of the persons involved directly in the
various Cuban operations in the period preceding President Kennedy's
death cannot be recaptured in the form that it existed then. Those
persons are scattered, their memories are blurred by time, and some
are dead. The SSC, for instance -- in its attempt to capture ele-
ments of the pést -- seems to have led some employees into expressing
opinions on subject matter they did not know in 1964, apparently in
response to representations by SSC staff members as to the facts; this
illustrates at best the difficultie; in resolving hypothetical issugs,
today, on a responsible basis. |

The SSC Final Report devotes considerable time to the so-called

AMLASH operation, which centered on a high'Cuban official who was

dissatisfied with the Castro regime. The Agency had only a tentative

relationship with this man during President Kennedy's 1ife, although

the SSC Final Report -- in trying to prove its thesis -- has attempted
to present it differently. Because the case is discussed so exten-
sively in the SSC Final Report, it is treated in a separate annex in

this paper, at Tab D. The key point is that prior to President

Kennedy's death the relationship with AMLASH/1 was amorphous and

yigﬁout substance. Had Castro learned of it he could learn only that

there was a contact that had not developed to the point of an under-
taking. This will not be treated further in this section of this

discussion.
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In the face of the hypotheses advanced by the SSC Final Report,

it has been felt necessary to review in depth all records of Cuban

operations conducted by CIA during the period in question, 1961-1964.
“3 The organization of the review is described at Tab A. It was not
possible to predict the form that information turned up by this
inquiry might take, and special care had to be exercised in the effort.

In doing this the "provocation concept" of the SSC Report was kept in

4 e AR e ety b 1 an e e mibe

mind. In the months that it took to éompltte this extensive review,
it is significant to observe that three areas of specific operational
activity were found that either might meet some of the requirements
of the provocation theory, or throw some furthef 1ight on issues

i already considered. To report this conclusion is not to dismiss the
original questions that faced the Harren.Commission as to whether

i | there might have been Cuban or Soviet connections with Oswald. That

such possibilities remain unresolved in some minds is apparent, but

o R L e

that the records of CIA, in such a review, do not add significantly

to evidence on the subject, is the conclusion of the present inquiry.

AP i oo

The areas of operational activity noted above can be described

briefly as follows:
1. Operations directed against the Cuban 1eadershib (AMTRUNK) .

R P N R T

2. Operations involving the criminal underworld.

3. Other reports of plans to assassinate Castro.
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Operation AMTRUNK

There {is one other general activity that was considered in the
course of the present research, which is discussed below. This

activity, AMTRUNK, was to develop a capability for splltting the

1eadersh1p of the Castro regime and eventual]y overthrow1ng 1t It

never reached the po1nt of 1mp1ementation, however, because it suffered

possible security vu]nerabilities, it is treated here even though it |
never materialized. In our professional Judgment this act1v1ty.

because of its failure to ever develop. substance, is not rea]ly rele-
vant to the question. It is included simply because it might be viewed,
by virtue of its security vulnerabilities, as fitting in part the
hypothesis of the SSC Final Report; it seemed better to include it than
try and explain at some later date why it was omitted, although the
reasoning should be apparent. If its inclusion in this report 15 subject
to question because of its lack of substance, perhaps it serves some
purpose in indicating how little turned up in the course of this
research to meet any of the rather loosely formulated provocation thesis
of the SSC Report.

In early 1963 there were Cuban exiles who wished to change the
direction that events seemed to have taken in Cuba. Two of them, Nestor
Antonio Moreno Lopez and Enrique Cayardo Robera, developed an oper-
ational concept to overthrow the Castro government, which came to be
known as the Leonardo’?]an. Cayardo had been a public figure in Cuba,
who had no apparent role in the activity fo]iowing original inception
of the plan. Moreno was the son of a Cuban senator and Minister of Public

Works; as a Tawyer in Cuba he had been involved in only a minor way in

the anti-Batista movement.
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Moreno defected to the United States in April 1961, settling
in Miami where he associated with énti-Castro exiles. ‘Among his
associates was Jorge Ajbusziy Volsky, a Cuban citizen of Polish origin.
Volsky had been in prison in the USSR in the 1940's, and enlisted in
the Polish Air Force during WWII under the British Air Command. After
WWII he married a Cuban national, and for a pefiod opefated his own
business in Havana. Although avidly pro-Castro he‘reportedly was
imprisoned for a few weeks following the Bay of Pigs'invasion. As
he held a valid U.S. visa, he left Cuba, arriving in Miami in May 1961.

Cayardo and Moreno discussed the Leonardo Plan with Volsky. He,

~in turn, discussed it with Tadeus (Tad) Witold Szulc, a reporter with

the New York Times. Szulc had reported on Cuban activities for the

New York Times prior to the fall of Batista, during which time heAhad

"developed a wide acquaintance among Cubans; He was transferred to

the Times Washington Buread in April 1961, where he claimed to have
an entree to the White House through his'uncle, Ambassador John C;
Wiley. He also claimed to have a standing invitation for direct con-
tact with President Kennedy, Attorney General Robert Kennedy, and
McGeorge Bundy on matters concerning Cuba. While the ac;ua] nature of
this entree is not kﬁown ib CIA, it is through his intercession that
the Leonardo Plan gained goVernmentflgvel support and apﬁrova].

In early 1963 Szulc ar;énge& ;n-interview in Washington with
Mr. Richard Goodwin, a whfte House advisor. Volsky and Szulc then met
with Robert Hurwifch, a senior officia] in the Department of State,
who presented.thekc0ncept to the CIA with Department approval. CIA

assigned it to its Miami Station, where it became known as AMTRUNK.
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AMTRUNK was conceived as first identifying disaffected key per-
sonnel in the Cuban armed forces with the long range objective of

uniting'them égainst the Castro regime. On 4 April 1963 CIA cabled

_ certain stations and bases orders to identify Cubans who might be

used in the activity. During that period the CIA Chief of Station

in Miami questioned CIA control of_the operation. Noting uncertain

security considerations, he felt it best tg’fund the operation gen-
erously in order for it to progeed independently. ‘ '

On 17 April 1963 SZUIC‘ihformed Hurwitch that the Miami Station
bad given Volsky responsibility for the décision of whether or hot
the operatioﬁ was to proceed; this was ﬁot consistent with CIA
fntentions, 4! |

In August 1963 things still had ;bt progressed very far. A
Headquarters cableon 5 August 1963 to certain stétions and bases
complained about the absence of responses to the 4|April cable. It
emphasized that activity.to'penétrate the Cuba armed forces was a
high priority objective. In early September 1963 AMTRUNK bad three
intelligence sources in Cuba: Miguel A. Diaz Isalgue, Ramon Guin
Hector Robello, and Modesto Orozco Basulto. One of these sources,
Guin, was reported1y close to AMLASH/], a man with whom CIA was

dealing sepafate]y through a Headquarters case officer -- but at

 SEGRET



that time unsuccessfully -- in trying to develop an operational ap-

proach similar in some respects to AMTRUNK. The AMLASH operation is

discussed at Tab D.

It was decided at the end of October 1963 that Moreno should be
separated from the operational details of the AMTRUNK operation be-
cause of numerous indiscretions and poor security practice. Arrange-
ments were made to involve him in a radio program to be used in con- -
nection with the Rebel Army that eventually it was hoped would arise
against Castro. Moreno threatened to appeal this decision through
Volsky and Szulc to the President. .

In November 1963 the program was still trying to develop leads
into higher echelons ofuphe military and civilian leadership. The
operation moved slowly, with preliminary infiltrations designed to
set up infi]tration/exfiftration routes. Although it had success-
fully recruited some persons during 1963 in Cuba, it had made prac-
tically no progréss in establishing an organization or any capability
for action. At a much later date as its numbers increased its secur-
ity became less certain. In 1965 its security was believed to have
been seriously compromised and the decision was taken to cut off re-
lations with it. Various figures were arrested, incfuding Guin, Diaz

and AMLASH/1.

10
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The reason for selecting this operation for discussion here is

Just not its denouement in 1965, but possible security weaknesses

';‘i from the beginﬁing. Szulc and Volsky are considered to be‘highly
| suspect and they are discussed below, with another person who became
involved in the activity.

a. Tad Szulc. Szulc has been suspeét.since 1948 when

the FBI recorded reports that he was a communist. Re-

o R ble b e @ s Annetttlente & -+ h e

portedly he was in frequent contact with communist party
leaders and functiqnaries throughout Latin America. Sus-
picions about his motives or possible conneciions with
foreign intelligence services, have never been proven.
Nicole Szulc, daughter of Tad Szulc, is reportedly an avid

communist. Philip Agee's Inside the Company: A CIA Diary

credits Nicole Szulc with having "obtained vital research
materials in New York and Washington, D.C." She is be-
lieved to be an agent of the Cuban DGI. Doubts about Tad

Szulc are unconfirmed but remain alive. Of Polish origin
Szulc became a U.S. citizen in 1954 by a special bill of
Congress. ‘

b. Jorge Ajbuszyc Volsky. Like Szulc, he is of Polish

origin. He and Szulc became acquainted in 1959-1960 in
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Cuba. A CI Study of Volsky, dated 24 August 1964, prepared

by a JMWAVE analyst, makes the following statement: "Volsky's

knowledge of clandestine methods of operation, together with

his Russian prison background and his ingenuity as a middleman
in U.S. Government/CIA activities, made him an excellent

candidate for a communist penetration agent and that the pos-
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- % - stringer for the RIS." There has been no confirmation of

sibility existed that he might be a singleton, sleeper or

these suspicions. Volsky became a naturalized U.S. citizen
on 10 April 1969.
¢. Jose Ricardo RABEL Nunez. Born in Cuba, he was the

son of a native born American citizen. He was educated both

in Cuba and in the States and later (1940) enlisted in the

U.S. Army. After discharge he returned to Cuba but kept .
moving back and forth between the U.S. and Cuba. Viewed in

RPN S

retrospect, his career presents a pattervof changing alle-
giances. He enjoined the anti-Batista forces in March 1952

first with the Cuban exiles in the United States and later

L T e N ISV

from inside Cuba. He joined the Cuban Army under Batista
and was the Cuban liaison officer with the U.S. Army mis-
sion in Cuba from November 1954 until 1956. During his

T
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entire period in the Cuban Army, he was involved with

dissident army elements. RABEL was arrested in April 1956 when.

he participated in an attempted coup. After a short imprison-
! ment he returned to the U.S. and worked with one of his brothers.
- In October 1957, he returned to Cuba and became involved with
the 26th of July Movement and later with the Cienfuegos Group.

Shortly after the Castro victdry, Castro called upon RABEL to
set up a Cuban Marine Corps, a jdb he held until 1960, at thch
time he was appointed Chief of Viviendos Campesinas (Rural
Housing). Approached by CIA, he refused to work in place but
was willing to defect, which he did in December 1962, being
recruited by JMWAVE Station where he was used in AMTRUNK

activities. He réturnedﬂto Cuba on his own in 1965, reportedly

to attempt the exfiltration of his family. Upon return to Cuba
! he was arrested and sentenced to 30 years imprisonment but was

set free in July or August 1967. There were accusations that

PR sae abera o

RABEL was a Cuban agent as early as July 1963. The accusations

were never proven. |

In view of the later roll-up of the AMTRUNK operation the
tentative opinion has been offered that the operation could have

been an ingenious plan by the Cubans from the beginning, using access
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at high levels in the U.S. Government to learn the identities of
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individuals in the Cuban hierarchy who were disloyal to the regime.

