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SUBJECT: Cements on Book V of the Final Report of the U.S. Senate 
Select Comittee to Study Governmental Operations with 
Respect to Intelligence Activities

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.

4 2. A stated thesis of the SSC Final Report is that the operations

1 of the intelligence agencies against Cuba exercised a negative influence
r*

H on the quality of their support for the Warren Commission investigation.

The following statements appear in the Report: z

"It (the SSC Report) places particular 

emphasis on the effect their Cuban opera­

tions seemed to have on the investigation." ;
I 

Page 2. :

“They (senior CIA officials) should have ;

realized that CIA operations against Cuba, i

particularly operations involving the 

assassination of Castro, needed to be con- j

sidered in the investigation. Yet, they 

M directed their subordinates to conduct

an investigation without telling them of ।

these vital facts.“ Page 7.
p T • -• " |
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The significance of these statements, to the authors of the SSC 

Report, 1s 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 possibility 

exists that senior officials in both agencies 

made conscious decisions not to disclose 

potentially important information." Page 7.

A central feature of the rationale 1s the concept that if Castro 

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 intelligence agencies (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 press, is of more recent vintage than the 

perceptions that prevailed in 1964 when the Warren Comnission 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

4 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 to 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

ij the time. The SSC Final Report has elected to emphasize instead CIA

j* operational activity against Cuba as requiring specific attention.
£
| This emphasis on CIA's Cuban operations as a possible source of

I 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
I 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 

w
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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 content and nature of the oper­

ations with special attention to their security. Files relating to the 

Warren Commission inquiry were reviewed as well as those relating to 

plotting against Castro.

The results of the efforts of those 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 review — 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 speculation. 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
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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 

the 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 activities 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 wide 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 

possibility of finding such answers was lost with the death of Lee 

Harvey Oswald. The fact is that the Warren Conmission 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 Comnission, 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 time 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.

5
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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, 

with little 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 

suspected 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-level 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 assassination during the period preceding the murder of

P:' -: •Ti » I
Gv'l.i ; !/.«
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President Kennedy, to the contrary, a full review of the operation ;
1 

shows that prior to the President's assassination not only had CIA 

not agreed to give any support to AMLASH/1, but had rejected his 

proposals 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 

of the operation at that time, then undertook to show that AMLASH/1 

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 

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 0 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 

the SSC Final Report, which dismissed the activity as having provided 

Castro with the postulated provocation. This is discussed at Tab C.

7
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I turns Selected by the SSC for Critical Cmnn^nt

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 "0". These al­

legations were demonstrated conclusively by the Warren Cormission to- 

have been false; why they are discussed at all in the SSC Final Report 

is a question in itself. In another instance, reference is made to a 

reported five-hour delay of a Cubana flight from Mexico City, awaiting 

arrival of a private aircraft with a mysteriou' ---------
See file on nilberto 

was the Cubana flight on the ground for four h
Policarpo LOPEZ 

alleged five hour delay in departure) it depar

alleged arrival of the private aircraft. After CIA reported on a 

Cuban-American who departed on another Cubana flight, the FBI investi­

gated the man extensively, as is revealed by the information 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 ether evidence in the record. In another 

instance considerable emphasis was given by the SSC Final Report to a 

cable*from the Mexico City Station, replying to a 23 November 1953^in- 

quiry from CIA headquarters asking for reports on contacts with certain 

named Soviets. The true name of AMLASH/1 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

*DIR 84885, 23.11.63

3 7045 (IN 67281)

CONFIDENTIAL 24 November 1963.
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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 event, 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 

AHASH/l'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. First, the SSC Final Report contains numerous 

factual errors, both in the extensive treatment of a selected opera­

tion (AMLASH) and in a number of separate incidents that it presents. 

Second, while one can make the point in principle that the Warren 4 
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 

characterize 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 possibility of Soviet 

or Cuban involvement in the assassination because of tensions of 

the time. It is not enough to be able to point 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 Coonission 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 
b 

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 found a career in the questions 

already asked and yet to be asked about the assassination of 

President Kennedy.

MIFFED
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Organization for and Conduct o* the Review 
i

| 1. Many years have passed since the inquiry by the Warren Com-

I mission. The persons who were most familiar with the activities

j of the Agency during the period preceding the death of President

Kennedy, and during the investigation of the Warren Conraission, are

I no longer in place in the same work. Some*of the employees have
*

retired or have been transferred to other work. Some have died.