Whatever the later penetrations by Cuban intelligence, the role of’

" Szulc and Volsky, in the early phase of the opebati§n, could have

exposed both its members and eventual objectives to Cuban intelli-
gence. | |

Accepting the possibility of vital security flaws in the
operation, it must be bbserved that there was very little progress
and no concrete planhing during the life of President Kennedy. The
eventual objective was to deve]op sufficient support and organizat1on
to overthrow the Cuban regime. It never made much progress,
although 1t did lay down caches and conducted some infiltrations
and exfiltrations in 1964 and 1965.

An attempt to build support that might eventually have the

capability to attempt a coup against the Castro regime obviously

would have been irritating to Castro. That it never really prog-
ressed very far during the 1ife of President_Kennedy is a re]evant

consideration to whethef or not the tentative beginnings would havé
provoked Castro to order the assassination of President Kennedy.

‘New Considerations on the Syndicate Operation

In the course of the presént review a by-line story by Paul

Meskil in the New York Daily News attracted speciqi attention because
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of one statement that it contained. One of a series of stories

printed 20-25 April 1975, it quoted Ffank Sturgis.as follows:

"The third (assassination) scheme involved
planting a bomb ih Castro's office. 'I had
access to the Prime Minister's office,' Sturgis
"i, ' said. 'l knew Fidel's private secretary Juan
Orta. I recruited him”to worg with the embassy
'; (American Embassy 1n‘Havana).'"
| Sturgis has been something of a soldier of fortune over the
years, having served in different branches of the U.S. military
and héving been in the anti-Batista movement prior to Castro's
takeover. Sturgis stayed on in Cuba until mid-1959, during which

time he reportedly had some role in the Castro regime's control

. of the gambling interests. He came to the United States in 1959.
§ -~ Sturgis gained notoriety when arrested on 17 June 1972 1nlthe Water-
gate break-in.' He has claimed on a number éf oﬁcasions to have been
an employee of CIA, although there is no record of any such relation-
ship. He was in contact with some of the CIA Cuban employees in the
Miami area, but had no direct relationships with the Agency.

The partfcular feature in the above excerpt froﬁ the hewspaper

story is that it constitutes the first public reference to Juan

B T O S NI

Orta in the role of an assassinfin plans against Castro. Orta was,
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in fact, the first man who reportedly was to have been used in the
operation that CIA had, with the criminal syndicate, to kill Castro.
Orta was the director of the Office of the Prime Minister, which
gave him the access that would make it possible for him to poison
Castro. The plan failed because Orta lost his position, and with
it his access, in late January 1961. This was prior to delivery

of the poison pills to him in late February or early March 1961.
Orta's role in this connection was over when he took refuge in the
Venezuelan Embassy in Havana in April 1961. He was allowed to leave
Cuba in October 1964 and settled in Miami in February 1965. As for
Sturgis' assertion that he recruited Orta to work with the embassy,

CIA files have no record that Orta was recruited for CIA by anyone

during the period there was an embassy in Cuba. While Orta was

e e

reported in early 1961 as being used in the CIA-syndicate attempt

against Castro, CIA had no direct relationships with him until he

left Cuba, at which time he was used as a source of information on
the Cuban leadership. |

The fact remains that Orta did at one time have the role of
intended assassin. Sturgis' identification of Orta in this capacity,
prior to its becoming known to external investigators in 1975, raised

the question of just what Sturgis had known, and whether he could
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have been a source of information on the subject whéreby Castro
could have learned of CIA's eérlier plan against his life.

Newspaper stories are not necessarily feliable‘sourceﬁ of
information. However, because the statement by Sturgis in 1975
indicated a familiarity with Orta's availability to play the role
of assassin in 1960, additional attention was given the statement
in the press to seé how it might fit in wjth other things that are
known. What follows is subject to reservations that must attach
to the reliability of newspaper stories.

The New York Daily News stories (20-25 April 1975), and another

story by the same author on 13 ﬁune 1976, refer to possible relation-
ships between Sturgis and Trafficante, also mentioning a Norman
Rothman as a gambling partner of Trafficante. The Office of Security
wrote a memorandum in 1975, in conjunction with the first set of New

York Daily News stories, noting that there was a connection between

Sturgis and Rothman in 1960,'citing FBI reports. It is pertinent
to note here fhat in addition to the role Sturgis is reported to
have had with the Castro government in relation to the gambling
activities, Juan Orta's availability for the assassination assignment '
was understoo& to be due to his having lost payoffs that he had once
received from thé gambling interests. One can deduce that Sturgis

and Orta could have known one another because of their connections
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with the gambling activities as well as having contacts with

the men heading the gambling organizations.
The New York Daily News story of 1976 also reports a claim by a

Marie Lorenz that she acted in 1960 in behalf of Stufgfs. in an
attempt to assassinate Castro. She had also been mentioned in the

1975 stories. Ms. Lorenz reportedly was Castro's mistress at one

 point, and her access, so the stoﬁy indicates, was used as a means

for getting to him. The 1976 news story concludes that "soon after

her murder mission failed the CIA recruited Mafia mobsters . . . to

ki1l Castro . . ." In the news story she claimed that the plan

involved the use of poison pills which she concealed in a jar of face
cream; they dissolved and could not be used.

On page 79 of the SSC Interim Report on Alleged Assassination
Plots the following is extracted from an 18 October 1960 memorandum
from the Director of the Federa1rBureau of Invéstigation to the CIA
Deputy Director for Plans: |

"During recent cqnversations with several
friends, (Sam) Giancana stated that Fide]l
Castro was to be done away with very short1y,
When. doubt was expressed regarding this state-
‘ment, Giancana reportedly assured those

present that Castro's assassination would occur
iin November. -Moreover, he allegedly indicated

that he had already met with the assassin-to-be
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on three occasfons . . . Giancana claimed that
everything has been perfected for the killing

of Castro, and that the 'assassin' had arranged
with a girl, ﬁot further described, to drop a 'pill’
in some drink or food of Castro."

This seems to confirm some plot invoiving a woman to kill Castro
with poison. However, the dating of events does not fit the time
frame known to CIA. While consideration had been given to various
schemes, there were no CIA pills for delivery until February 1961.

It suggests that the syndicate may have been moving ahead on its own.
Following collapse of CIA's access to Castro through Orta,
Johnny Roselli, the man who had served as the Agency's original inter-
mediary with the syndicate, stated that he knew a Cuban exi]é 1eadef
who might participafe. This man, Tony Varona, headed the Democratic

Revolutionary Front, one of the exile groups that also received
support from CIA as part of the larger Cuban operation. Varona was
dissatisfied with the nature and extent of that support; Miami Station
suspected that he was not keeping his bargain with the Agency. . In
fact, it is possible that Varona already was involved in independent
operations with the criminal syndicate when first approached prior to
the Bay of Pigs in March 1961 to carry out the Castro assassination.
The 1967 IG Report refers to two FBI reports that bear on this.

One of'them, on 21 December 1960, indicateS)support‘by the criminal

SECRE]
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underworlid for some of the Cuban exiles. The other report, on
18 January 1961, suggests that Varona was one of those receiving

that support, although this was notAconfirmed. As a matter of

interest, as late as 10 June 1964 there was a report that gangster
eleMents in the Miami area were offehing $150,000 for anyone who

i | would kill Castfo (an.amount mentioned to the syndicate repre-

- sentatives by CIA case officers at an earlier date). These bits
of information, fitted together, could provide fhe basis for an
explanation of why Varona was so readily available when approached
by Roselli. It also may throw light on a'question noted in the
1967 IG Report. The operation with. the syndicate had been called

~ off following the Bay of Pigs in April 1961; yet, when it was

reactivated in April 1962 the case officer felt there was something

f e teAMAAT i S e e oK € Aot b s W o b

already ongoing in spite of the fact that the operation had been
terminated a year earlier. It is possible that CIA simply found itself

involved in providing additional resources for independent operations

Stedmn

that the syndicate already had under way. The criminal syndicate
had important interests in Cuba, and to recover them may well have

sought on its own to eliminate Castro. In a §ense CIA may have been

TR NPT TP N

piggy-backing on the syndicate and in addition to fts material contri-

butions was also supplying an aura of official sanction.
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What do these various considerations suggest? It is obvious

that many lines 6f speculation can be developed, not the least of

which is that the Agency did not know the fu11 extent of syndicate

activities. Clearly, the Agency's case officers felt that they were
initiating a new activity that had the sole purpose of accomplishing
the elimination of Castro. The additional considerations can be

Tisted as follows:

§
H

1. The criminal syndicate may well have.had'some inde-
pendent activities of its own underway prior to CIA involve-
ment in late 1960. These operations could well have con-

tinued after the CIA standdown following ihe Bay of Pigs,

-being ongoing in some form when CIA reactivated the plan

in April 1962.

6 0 e s Brdotin Ao,

2. The syndicate operations could have activities such

as those that are reported in the New York Daily News

stories in 1975 and 1976. _
3. Frank Sturgis seems to have had contacts with the
criminal syndicate, aTthough from outward appearances he

was not a member of it. He could well have been used by

the syndicate in its activities.

4. Sturgis has not been a reliable source, so his
statements'Are treated with considerable reserve. He
probably did know Juan Orta when both of thém were in Cuba.
B h He was outside of Cuba, however, when Orta was given the

. | 21 o .
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role of assassin. Whatever he knew at that time--and

his knowledge may be of a muchAlater date--could have been

in the form reported fiffeen years later in the 1975

newspaper stories. If there was such an operation it

was not CIA's; it could have been an earlier operation

of the syndicate. While Sturgis could have known of

or have been involved in earlier activity by the syndicate,

whatever its form, he may also have had. no part in any

of it; he may merely have fabficated a story from bits

and pieces learned by him from gossip in the Miami

community after Orta settled thére in 1965,

5. 'If the syndicate waé conducting fts own operations,
that would tend to reinforce the thought that the details

of its operations would have been characterized by discre-

tion--or security--despite the FBI report in October 1960.

The authors of Book V of the SSC Final Report felt that the
operation seeking to employ the resources of the criminal syndicate
would not have provided Castro the clear provocation that was hypothe-
sized for the AMLASH operation. At page 68 the Report stated:

" . . . it is unlikely that Castro could have
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distinguished the CIA plots with the underworld

from those p1ots not backed by CIA. In fact,

the methods the CIA uSed in these éttempts were

designed to prevent the Cuban government from

attributing them to the CIA."
In a sense the SSC made a conscious judgment, in the context of its
provocation theory, that was made less copsciously and in a different
context in 1964 by the few'CIA employees who knew of the operations
with the syndicate -- that they bore no relation to the assassination
of President Kennedy.

Possible Ruby--Trafficante Contact

There are fragmehts of unevaluated reports that leave one'aspect
of the involvement of the criminal syndicate as a question. This can
only be noted here, as the means for resolving it one way or another
are not within the Agency's capabilities.

As noted -earlier (see Tab B, __page 4), a 27 November 1963
report records statements by a British journalist that during his own
imprisonment in Cuba in 1959 he knew of a gangster type named "Santos"
who was in jail where he was visited by another American gangster type

named "Ruby." Current specu}ation has considered the possibility that

'“Santos“Awas Santos Trafficante who may have been in jail there in

1959. An FBI report of 14 August 1964 recorded a statement by a person
jailed in Cuba that he shared a cell with Trafficante.

23
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If the "Santos” in the British report was Trafficante, the

British and FBI reports tend to support one another on the narrow

point of his imprisonment in Cuba in ]959. This is a material

consideration, as there are reservations about both sources.

It may be that the FBI has more information on this point, but

i
{

there 1s no further known relevant information in the Agency

on the matter.

The significance of this is that if Trafficante was in

RPN

jail in Cuba in 1959, he could have been available for a visit
by Jack Ruby if such visits were allowed. Ruby, in fact, did visit
Cuba in 1959. The long time gap between 1959 and November 1963
removes the two incidents from candidacy for consideration as
evidence of conspiracy against President Kennedy. However, if
‘Ruby was running an errand for someone in 1959, it would provide
an interesting lead for those inquiring into the possible signi-
‘ficance of past assocations or contacts.

~ Both the British report and the cbnfirmation of Ruby's
1959 visit were known to the Warren Commission, and Ruby

reportedly spoke at 1ength about his visit when questioned.

24
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However, Ruby is dead and Trafficante has declined to testify

at all. A later a]]egétion of a visit by Ruby to Cuba in late
1962 or early 1963 is believed not to be true.

Other Reported Assassination Pfoposals

There were other references to possible assassination plots
against Castro that seem not to have been addressed in the Interim

Report of the SSC on Alleged Assassination Plots Involving Foreign

e mwe oyt mbat s Buseoh v cixe b

Leaders. They are summarized briefly bel&k:.

In May 1975 a Cuban exile who came to be a contract employee
stated that in February 1961 he was given a rifle and the mission
to enter Cuba to assassinate Castro. He claimed to have tried to
enter Cuba three times, but failed each time in gaining entry to
; / Cuba. Agency files have no further records on this matter.

As a result of a column by Jack Anderson in May 1977, a check

. was made of Agency files referring to an Antonio Veciana, cited

by Anderson as a CIA emp1oyee._ The man was never an employee of the

Agency, but he was connected with ALPHA-66, a Cuban exile movement.

wotay

On three separate occasions (December 1960, July 1962, April 1966)
he proposed to CIA employees the assassination of Fide] Castro.
He was rebuffed on each occasion. Again in 1970 there was a report

. of his making a similar proposal while an AID employee at an overseas

TR RIYS AP B oometis L, Bt At of e ge s b

post. The details of his actual role a® unknown to the Agency,
although the FBI may have more details on him. This is touched on in

Tab G, which comments on selected newspaper stories published in the
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. course of this research effort.
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Agent Messages in 1961 Mentioning Plans to Kill Castro

1. During the 1nvestigafions in 1975 five agent messages were

identified that made reference to plans to kill Castro, or proposing

such action. Three of these messages related to the same operation,

the other two relating to separate proposals; there is no indication

that any of these probosals was the result of CIA initiative. The

existence of these messages was mentioned during Mr. Colby's testimony
before the Church Committee. In response to a request from the Deputy
Inspector General, LA Division prepared a summary of the messages

and on 8 August 1975 forwarded it to the Review Staff, then charged
with serving as an interface with the congressional committees.
Recordé of the Review Staff do not show how this paper was handled.
The subject was not covered in the Church Committee's interim report

on Alleged Assassination Plots Involving Forefgn Leaders and is

summarized again below.
I .
2. Three of the messages involved the same group of agents,

and seem to relate to the same plan. The first message, dated

' 27 March 1961 (prior to the Bay of Pigs) was sent by an Agency

asset, AMBRONC/5. The message requested the‘Agency's opinion on
a proposed sabotage of the electric company in Havana, stating that
this could be coordinated "with attempt against Fidel in public

appearanceA(at) Sports Palace." The cable expressed the view that

26
CORET



e W Y

EORET

€

an "attempt against Fidel (is) in accordance with general plan."
There is no record that this message was answered. Two days later,
on 29 March 1961, possibly because of the absence of a reply, the
same agent sent another message. This stated that the plan was
scheduled for 9 April. Castro was to speak at the Palace, and an
"assassination attempt at said place (will be) followed by a general
shutting off of main electric plants in Havana.f General anti-regime
developments to follow this'were then outlined. This message was
answered on 30 March agreeing that a "major effort should be launched
Havana on date you se1ected.f It recommended contacting other named

persons, looking to a more general uprising. The message addressed

the general issue, making no comment on the proposal to kill Castro.

A third message, on 5 April 1961, presumably from the same agent,
reported that the persons he had been directed to contact had arms
for only 50 men. While stating that the sébotage of the electric
company and "possibly attempt pn_Fidel“ would be carried out 9 April,
he emphasized that to do so would make it impossible to maintain a
clandestine organization in Cuba; "your military aid is decisive. If it
does not come that date we are lost." There is no indicatidn that
this message was answered. No further reference to this plan has
been found. |

3. We have reviewed the files of the persons identified in the
cables, and have interviewed aAcése officer who‘was responsible for
one of them, in an attempt‘to learn more about the matter. The

four agents in question are commented on briefly below:
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a. AMBRONC/5 is the agent who sent the messages oht-

lining the proposed sabotage effort and attempt against
-~ Castro.

§ - (1) 201 file opened 15 July 1960. A POA was

not issued until 18 December 1961, and an OA on
| 31 January 1962. A debriefing of him in'November
| | © 1960, prior to the Kennedy Administration, revealed
| that he had been in touch with people who had
plotted the assassination of Fidel Castro, and claimed
to have tried himself to make similar plans. He was
infiltrated on 9 December 1960, exfiltrating 15 February
1961. |
| (2) AMBRONC/S was infiltrated again 3 March
1961 and exfiltrated again 19 June 1961. This

ot e Sarendnid fee e

covered the period of his messages and the Bay of
Pigs. His sole mission was to organize resistance ‘
: groups. |
o ' | (3) AMBRONC/S was infiltrated again on 19 December
1961, exfiltrating 29 March 1952,'again with the same
mission. . | ' |

(4) AMBRONC/5 was infiltrated finally 2 May
1962, was arrested 29 May'1962, and was executed

3 LR O el e ns e

30 August 1962. He has been reported as never admitting

that he was a CIA agent. His name is not one of those
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in the book given Senator McGovern by Castro, listing
those claimed by Castro to have plotted attempts,against'
his 1ife. .

b. AMCOAX/1 was one of those AMBRONC/5 was told to

contact for his general plan for April 1961.
(1) POA on 5 January 1961. His mission was to

organize paramilitary activities in Cuba. He in-

filtrated in February 1961 and exfiltrated in July

1961 following the Bay of Pigs. This period covered
the abdve messages.

(2) Re-infiltrated 29 July 1961, with the same
organiziﬁg mission, he was arrested on 17 August-lgél,
and is serving a thirty year term. His name appears
in the book given Senator McGovern.

c. AMPUG/1 was another of those AMBRONC/S was told to
contact for his general plan in April 196i. |

(1) Recruited in September 1960, he was in-
filtrated that month, receiving airdrops in_Deceﬁber
1960. He returned to the U.S. 15 May 1961, following
the Bay of Pigs.

(2) Infiltrated again on 29 June 1961, with the

mission to organize resistance groups and conduct

P sabotage operations, he was arrested in July 1961, and

is serving a thirty year term. His name is among those

DTS o

€:} _ in the book given Senator McGovern by Castro.
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d. AMPANIC/7 was anothef of those that AMBRONC/5 was
told to contact for his general plan in April 1961.
(1) This man was a "walk~n" 15 April 1960,
a POA being issued 30 January 1961 (although there was |

a MOC since 12 July 1960). He was to organize resistance
~groups in the Havana and Pinar del Rio areas. |
(2) Infiltrated 3 March 1961, he was arrested
23 April 1961, and {s serving a thirty year term. His
 name is among those in the book given Senator McGovern‘
by Castro. A
(3) Records relating to this man mention his in-

filtration into Cuba in August 1960 and exfiltration

in November 1960 (prior to his being issued a POA).
His "mission" during that period is mentioned tersely

as being "to organize resistance groups . . . for

mounting sabotage operations . . . and assassination

of prominent Cuban Communist members in the Castro
entourage . . ." The records refer to "his own
| personal objectives" during this period and criticizes
y how he functioned during his stay in Cuba from August
- to November 1960. The record then specifies how he is
to conduct himself and focus his effqrts on his return,
which was to develop sabotage operations. We were able

to contact one of his two case officers, who has retired -
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(the othgr had died), to ascertain his recollections.

Stating that at the time the focus was on developing

' qrgénizations for operations, he stated that an
1 assassination mission, such as attributed to AMPANIC/7
| on his earlier time in Cuba, not only was not authorfzed,
- but would have compromised the effort to organize.
Any such assassination mission, the case officer states;

would have been at AMPANIC/7's dwn initiative.

© o mean s Mait s i et e o

4, It is clear that AMBRONC/5 envisioned a general uprising
in Cuba, to commence-with sabotage of thé electric plant in Havana
and an attempt on Castro's life. The third of his messages reflected
pessimism, and the fact is that the operation did not come off.

While the man had no express mission from the Agency to mount an

qperation against Castro personally, it is clear that no specific
3 objection was recorded to his statement of intentions. The one
recorded reply addresses the concept of general action and makes
no reference to the propoéal to make an attempt on Castro.
5. The fact is that the 9 April 1961 operatioﬁ did not come

_off, and AMBRONC/5 has not been identified as an Agency &sset. '
Nor was his name inc]hded in the book given Senator McGoverﬁ

by Castro. The other men, none of whom had a mission of assassi-

nation from the Agency, are now serving thirty year terms. That

o —ar

their names were included in the list given Senator McGovern by

Castro may be an attempt on Castro's part to enlarge on the facts
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rather than to report what he tru'ly believes. They were not
executed, a consideration that may subport this view.

6. The records are incomplete on the events identified by
the three messages. The time in question predates the Bay of Pigs.

The men mentioned above had more specific missions, other than

-that of assassination. They exfiltrated subsequent to the event

described in the messages, and were arrested during subsequent
infiltrations into Cuba. There is novrgcord that any of them had
a mission from CIA to ki11 Castro. The person who proposed the

act in 1961 -- AMBRONC/5 -- never acknowledged that he was a CIA

‘agent, and is not listed among those Castro reportedly believes

had the mission of his assassination.
Il

7. Another agent message dated 4 June 1961 asked about a
man who had identified himself as Moratori of the Italian Embassy,
who claimed to work for U.S. intelligence and to be in touch with
one Martin Elena and others (none identifiable), who "have plans
for an invasion within 30 days, after the killing of Fidel." A
reply, dated 6 June, stated that the information was untrue and
that Moratori was not known and should not be trusted. (Insofar
as CIA records show, there was an Italian diplomat of that name
in Cuba at that time. Little is known about him.) The originator

of the agent message cannot be idenfified from prgsent records.
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8. Another agent message dated 3 May 1961 from a member of

the Revolutionary Recovery Movement in Cuba said "will try to ki)l

5 Fidel today." répiy to this message dated 4 May told the agent

and his companions to "lay low" for the time being; and "will

advise when operations can resume," There were no follow-up

messages on this subject in the records. The agent who sent the
message possibly was AMPUG/], but as noted earlier his mission did
not include instructions to kill Fidel. His companions have not

been identified.
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I. AMLASH OPERATION

Comment on the AMLASH operation, in the context of its presenta-
tion in Book V of the Final Report of the SSC, is complicated by the
treatment given it in the Report;_ Rather than beingztreated in a
unified way, reference and discussion is found throughout the Report.*

The actual nature and the siéhificance of the AMLASH opération
differs materially from that presented in the SSC Report. The Repori
leaves the inference that AMLASH/1 was perhaps an agent of Castro, with
the mission of prﬁyokingka plot against Castro (pages 3, 74 and 79),
which in turn provided Castro<w1tﬁ the justification for launching
Lee Harvey Oswald against President Kennedy in retaliation. Alternatively,
the Report suggests that AMLASH/1 was so insecure in the conduct éf his

activities that the details of his plotting could have become knoﬁn to

'Castro, thereby providing the same basic motivation (pages 74 and 75).

Whichever of these alternatives, so the reasoning would be, the AMLASH
operation should have been reported to the Warren Commission. We believe
that neither thesis applies. The character of the relationship between
CIA and AMLASH/1, prior to 05wa1d's assassination of Presidént Kennedy,

was so insubstantial and inconclusive that it prbvided no basis for

*See pages 2, 3, 5, 6, 13, 14, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28
29, 31, 35, 36, 59, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 77, 73, 79, and
86 of the 97-page text, and pages 100, 101, 102, 103, 104, and 105

of the eight-page chronology following the text. :
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AMLASH/] to feel that he had any tangible CIA support for plotting
against Castro. Whether one is inclined to see AMLASH/1 as eithér é
double agent or provocateur, or simply as a man who c&relessly revealed
what he was doing, there was little for him to report or to leak.

| ‘ LR 3B b B B B BN B Bk B B B K

In preparing the current comment on the AMLASH operation, as
treated in the SSC Report, it was judged best to approach it in two
ways. A sequential summary of the AMLASH dperation is intended‘to
present the Agéncy's under§tanding of the true nature of the activity.
Following that, selected points made in the SSC Report are addressed.
It is hoped that this presentation will help establish a clearer per-
spective for judging the actual substance of the operation.

| *****'A."*******

As early as March 1959, AMLASH/1 was reported as expressing

directly to Castro his dissatisfaction with the situation in Cuba.

- At that time he also was reported as expressing his disillusionment

and that if he "...did not get out of the country soon, he would kill
Castro himself." |

Two years later, in March 1961, AMLASH/1 was mef in Mexico City
by a CIA case officer stationed there. The occasidn was AMLASH/1's
preseﬁce at the leftist-svonsored Latin Americﬁ Conference on Mational
Sovereignty, Eméncipation, and.Peace. The meeting was arranged by
AMWHIP/1, a long-time friend of AMLASH/1. A-dispatch in July 1961,

giving a general round-up on operational activity against Cubans in

2
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Mexico City, described the meeting (along with others) as follows:

| )
", ..the Station made an unsuccessful ‘aporoach’

to (AMLASH/1)...the 'approach' consisted of a
i ‘ ‘friendly' talk between a case officer, a mutual
friend of (AMLASH/1) and (AMLASH/1) when he last
was visiting in Mexico. While (AMLASH/1) did not
% pick up the opportunity at that time, he apparently
did not report the incident to his superiors and
the ground work may have been laid for a similar action
in the future.” |
Later in March there was a report thaf AMLASH/1 and another Cuban wanted
to defect and needed help in escaping. Consideration of their exfil-
tration ended with a report that the Cuban police were aware of AMLASH/1's

intention and plans.

i In August 1961 AMWHIP/1 reported plans by AMLASH/1 to attend the
‘ French National Student Union Cultural Festival, and that AMLASH/1
wanted to meet with a "friend" of the Mexico City case officer's. The
files do not reveal that such a contact actually occurred.

In June 1962 there was a report that AMLASH/1 would be travelliné
via Praque to the World Youth Festival in Helsinki. AMLASH/1 was

harn o

reported as wanting to defect, and also that on his return from Helsinki

he would pass through Paris where he hoped to meet AMWHIP/1. The FBI,

which was aware of CIA's association with AMMHIP/1, met with AMUHIP/1

Lae et

in Miami and took steps for him to be referred to CIA if he should

contact the Paris Legal Attache.
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In July 1962 CIA contacted AMWHIP/1, who made known his dis-
satisfaction with ;he way CIA handled AMLASH/1's "planned defection" in
éar1s in August 1961. Plans were made for a CIA case officer and
AMWHIP/1 to travel to Helsinki and anywhere else necessary in an attempt
to bring about AMLASH/1's defection. .

The first of a series of meetings with AHLASH/T was held in
Helsinki on 1 August 1962. The original objgctive of his defection
became one of recruiting him in pléce. AMLASH/T was reported as feeling
that if he could "do something really signiffcant‘for the creation of a
new Cuba, he was interested in returning to carry on the fight there.”
AMLASH/1 spoke of sabotage of an oil refinery and the execution of a

top ranking Castro subordinate, of the Soviet Ambassador and of Castro

“himself. The case officer's report stated:

"While we were making no commitments or plans,

we pointed out to [AMLASH/1] that-séhemes like

he envisioned certainly had their blace, but that

a lot of coordination, planning, infprmation-

co]lecfion, etc., were necessary pferequfsites to

ensure the value and success of such plans.”

(Emphasis in original). “

The secdfity hazard of too frequent meetings'in Helsinki led to

further meetings in Stockholm and Copenhagen. AMLASH/1 was next
met on 16 and 17 August in Paris where AMMHIP/1 and the case officer
were joined by another case officer. AMLASH/1 was given SH training

and supplies. On 20 August he was taken to the south of France for

4
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a demolition demoristration. He refused to be polygraphed. The case
officer repdrted on 17 August:
“Have no intention give [AMLASH/1] physical
elimination mission as requirement but recognize
this something he could or mightltry to carry
out on his own initiative."
The Headquarters cabled reply the next dqy stated:
"Strongly concur that no physical elimination

missions be given [AMLASH/1]."

-0On 29 August 1962 AMLASH/1 left Prague by air for Havana. This was

the last time that he was met until he next left Cuba in September
1963.
COMMENT :

It is noted at this point that AMLASH/1 was not a
recruited agent at that time--nor.was he ever for that
matter, as Operational Approval was never granted for
this purpose. By the end of August 1962 the CIA rela-
tionship with AMLASH/1 had made no real progreés,
although he was viewed as an operational contact with
potential. Over a year passed between August 1962 and
September 1963 when he was next contacted by CIA.

In terms of the relationship that he had with CIA the
cfitical period, for purposes of this paper, is there-

fore between 5 September and 22 November 1963.

AMLASH/1 attended the Collegiate Games in Porto Alegre, Brazil

from 5 through 8 September 1963, as a representative of the Cuban
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Government. He was met there by AMWHIP/1, and by the CIA case
. officer who was to take over the relationship with him. = AMLASH/1

said that he had written two SW messages (onIy one had been received).

He expressed his reluctance to use this form of communications because
of Cuban postal censorship. ‘ |
It 1s pertinent to what followed to note where the relationship
between AMLASH/1 and CIA stdod at that time. At page 13 of Book V
of the SSC Final Report the following statement appears:
" . . . the CIA took steps to renew its contact
with a high-level Cuban official named AMLASH. The
CIA's previous contact with him had beén sporadic;
he had not been in contact with the CIA since
before the missile crisis of October 1962. The

Mrt a s et o vethiman b

exact purpose the CIA had for renewing contact is
not known, but there is no evidence the CIA intended
at thi; time fo use AMLASH in an assassination
operation.” - |

The reason for there having been no contact since August 1962 was

s b At e

simply that AMLASH/1 did not leave Cuba after that until September
1963. If it is narrowly correct to state that the "exact purpose"

for renewing contact was not known to the authors of the SSC Report,

et vt s « e Btere s s ake

. it nevertheless is quite clear why he was met. He was an important

LIRS

pbtential asset whose usefulness remafned to be explored. At this

é | point, not only was there "no evidence (that) . . . an assassination
g ? operation" was intended, it is qdite clear that it was not under

| (:} consideration. The problem at the time was how to deal with the man.

At page 14 of the SSC Report it is stated that the first meeting

e
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in September 1963: ‘ ‘
", . . may have been to gain intelligence and to
cultivate him as an asset for covert operations . . ."
A 7 September cable, cited on another point in the SSC Report,
provides an insight as to how AMLASH/1 was assessed at the time, as
well as emphasizing the uncertainty in the minds of the case officers
of how to deal with him in the future: |
“AMLASH cocky totally spoilqp brat who will always
be a control problem . . (he) will not take time or
have patience prepare or receive cohstant stream S/W

messages,let alone OWVL. AMLASH also needs’strbhg

confidant inside who will push and serve as chaplain . . .

CIA headquarters replied on 9 September, saying in part:
"L - Based on what little feel we here have for
subject however appears he is hobeless<as intell
performer and is best approached as a chief con-
spirator a1lowe& to recruit his own cohorts among
‘whom we may then find persons susceptible to long
distance and covert discip]ines e e o

The cable then went on to spell out 1ong-rangé requirements prior to

any action based on~such internallorganization as AMLASH/1 may put

together.

Clearly, at thét point, while AMLASH/1 was viewed as potentially

important, he also was viewed as a person of uncertain capabilities,

requiring careful but long-range development for whatever course of

action that might later ensue.

L_L’_.’J',‘f
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Page 14 of the SSC Final Report cites the 7 September 1963
" cable reporting the first 1963 meeting with AMLASH/1 as follows:

"AMLASH was interested primarily in getting the

i "~ © United States to invade Cuba, or_in attempting an

'inside job' against Castro, and that he vas awaiting
a U.S. plan of action."” (Empahsis added).

_; . This suggests a plan of action targetted specifically against Castro
himself. That may have seemed implicit}to'the authors of the SSC
Report, but the actua1>1anguage of the cable states it somewhat differently:
"AMLASH still.feels tﬁere only two ways accomplish
change either inside job or invasion he realistic
enough realize latter out of question. According

AMWHIP, AMLASH still awaiting for US reveal plan of

action."
- COMMENT:
At this point, after a year out of touch'with a
man with whom there had been no working understanding,
§ 4 AMLASH/1's views were of interest, but were very general,
' as might be‘expected after such a long.time. The actual
~ reference to an "inside job" did not specify Castro,

1 . as suggested in the SSC Report, but was directed towards

the more general quéstion of how to bring about change.
P It was offered alternatively, in the context of con-

sidering both external and internal action, and not with

o nE LRl o R .

(:) the specific connotation provided by the SSC presentation.
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The point is, as stated in the SSC Report, that it left

AMLASH/1 "awafiting a U.S. plan of action.” There was

nothing substantive or conclusive. To the contrary, things

were left very much up in the air.
" Footnote 17 on page 14 of the SSC Report states that

“characterization of this phase of the AMLASH operation

% is disputed."” (Emphasis added). The footnote observes

! that the SSC Interim Report on A11§ged Assassination Plots

’ concluded that the AMLASH operation was an assassination
operation, which begs the question of what it was for “this
phase" of the matter. In fact, the SSC Interim Report on
Alleged Assassination Plots notes specifically that "From

the first contact with AMLASH until the latter part of 1963,

it was uncertain whether he would defect or remain in Cuba."
; (Page 86). The point is that the SSC Final Report, Book V,
5 ' itself describes the very general nature of the approach
by AMLASH/1, and the absence of a U.S. response (supra).

; Any dispute over how to characterize the operation at that
; time arises from the presentation of it in Book V of the
| SSC Report. Reference to the dispute may reflect views
expressed by CIA representatives on reviewing the draft of the
. ‘SSC Final Report. '

The next paragraph in the SSC Report, Book V, presents
in inferential sequence, an interview Castro held

(;> with an AP reporter, Daniel Harker, in which Castro inveighed

9

| ' | GELAEl

TP P P



o Mehiabnm, Aot ot

B N N

B e L L R sberl

against anti-Cuban terrorist plans of U.S. leaders.
The intended inference, as is known from discussions with
SSC staff members, was that AMLASH/1 may have reported (or
leaked) to Castro what the authors of the report elected
to see then as assassination plotting. This characferi-
zation is even more explicit at_pages.3-4 of the Summary
and Findings of the SSC Report, presenting the inter-
pretation as categorically as ‘though it were fact. |
The fact remains that whatever views AMLASH/1 may have
expressed, he had no response from his CIA contacts of
any support for his proposals at that time. Whatever
may have been the cause for_Castfo's remarks at that time
they could not have sfemmed from anything said to
'AMLASHII by CIA officers as they proposed nothing and
undertook nothing. ' A
AMLASH/1 flew to Paris on 14 Sepiember, 6stensib1y to attend a
meeting of the Alliance Francaise. The trip actually was for an

extended vacation, which AMLASH/1 intended to report to Castro

. after the fact. On 16 September he wrote AMWHIP/1 that he did not

"intend to see (be interviewed by) your friend agéin" referring io

the CIA case officer. On 3 October 1963 the case officer nevertheless

arrived in Paris to meet with AMLASH/1. 'Stgtion officers were already

in contact with him, two of whom participated in meetings that followed.
On 11 October the case officer cabled Headquarters reporting that

AMLASH/1 claimed to have the "necessar& people and equipment inside

: . R )
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[Cuba] to accomplish overthrow without [U.S.] assistance.® .AMLASH/I |
was reported as wishing a meeting with a senior U.S. official,
preferably Robert F. Kennedy, for assurance of "moral support" for
any action AMLASH/1 undertook in Cuba. The cable recommended that
the request for a meeting:

"be given highest and profound.éonsideration as

feeling drawn by all who in contact AMLASH is that

he determined attempt op against®[Castro] with or

without [U.S.] support.® |
A 21 October cable to Washington reported a 17 October meeting with
AMLASH/1--"Basically he wants assurance that [U.S.] will support him
if his enterprise is successful.” (Emphasis added).

Desmond Fitzgerdld, then Chief of the Special Affairs Staff,
was going to Paris on other business and undertook to meet with AMLASH/1.
The plan'for the meeting, written in advance, was outlined as-fol1ows:

"Fitzgerald will represent self as persoha] |
representative of Robert F. Kennedy who traveled

to Paris for specific purpose of meeting [AMLASH/1]
and giving him assurances of full U.S. support if
there is change of the present government in Cuba."

(Emphasis added).

On 29 October Fitzgerald met ﬁith AMLASH/1 in Paris, representing
himself as a spokesman of Attorney General Kennedy. The third person

at the meeting was the case officer, who served as an interpreter.

n
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On 13 November the case officer wrote a memorandum summarizing high-

lights of the meeting. It reads in part as follows:

"Fitzgerald informed [AMLASH/1] that the United
States is prepared to render all necessary
assistance to any anti-communist Cuban group which
succeeds in neutralizing the present Cuban leader-
ship and assumes sufffcient control to invite the
United States to reﬁder‘the assistance it is

prepared to give. It was emphasized that the

above support will be forthcoming only after a

real coup has been effected and the group involved .

is in a position to request U.S. (probably under

OAS auspices) recognition and support. (Emphasis

added). It was made clear that the U.S. was not
prepared to commit itself to supporting an isolated
uprising, as such an uﬁrising can be extinguished

in a matter of hours if the present government is
still in.control in Havana. As for the post-coup
period, the U.S. does not desire thatjthe political
clock be turned back but will support the necessary
economic and political reforms which will benefit

the mass of the Cuban people.”

At the time of the CIA Inspector General's report on the subject

in 1967, additional details were elicited from Fitzgerald, who re-

12
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called that AMLASH/1 spéke repeatedly of the need for én assassination
weapon. He wanted a high-power rifle with telescopic sights, or some
other weapon that could be used tp kill Castro from a distance. Fitzgerald
stated that he rejected this request. Fitzgerald's Exécutive Officer,
although not present at the meeti'ng,A was kept posted by Fitzgerald and
had a recollection the same as the one moted above. The case officer
is 'repor'ted as not recalling the exchange on the weapon. His memorandum
stated that: . o . |
| "Nothing of an operational nature was discussed at
the Fitzgerald meeting. Afier the meeting [AMLASH/1] stated
that he was satisfied with the policy discussion but now
desired to know what technical support we could provide him."
On 14 November 1963 AMNHIP/'I was met in New York City. He reported
on AMLASH/1's reaction to the 29 October meeting in Paris. The contact
report on what AMLASH/1 understood, as relayed by AMWHIP/1, is as
follows: | ‘
"The visit with Fitzgerald, who acted in the
capacity of a representative of high levels of
the Government concerned with the Cuban problem
satisfied [AMLASH/]] as far as pelicy was con-
cerned, but he was not at all happy with the fact
that he still was not given the technical assistance’ |
for the operational plan as he saw it. [AMWHIP/1]
said that [AMLASH/1] dwelt constantly om this point.

<
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He could not understand why he was denied certain

small pieces pf_equipment whiéh promised a final

solution to the prob]em, while, on the other hand,

the U.S. Government gave much equipmeht and money

to exile groups for their ineffective excursions

against Cuban coastal targets. According to

[AMWHIP/1], [AMLASH/1] feels strongly on this point,

and if he does not get advice gnd materials from a

U.S. Government technician, he will probably become

fed up again, and we will 1osg whatever progress we

have made to date."

COMMENT: | | |
At this point it is important to note that Agency

documents summarize what AMLASH/1 was to be told,

and what hé was told, which matches a later report

of what he understood. In essence he was told there

would be no U.S. support until after the fact, and then

~ only if he was successful. While that may not Seem a

very realistic way in which to bring about the overthrow
of a government, it is directly relevant to the questién
of what AMLASH/1 was told and what he understood. It is
contrary to the statement in the SSC Final Report (page 18)
to the effect that it was not clear how AMLASH/1 inter-
preted the put-off by Fitzgerald.
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Interesting confirmation of AMLASH/1's understanding

is provided by a July 1964 FBI report (mentioned variously
at pages 35, 72 and 74 of Book V of the SSC Report). This

report was from an FBI informant who stated that AMLASH/1
was unhappy with the CIA response and that Attorney General
Kennedy had refused to support the’plan. Given the substance

-of this aspect of the report it is apparent that although the

|
|

date of the report is June 1964, this particular information

“dates back to 29 October 1963 when AMLASH/1 was told by
Fitzgerald, representing himself as speaking for Robert F.
Kennedy, that.he would not be given support in this opera-~
tion. While this is not the reason the FBI report was cited
in Book V of the SSC Final Report, it provides additional

clear confirmation that AMLASH/1 understood that he had
been turned down at the 29 October meeting.

Following the 14 November meeting with AMWHIP/1 CIA reviewed what

VIR VN Y

could be done to maintain the contact with AMLASH/1. On 19 November 1963

% e, 0

Fitzgerald "approved telling AMLASH/1 he would be given a cache inside
Cuba. The cache could, if he requested it, include ...high-power
L rifles w/scope..." 4 | |

~ On 19 November AMLASH/1 told a CIA officer that he planned to
return to Cuba. On 20 November Headquarters cabled Paris requesting

that AMLASH/1 "delay departure...(to) permit one more meeting which

AMLASH/1 requested."” On the same day (20 November) in response to
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a telephonic request, AMLASH/1 agreed to delay his departure “"if it

is sbmething interesting.” The case officer told him that "he could not
assure it interesting but that it was to be a meeting which AMLASH

had requested.” The cable reporting this exchange noted that it ﬁas

a "rapid conversation” inhibited by the presence of a second person

: in the room.

% The SSC Final Report (page 19)'attempts to expand this brief

| and cryptic telephone conversation into the *first indiégtion that he
might receive the specific support he requested." More factually, an&
quite significantly,. the Report acknowledges that no specifié support
had been offered up ;o'then. Beyond that it is at best a piece of
highly speculative analysis, not supported by the evidence.

The case officer from Washington arrived in Paris the morning of
22 November and met with AMLASH/1 late that afterncon. As they left
the meeting they learned of President Kennedy's assassination. They
probably were meeting when President Kennedy was shot.

Whatever the relationship with AMLASH/1 following the death of
President Kennedy, there is every indication thét during President

Kenpedy's Tife AMLASH/1 had no basis for believing that he had CIA

£ mbdrasls ERBIA T 2 tomn et vt

support for much of anything. Were he a provocateur reporting to Castro,
or if he was merely careless and leaked what he knew, he had no

factual basis for leaking or reporting any actual CIA plot directed

e St Y o e R BIETLDE t s AR o

against Castro.
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I11. SPECIFIC SECTIONS OF THE SSC REPORT

Section 1, B

This section of the SSC Final Report, the Summary, states that "it

places particular emphasis on the effect their (the intelligence agencies)
Cuban operations éeemed to have on their'investigation."- It states

that the report "details these operations to illustrate why they were

relevant to the investigation,“ It states that presentation of the
AMLASH operation is to illustrate why that operation shouid have been
examined by the Warren Commission. |

| ~ The view of the Subcommittee, as to why the AMLASH operation
warranted such review, is summarized at page 5 of the Report as

follows:

I"The AMLASH plot was more relevant to the Warren

Aé Commission’s work than the early CIA assassination
plots with the underworld. Un]ikg those earlier
plots the AMLASH opefation was in progress at the
time of the assassination; unlike the earlier plots,
the AMLASH operation could clearly be traced to CIA;
and unlike the earlier plots, the CIA had endorsed
AMLASH's proposal for a coup, the first step to him

being Castro's assassination, despite Castro's threat
¢ of retaliation for such plotting.”
As stated in the preceeding discussion the AMLASH operatioh was

without substance prior to President Kennedy's death; it is particularly

g
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unsuited to make the Subcommittee's intended point. It is litéra1ly

accurate to note a coincidence in time, of the contacts with AMLASH/1

prior to the death of President Kennedy, but that is all. It is incorrect
to say that "CIA had endorsed AMLASH's proposal." There was no agree-

ment with AMLASH/1, or commitment to him, and evén had Caétro learned

of the contacts with hih there was nothing to learn beyond the fact

of'the contact. The relationship was most tenuous and without any'

support promised to him for whatever he planned. Castro's "thfeat“

--as noted above--must be considered irrelevant to the substantive

nature of the AMLASH relationship at that time. |

This viewpoint was conveyed to the Subcommittee prior to publica-

_% tion of the report. At the same time it was observed that theoretically

there was greater possibility of leaks from the earlier operations

'é in#o]ving the criminal underworld, although there was no known evidence

. of such léaks; While general rather than specific, this could have
provided more reasonab]é support for the Subcommittee's view that there
were CIA operations that should have béen reported to the Warren Commission.
The SSC Subcommittee Saw>otherwise, outlining its position at page 68

é> as follows: ' |

"...it is unlikely that Castro could have

. distinguished the CIA plots with the underworld

? from those plots not backed by CIA. In fact,

: the methoqs the CIA used in these attempts were

designed to prevent the Cuban government from

attributing them to the CIA.®

P W e,
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The result this has on the present comment on the SSC Final
Rebort may seem anomalous. .It places CIA in the position of con-
testing the interpretation given the AMLASH operation in the SSC
Final Report, and to that extent the thesis that the preSentation
was supposed to support.' At the same time, however, we are ‘
inclined to a#knomﬂedge in principle the possibility--not seriously
considered as é 1ikelihood during the Warren Commission inquiry-- |

that other operations could have suffereq the defects attributed

to the AMLASH operation by the SSC Report. Iﬁ protesting the

presentation in one instance, and the specific conclusions it seeks

to support, the effect is to disagree with a substantial portion

of the report as written. On the other hand we tend to not contest

a general thesis that more specific attention could have been given
by the Narren‘Commission to the anti-Castro programs of the U.S.
Government, 1nc1u&1ng CIA activities. |

| L AR BE 3R 2R BE B 2k 2 B AR AR A

At page 4 of the SSC Final Report Desmond Fitzgerald, in a'

meeting with AMLASH/1, is quoted as having:

"stated the United States would support a coup.”
Again, at page 19, the report states that Fitzgerald:

"also gave general assuranceé that .the United

States would help in bringing about the coup."

- The Iast version is attributed to the case officer who was present at

the meeting in 1963, in'his.testfmony before the SSC in 1975. This

presentation of the case officer's statements in 1975 does not match -
19
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the report of the meeting in 1963, wh1ch was written by him at the time.
In considering the processes by whi;h this version came into being, it
is noted that the followiné statement appears at page 87 of the SSC
Interim Report on Alleged Assassination Plots:

"Fitzgerald met AMLASH/1 in late fall 1963 and

promised him that the United States would support

a coup against Castro,”
citing testimony by the case officer who was present at the meeting
An interesting footnote (#3) on that page reads as follows:

"3. The contact plan for the proposed meeting

stated: 'Fitzgerald wfI] represent self as personal

représentétive of Robert F. Kennedy who travelled to

(foreign city) for specific purpose meeting AMLASH/1

and givfng him assurances of full support with

a change of the present government in Cuba.'"

(Emphasis added). |
The underscored portion--the word “with“--fn fact read in the actual
document "if there is." This substitution of language in a purported
quotation'may.seem only a matter of nuance, but it treats with what-
Fitzgerald planned to say, which takes on special significance when
matched with the exbressTy Timited st;tements that he actua]ly_made
(as disc&ssed at pages 11 and 12 of this annex) and what AMLASH/1
understood (as discussed at pages 13-15).

* k * k %k h Rk * ¥ %

At page 5 the SSC Final Report quotes officers in CIA responsible

SR
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QL} for the investigation at the time of the Warren Commission as stating

to the SSC that had they known about the AMLASH operation in 1963 it

would have affected the investigation. It is only noted that it is
1ikely that views elicited from CIA employees in 1975 probably were

responsive to representations by SSC staff members as to what the
operation involved, as distinguished from what it aétual]y was.

kR Rk ok kR ok ok kk ok kKK

At page 24 the SSC Final Report contains the following

.
?
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statement:
"According to the 1967 Inspector General Report,
CIA Headquarters cabled the AMLASH case officer on
the morning of November 23, and ordered him to break

contact with AMLASH due to the President's assassi-

! nation and to return to Headquarters."
f This statement is at least a Titerary extension of the statement of
the IG report, which was in its entirety as follows:
i _ "[The case officer] states that he received an
: OPIM cable from Fitzgerald that night or early
the next morning telling him that everything was
off." |
The SSC was unable to get the case officer to support its expansion on

the reference in the 1967 IG report. His testimony is cited,

apparently despite suggestive prompting, that:
" . . . he recalled receiving suéh'a cable, but

could not recall whether it made specific mention

O | 21
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of the President's assassination as the reason for
| breaking contact . . ." | | |
It is noted that the cable was never found; it may never have been
sent, being a misrecollection of the case officer. In any event,
the two sources cited in the SSC Report do not support its version.
;k' do % h o ® l* * % * |
Footnote 30 on page 17 treats the question of the security of the
AMLASH operation. As noted in the above review of the AMLASH operation,
AMLASH/1 was on the record as expressing his disenchantment with the
Castro regime. He had told colleagues of his meetings with AMWHIP/1.
Through sensitive sources we know that other Cubaﬁs were aware of his
fulminations against the Castro regime. We do not know, beyoﬁd these
generalized statements, what-he actually conveyed at that time to what
persons. We do know how Iitfle substanpe there was to his relationships
with CIA during this period, and how 1ittle he hédzto tell others were
he inclined to do so. .
Assuming that AMLASH/1 was to attempt to organize’a coup, he
obviously had fo try and associate himself with people of a like mind.

To crystallize their support he might have felt constrained to convey

- assurances of external support. To the extent that he may have, we

do not know whether he would have claimed to have been promised things

that fn fact had been denied him. It was.not until much later that the
question of security--a]ways a consideration, especially when more than
oneAperson is inQolved-—became a point of sufficient concern for CIA

to break relations with him.
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Some have sbeculated thét AMLASH/1 was, in some way, Castro's

provocateur. Such a possibility is always a proper subject fqr

c6nsideration. There are questions that feed the theory, but the

issue remains debatable. We do not offer an opinion here, although

we do note that he was rewarded strangely if he was. When finally
: arrested he served ten years of a thirty-year term. His public trial

: did not mention his Agency assbciations for the pebiod March 1961 to

[ November 1964. An interesting consideration is that when Castro pro-
'z vided Senator McGovern with a 1ist of persons the Cubans claimed had the
- mission of his assassination; although AMLASH/1 was among those
included, the reported period for his activity also omitted this
o earlier period. )

L 20 BE 2R SR BE BE BN AR Nk AR B BN

;:lff"i' ' At page 26 bf the SSC Final Report it is stated that on 24 November

the Mexico Station responded to a Headquarters request for the names
: of known contacts of certain Soviet personnel in Mexico City. The SSC
i Report acknowledges that the purpose of obtaining these names was to
determine the sigﬁificance of Oswald's contact with Soviets and to
! assess their activities. The SSC Report states that:
i "AMLASH's real name was included in the 1ist
of names on the Mexico Station cable."
This is used as a basis for a discussion in the SSC Final Report of why

the inclusion of that name in the cable did not lead to the identification

R R D S

of the AMLASH operation. |
The treatment of this point in the SSC Final Report seems to rest

BT paratnr a2,

on a misconception of the context in which the name of AMLASH/1 was

O

mentioned. The reference had to do wifh a Contact between a member of

23
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the Soviet embassy and a Cuban cultural attache ~- in December 1960 --

about a press conference planned for AMLASH/1 in Mexico City in
February and March 1961. It was not a reporf of a contact between
AMLASH/1 and the Soviet, which was the subject of the inquiry; the
name of AMLASH/1 could well have been omitted from the cable. In
any event, the December 1960 date preceded the {nauguration of

President Kennedy, which further removes the question from any

relevance to the subject. There was no.reason to check the name.
The presentation in the SSC Final Report is confusing and mislead-
ing on this point.

kR kR E Rk Rk Kk kR

Page 72 of the SSC Report refers to a July 1964 FBI report con-

cerning a CIA meeting with AMLASH. The SSC Report states “that the

purpose of those meetihgs had been to plan the assassination of
Castro.” This is the same FBI report.that helped confirm the
earlier turn-down of AMLASH/1 at the 29 October 1963 meeting (pages
14 and 15, this paper). While it stated that “"there is now under
discussion some plan to kill Fidel Castro" (Jqu 1964) it badly
ﬁixes times and eQents. In any event, ihis aspect of thé report

substantially post-dates the death of President Kennedy, and is

not directly relevant to the Warren Commission inquiry.

(:} '» 24

SECRET



14-00000

1”3
oo
S ssmg

L

LW 1
¢

k dk k k k k k Kk k % k * &k

At page 75, the SSC Final Report quotes the testimony of the Chief,

SAS Counterintelligence. His recollections are very uncertain. .He

is quoted specifically as saying that he could not recall the exact

‘time frame, which is central to analysis of the operation, and speaks
of his "vague recollections" that the Fitzgerald meeting was related

to an assassination plot against Castro. The SSC Report nevertheless

¥ s 1 st S e+

gives this opinion full p]éy despite the extensive«fva\ification as to
its reliability.
‘ ok ok k ok ok ok ok ok ok ok kK
At pages 68-75 of Book.V of the SSC Final Report, consideration
is given to what was known of the AMLASH operation by certain CIA
(?\ - employees, how they understood it, and what conclusions they could or
| should have dféwn from>what they knew. The treatment seems”fo acceﬂt

as a premise that the relationship was an assassination plot. throughout,

" and overlooks the basically inchoate qua]%ty of the relationship with
AMLASH/1 duriﬁg the perio& in question. |

There will always be uncertainties in the deve]oping.relatibnship
é" with political action assets; that such was the case with AMLASH/] fs
noted in the discussion above. In the preseﬁt instance the uncertainties
were recognized and clearly recorded, as well as the Iimité p]éced'on
positions that would be and were takgn-yith AMLASH/1. It is important
to keep this in mind in consi&;ring the testimony of witnesses, as

presented in the SSC Final Report.
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Different witnesses before the Ssc~would obviously view the AMLASH
affair in different 1ights, the basis for their understanding relating
to different levels of knowledge at different periods in time. What
did they know 1n.1963, and what more did they learn under what éircum-
stances at a later déte? What they testified to in 1975--perhaps
on the basis of representations by SSC staff membérs as to what it
was--required quite a clear and precise treatment. . The $SC Final
Report did not accord the subject that treatment.

' *****_***'**

At pages 78, 79 and 105 of the SSC Final Report reference is made
to a Cuban exile designated és "A," who informed the FBI and CIA in
mid-1965 of activities of AMLASH/1 in Cuba to eliminate Castro, and
of his involvement with CIA. A careful reading of the SSC Report made
it clear that "A" was unaware of AMLASH/1's 1963 associations with CIA.

This information, reported in the contéxt of the badly blurred
time frame of the SSC Final Report, was given a significance that it
did not otherwise have. First, the information was a year and a half
after the death of President Kennedy. Furtﬁer, the informant had no
knowledge of the earlier period of CIA-AMLASH/1 relationships. Hhén
this is placed alongside the clear record of the inconclusive nature
of the re]ationships‘in the 1963 period, it becomes something of an
irrelevancy. It is noted that a footnote in the SSC Report, at this
point, records the fact that the book of material given to Senator

McGovern by Castro on persons who allegedly had plotted his

26
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.+  assassination also contained no reference to that period, although

AMLASH/1's later activities were cited.

* e k Bk Bk k kR AR

It is useful to recap the sequence of events. The record shows

that initially there was uncertainty as to what AMLASH/1 represented
as a potential asset. There was early consideration of his defection,
which changed to his possible use for intelligence purposes. As his
self-discipline was assessed as being inadequate for this task it was

determined that it was best for him to go it ‘alone, developing his

own organization for whatever followed. The reservations that were
held concerning'his qualities were feflected‘in the specifically
conditional arms-length position taken with him during the period
precéding President Kennedy's death. He had to succeed with his

own program before he could éxpect support from the U.S.
Eventually -- but not until aftér the death of President
Kennedy -- firmer indications of support were offered. Even then

the volume of equipment promised was not large, especially to a

| man who claimed to have the "necessary people and equipment insfde
f;?z [Cuba] to accomplish (the) overthrow . . ." The nature of the

o relationship never did firm up. As late as the fall of 1964

(pége 77, Book V of ihe SSC Final Report) CIA was telling AMLASH/1
that it could not be associated with his concept of the first step
of a coup, which he viewed as requiring the déath of Castro. While
: one can reason that any association with AMLASH/1 inc]uded-
association with all his plans, it nevertheless appears that those

(:}' directly involved structured their thinking differently.
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The Inspector General's report in 1967 treateﬁ the AMLASH
operation in its study of assassination,‘as did the SSC Interim
Report on Alleged Assassination Plots. At the time of the 1967 IG
report there was no issue of how to characterize the operation at
different times, and the question was not addressed. Facing that
question now, it is clear that however the operational relationship
developed after the death of President Kennedy, it was unformed and
without substance during his life. During that time it was not an
assassination plot. The treatment of this qﬁestion in the SSC

Report is both imprecise and misleading.
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Volume V of the SSC Final Report conveys an impression of
limited effort by CIA in the course of the Warren Commission
inquiry. As is noted in other annexes to the present report,

CIA did seek and co11éct information in support of the efforts
of the Warren Commission. Additionally, it conducted studies and
submitted special analyses and reports.

The followihg pages list reports and ;ther papers submitted
to the FBI (which had primary résponsibility for the investigation)
and to the Warren Commission. It is felt that this compilation
is appropriate to consideration of the extent of the CIA effort,
to the extent that it reveals something of the results of that
effort. |

The 1ists fall into the following sections:

E.1 Dissemination fo the Intelligence Community
E.2 Dissemination of Information to the Warren Commission
E.3 Disseminations to the FBI on Rumors and Allegations

E.4 Memoranda to Warren Commission
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AGENCY SUPPORT TO THE FBI AND THE WARREN COMMISSION

Information received from the Agency's field stations was dis-
seminated to appropriate agencies and departments as soon as
possible after receipt. The following l1ist of some 100 cabled
disseminations, CSCI's, and memoranda were forwarded to the Federal
Bureau of Investigation, et al. The listing covers the period from

- 10 October 1963 through September 1964.

" AGENCY DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION TO THE INTELLIGENCE
COMMUNTTY (FORMAL AND TNFORMAL DISSEMINATIONS
1 11 - 111
~ #10 October 1963 DIR 74673 . (WH/3/Mexico)

"On 1 October 1963, a reliable and sensitive source
- in Mexico City reported that an American male, who

identified himself as Lee OSWALD, contacted the

Soviet Embassy in Mexico City ..."

Recipients: FBI, I&NS, Navy, State. [Warren Com-
" mission] :

*24 October 1963 DIR 77978 (WH/3/Mexico)

Request for two copies of most recent photograph of
Lee Harvey OSWALD.
Recipients: Navy. [Warren Commission]

23 November 1963 DIR 84915 : (WH/3)

Information relating to telephone call on 28 Sep-
tember 1963 to Soviet Embassy in Mexico C1ty
Recipient FBI

L]
]

Document Date
Document Number

11 ‘
Originating Office

III

%
L

An asterisk indicates that fhe.document was elso made available
to the Warren Commission. .
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24 November 1963 TDCS-3/565,829

Subject: Cuban Precautions following Assassination of

i President Kennedy.

A Recipients: State/INR, State/DIR, DIA, Army/ACSI, Navy,
Air, JCS, SECDEF, NSA, NIC, AID, USIA, OCI, ONE, OCR,
ORR, 00, EXO.

25 November 1963 DIR 84950 - (WH/3/Mexico)

e Subject: Silvia T. DURAN, Mexican Employee of the
i Cuban Embassy [sic - Consulate] in Mexico City;
‘ Contact with Lee Harvey OSWALD. - °
Recipient: FBI. ‘

25 November 1963 DIR 84951 A : (C1/s16)

Agency requests information relating to OSWALD's
Activities in Mexico City.
Recipient: FBI

26 November 1963 CsCI- (WE/BC) -

Subject: Reported Anonymous Telephone Message.
Recipient: FBI.

26 November 1963 CSC1-3/778,826 (WH/3)

Subject: Lee Harvey OSWALD, Suspected Assassin of
President Kennedy. Encloses transcripts of tele-
: phone calls made on 27 and 28 September and 1 and
] ‘3 October 1963.
y , Recipient: FBI.

! 26 November 1963 . €SCI-3/778,829 (WH/3)

Subject: Lee Harvey OSWALD, Suspected Assassin of
President Kennedy. (Encloses transcr1pts of tele-
phone calls made by OSWALD or concerning OSWALD
between 27 September and 3 October 1963).

NB: This dissemination may be identical with
CSCI-3/778,826. The above CSCI number appears to
be the correct one, according to a copy of the
document in CI/SIG file No 568.

Recipient: FBI.

O
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26 November 1963 DIR 85069 (WH/3)

Subject: Travel of Pro-Communist Costa Rican Congress-
man to Texas on 26 November 1963.
Recipient: FBI

*26 November 1963 DIR 85089 g (C/WH/3)

Gilberto ALVARADO, a professed Castroite Nicaraguan,

stated to U.S. Embassy in Mexico City on 26 November

1963 that "on 18 September 1963 he saw Lee Harvey

i OSWALD receive six thousand five hundred dollars in

‘ a meeting inside the Cuban Embassy ,in Mexico City".
Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Service
received copy. [Warren Commission]

26 November 1963 DIR 85176 ' (WH/3)

Subject: Marina Nikolaeva OSWALD (information volun-
teered on Marina OSWALD by Moroccan student Mohamed
REGGAB studying in West Germany).

Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Service
received copy. ;-

26 November 1963 DIR 85177 (WH/3/Mexico)

Subject: Telephone communication between Cuban President
DORTICOS and Joaquin HERNANDEZ Armas, Cuban Ambassadro to
‘Mexico. _
Recipients: FBI, State, White House: Secret Service re-
ceived copy.

26 November 1963 - Unnumbered . (C1/S1G)

Subject: HUNTER Report No. 10815.
Recipient: FBI. '

26 November 1963 Unnumbered ‘ (C1/SIG)

Subject: HUNTER Report No. 10816.
Recipient: FBI.

£t b
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27 November 1963 €SCI-3/778,881 ~ (WH/3/Mexico)

Subject: Lee Harvey OSWALD, Soviet Activities in
Mexico City, 18 - 24 November 1963.
Recipient: FBI.

*27 November 1963 DIR 85182 . (WH/3/Mexico)

Subject: Lee Harvey OSWALD. On 23 November, Richard
Thomas GIBSON, an American living in Switzerland, who
was acquainted with OSWALD, made statements regarding
latter to a close friend in Bern.

Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Serv1ce
received copy. [Warren Commission]

27 November 1963 ‘DIR 85195 (C/WH/3)

United States Ambassador to Mexico requests passage
of message to Secretary of State RUSK, Mr. McCONE,
and Mr. HOOVER.

Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Service
received copy.

27 November 1963 DIR 85196 - (c/wH/3)

According to information from Nicaraguan Security
Service, Gilberto ALVARADO Ugarte was a Nicaraguan
intelligence source from 1962 to August 1963.
Recipients: FBI, State, White House, Secret Service
received copy. :

*27 November 1963 DIR 85199 (WH/3/Mexico)

Information solic1£ed from Gilberto ALVARADO Ugarte. .,
Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Service
received copy. [Harren Commission]

- 27 November 1963 DIR 85222 (WH/3/Mexico)

Subject: Silvia T. DURAN, Mexican Empioyee of the
Cuban Embassy [sic - Consulate] in Mexico City,
contact of Lee Harvey OSNALD

Recipient: FBI.

Fﬂ“ u
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27 November 1963 ~ DIR 85246 o (wH/3)

Dr. Jose GUILLERMO Aguirre of Mexico reports information
regarding Lee Harvey OSWALD.

Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Service -

i received copy. (Also relayed to S. PAPICH of the FBI

i by CI Staff on 27 November 1963.)

27 November 1963 . DIR 85471 (C/uWH/3)

Subject: Rearrest of Silvia DURAN.
Recipients: FBI, State, White House.

27 November 1963 ~ DIR 85573 . (WH/3/Mexico)

Information from U.S. Ambassador MANN for Secretary
of State RUSK regarding Ambassador HERNANDEZ, Cuban
Ambassador to Mexico, and Gilberto ALVARADO.
Recipients: FBI, State, White House.

27 November 1963 Unnumbered (c1/s16) -

Information on Ernesto RODRIGUEZ relayed by tele-
phone to S. PAPICH.
Recipient: FBI.

27 November 1963 Unnumbered ~ (c1/s16)

Information regarding photographic coverage of
Cuban and Soviet Embassies in Mexico City passed
to S. PAPICH of the FBI.

Recipient: FBI.

27 November 1963 Unnumbered (C1/S16)

Telephone contact with S. PAPICH with regard to
OSWALD's presence in New Orleans in September 1963.
Recipient: FBI.

28 November 1963 DIR 85657 (C/WH/3)

On 26 November 1963 a British journalist named John
WILSON-HUDSON gave information to the American Em-
bassy in London indicating that an "American gangster-
type named RUBY" visited Cuba around 1959.

Recipients: FBI, State, White House.

 wm
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*28 November 1963 - DIR 85662 (C/WH/3)

Further interrogation of Gilberto ALVARADO Ugarte.
Recipients: FBI, State, White House. [warren
Commission] .

*28 November 1963 . DIR 85665 (C/WH/3)

The Hague Station reports that on 23 November 1963,
a local Castroite named Maria SNETHLAGE talked to
Third Secretary Ricardo SANTOS of the Cuban Embassy.
SNETHLAGE claimed she knew the Mr. LEE [sic] who
murdered President Kennedy.

Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Service
received copy. [Warren Commission]

29 November 1963 CSCI-3/778.893 | (WH/3/Mexico)

Subject: Interrogation of Silvia Tirado de DURAN
and Horacio DURAN Navarro.
Recipient: FBI.

*29 November 1963 ~ DIR 85666

Acting upon FBI request, the Agency requests ALVARADO
be turned over to Mexican authorities for additional
interrogation and investigation.

Recipients: FBI, State, White House. [Warren Com-
mission] : .

29 November 1963 DIR 85668 (WH/3/Mexico)

Highlights from interrogation of Horacio DURAN Navarro
and his wife, Silvia Tirado de DURAN. :
Recipients: FBI, State, White House-

*29 November 1963 DIR 85670 _ | (C/WH/3)

Sensitive sources ... have reported that when the
23 November arrest of ‘Silvia DURAN became known to
the personnel of the Cuban Embassy there was a
great deal of discussion.

Recipients: FBI, State, White House. [Warren
Commission] : -
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29 November 1963 ' DIR 85676 ' " (WH/3/Mexico)

Subject: Travel of Soviet diplomatic couriers.
Recipient: FBI. _

*29 November 1963 DIR 85691 (C/WH/3)

Series of anonymous telephone calls to the office of
the Naval Attache in Canberra, Australia, by a man
claiming to have knowledge about a Soviet plot to
assassinate Kennedy.

Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Service
received copy. *

29 November 1963 DIR 85714 ' (C/WH/3)

Release of Silvia DURAN for second time on

28 November.

Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Service
received copy.

*29 November 1963 DIR 85715 (WH/3/Mexico)

Subject: Travel of Lee Harvey OSWALD (October 1959
to May 1962).

Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Service
received copy.

29 November 1963 DIR 85744 ~ (C/WH/3)

Interrogation of Gilbert ALVARADO Ugrate.
Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Service
received copy.

*29 November 1963 DIR - 85758 (WH/3/Mexico)
Translation of interrogation of Silvia DURAN and
Horacio DURAN Navarro.

Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Service
received copy. [Warren Commission]
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%29 November 1963  DIR 85770 L (c/MH/3)

Series of incidents which have produced a report alleging
advance information on assassination.

Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Service re-
ceived copy. [Narren Commission]

29 November 1963 Unnumbered Memorandum (CI/SIG)

Telephone contact with S. PAPICH concerning rumor that
Oswald had made a bank deposit.

29 November 1963 Unnumbered Memorandum  (CI/SIG)
Telephone contact with S. PAPICH relaying the Director's
suggestion that FBI check all bank accounts and safe
deposit records in New Orleans, Fort Worth, and Dallas.

30 November 1963 ~  CSCI-3/778/894

Subject: Article in 29 November 1963 issue of Washington
Post suggesting two men involved in assassination.
Recipient: FBI.

*30 November 1963 DIR 86063 (C/WH/3)

Gilberto ALVARADO Ugarte admits his story a fabrication.
Recipients: FBI, State, White House. [Warren Commission]

3 December 1963 DIR 86496 (C/WH/3)

Information relating to OSWALD's presence in Mexico.
- Recipient: FBI. :

*4 December 1963 DIR 86702 ' (C[NH/3)

Travel information regarding OSWALD and his wife,
June 1962. , _

Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Service
received copy. [Warren Commission]
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5 December 1963 DIR 87189 (C/WH/3)

Known Soviet intelligence officer in New Delhi
demanding full probe into assassination.
Recipients: FBI, State, White House.

*6 December 1963 DIR 87520 (C/WH/3)

Correction of DIR 87502.
Recipients:  FBI, State, White House; Secret Service
received copy. [warren Commission]

*7 December 1963 DIR 87667 . (C/wH/3/)

Reinterrogation of Gilberto ALVARADO concluded.
Recipient: FBI. [Warren Commission)

9 December 1963 DIR 87731 (WH/3/Mexico)

Richard BEYMER, American movie actor, in touch with
Cuban Embassy, Mexico City..
Recipient: FBI.

*9 December 1963 - DIR 87796 (WH/3)

Letter mailed in Stockholm on 25 November 1963
alleging assassination arranged by Communist
Chinese.

Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Service
received copy. [Warren Commission]

9 December 1963 Unnumbered Memorandum (CI/SIG)‘

Telephone contact with S. PAPICH regarding identity
of a source who claims plot to assassinate Kennedy
prepared and executed jointly by the Communist
Chinese and Cubans through intermediaries. (See
JMWAVE 8658 IN 75902). :

Recipient: FBI.

11 December 1963 TDCSDB 3/658,408

Subject: Comments of Soviet official regarding
(a) Moscow views on international situation
following death of President Kennedy, and (b)
resumption of disarmament talks. -

Recipients: General distribution.

9 .
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12 December 1963 - CSCI-3/779,048 - (C/uWH/3)
‘Subject: HILSON; Carlos John (also: WILSON-HUDSON,
John; WILSON, John Hudson.)
' Recipient: FBI.
*12 December 1963  DIR 88643

Subject: Letter Relative to Assassination of Presi-
dent Kennedy Sent to United States Embassy in Costa

Rica.
Recipients: FBI, State, White House. [Warren Com-
mision]

12 December 1963 DIR 88682 . (C/WH/3)

Cuban Ambassador to France received instructions not
to comment upon the assassination.
Recipients: FBI, State, White House.

12 December 1963 DIR 88747 (C/WH/3)

Subject: Second Interrogation of Silvia DURAN.
Recipients: FBI, State, White House.

*13 December 1963 CSCI-3/779,136 (C/WH/3)

Subject: Mexican Interrogation of Gllberto ALVARADOQ.
Recipient: FBI. [Warren Commission]

16 December 1963 CSCI1-3/779,135 (C/WH/3)
Subject: Peter DERYABIN's Comments on Kennedy
Assassination.

Recipient: . FBI.

.18 December 1963 DIR 89970 (C/WH/3)

Further information on Richard Thomas GIBSON.
Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Service
received copy. [Warren Commission]

10
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*18 December 1963 DIR 89980

Subject: Actions of Silvia DURAN after her first
interrogation.

Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Service
received copy. [Warren Commission]

19 December 1963 : €SCI-3/779,225

Subject: Nomenclature of Weapon Possibly Owned by
Lee Harvey QOSWALD.
Recipient: FBI.

19 December 1963 CSDB-3/658,870 . (WH/Reports)

Subject: a. Disagreements between FldE] CASTRO and
Rauo ROA y Garcia.

b. Probable Future Plan of Action for
Carlos RAFAEL Rodriguez. '
Recipients: State (Miami) and others (not 1dent1f1ed

27 December 1963 CSC1-3/779,297

| Subject: Assassination of President Kennedy (arranged
by the Cuban Government and the Communist Chinese).
Recipient: FBI.

3 January 1964 Unnumbered Memorandum (CI/SIG)
Telephone contact with S. PAPICH on 3 January 1964
regarding newspaper article appearing in El1 Caribe
on 27 November 1963 and possible connection with
ALVARADO's interview in the U.S. Embassy on 26 November.
Recipient: FBI.

*10 January 1964 CsSCI-3/779,482 (WH/3/Mexico)

Subject: Second Mexican Interrogation of Silvia DURAN.
Recipient: FBI. [Warren Commission]

11
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- 14 January 1964 €SCI1-3/779,510 (c1/516)

o : Subject: Assassination of President John F. Kennedy.
! (Regarding 1iaison with FBI and latter's handling of
information from CIA.)
Recipient: FBI.

27 January 1964 CSCI-3/779,729 (C1/SI6)

? © Subject: Possible Relatives of Marina Nikolayevna
: OSWALD. o
; Recipient: FBI.

. 30 January 1964 CsCI-3/779,814 (C1/516)

Subject: Jack L. RUBY, Lee Harvey OSWALD.
Recipient: FBI.

4 February 1964 €sC1-3/779,817 (SR/CI/R)

Subject: Lee Harvey OSWALD. (Information on names,
addresses, and telephone numbers relating to the
Soviet Union.) :

Recipient: FBI.

18 February 1964 DDP 4-0860

Memorandum for the Director, Federal Bureau of
Investigation. Subject: Assassination of John F.

Kennedy.
‘ Recipient: FBI. [Copy to Warren Commission]
i 18 February 1964 DDP 4-0861

; Memorandum for the Director, Federal Bureau of
i Investigation. Subject: Assassination of

; President John F. Kennedy.

Recipient: FBI. [Copy to Warren Commission]

18 February 1964 DDP 4-0862

Memorandum for the Chief, United States Secret
Service. Subject: Assassination of President
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John F. Kennedy. (Verification of entry in "Historic
Diary" relating to OSWALD's attempted suicide.) ,
Recipient: Secret Service. [Copy to Warren Commission]

18 February 1964 DDP 4-0864

Memorandum for Mr. Thomas L. Hughes, The Director of

Intelligence and Research, Department of State. ,

Subject: Assassination of President John F. Kennedy -
- Verification of Entry in "Historic Diary".

Recipient: State. [Copy to Warren Commission]

20 February 1964 CsC1-3/779,988 (SR/CI/R)

Subject: Lee Harvey OSWALD. (Information regarding
SETYAEVA and RAHM.) _ _
Recipient: FBI. '

22 February 1964 " DIR 03101 ~(C/wH/3)

Subject: Further Information Provided by Moroccan
Student Mohamed REGGAB.
Recipient: White House (attention Secret Service).

11 March 1964 CSCI-3/780,344

Subject: Summary of Findings in Regard to Allegations
by Mohamed REGGAB Relative to Marina OSWALD.
Recipient: FBI.

20 March 1964 - €SCI-3/780,612 (SR/CI/R)

Subject: Assassination of President John F. Kennedy.
(Photograph of an individual closely resembling
OSNALDg. ,

Recipient: FBI.

16 April 1964 CSCI1-3/780,996 (SR/CI/R)

Subject: Yuriy Ivanovich NOSENKO.
Recipient: FBI.

20 April 1964 - CSDB-3/660,704

Subject: Plans by British and French to Publish
BUCHANAN Articles on Assassination.
Recipient: FBI (?)
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e 22 April 1964 ' CsCI1-3/780,881 - (SR/CI/R)
Subject: Assassination of President John F. Kennedy.
(Information regarding Lydia DYMITRUK.)
Recipient: FBI.
30