2. To respond to the questions raised in Book V of the SSC t
2 Final Report, it was necessary to review old files and to assign to
I
I 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

| early August 1976. Points emphasized for the review, because of theI I
 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

w
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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 being 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 repository of the files 

for Agency operations conducted against Cuba. These files were 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, 

covering 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 from 

the LA Division registry, the Cuba Desk machine runs, and a special 

comprehensive file listing prepared for this purpose by Information 

Services 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 

Warrenton, Virginia. The remainder is held at Headquarters in the 

files or archival material of Information Processing Group. This 

material is easily retrievable through the use of specific job 

numbers and file reference numbers recorded and retained in the 

LA Division research group files (too numepous to cite herein).

6. Following is a breakdown of the types and numbers of files

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

-.C0HR8ENTIAL—~



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 plot 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 Black Book 

that Fidel Castro passed to Senator 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 review. 

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 othar 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 document(s) 

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

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

included in the records are two folders (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 

complex 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 considerable 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

r some 142 file folders and portfolios. In addition, the Staff has

■ accumulated some 50 supplemental files including the master copy

‘ of those documents released under provisions of the FOIA to the public

* 1n March 1976 (first series) and those documents (second series)

• released in September 1976 and March 1977.’

i 10. By necessity the documents in the file are held in chrono-

j logical order; however, the file has become much more than just a

। chronological file on Lee Harvey Oswald. It has now become the

Agency's central repository for information and documentation that 

ft 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 cotmissions and committees set up to review

i 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.

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

the Oswald files, it soon became obvious that, in order to be in 

a position to respond effectively and expeditiously to the Terns 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 according to general and specific 

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

gation or gather information," the following files were set up:

a. Correspondence from the Warren Commission;

b. Correspondence from the Agency to the Warren 

Coonission;

c. Agency disseminations to the Intelligence Community, 

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 sunaary of information on and actions 

taken relating to Gilberto ALVARADO Ugarte.

These files provided a basis for checking statements included in the 

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

In relation to the Warren Commission inquiry.

CONFIDENTIAL
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12. The approach to the problem at hand was to assemble by j

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 j

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 I

the Warren Commission. Certain parts of the record were summarized 

to record 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 files were identified as .

containing material of some relevance. This maternal amounted to ।

the equivalent of approximately two safe drawers. The files reviewed I
I 

included volumes on Lee Harvey Oswald, AMLASH, various individuals 

connected with the Criminal Underworld 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 subsequently. It 

also received files developed in 1973 in response to a 9 May 1973

CONFIDENTIAL
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request by the DCI to Agency employees concerning questionable 

activities. Two members of the Inspection Staff were assigned to 

the project, responsible for overall coordination of the research 

effort. Additionally, 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 served as 

a special case officer in Mexico City during the period preceding 

President Kennedy's death and during the investigation afterwards. 

The retired employee recalled for this task conducted an extensive 

review of all Mexico Ciiy files and materials held in Headquarters 

or retired to Archives. The result of her research is found in 

Tabs B and F.

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 and C, respectively.

16. There were a limited number of interviews to clarify 

specific points.

********

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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TERMS OF REFERENCE

FOR REVIEW OF

ISSUES RAISED IN’

BOOK V, SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE

FINAL REPORT

L The Schweiker Subcommittee has two basic theses.— 
(1) the general idea that the intelligence 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 
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.

(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-up take?

(4) Identify and describe the records with regard 
to this activity.

(5) What reporting was there from the field in 
response to Headquarters' requirements?

•
(6) What dissemination and review was this 

reporting given?

(7) Was dissemination made on this reporting to 
the CI Staff?

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

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



(10) What verethc parameters of these instructions?

(11) 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?

(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 the 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?



(24) What is the total CIA information on "D"?

(25) Is further information on "D" needed in view 
of the SSC 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 CLA information on "A"?

(29) Who is the man photographed in Mexico City?

(30) What is the CIA information on the 4 December 
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?

- 4 -
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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 CLA. 
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?

5
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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 have 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

- 6 -





CONFIDENTIAL
CIA's Performance on the Inquiries

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

Intelligence agencies during the Warren Conmission inquiry, empha­

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

were not.

It is correct to say that CIA has not produced evidence or 

analysis that addresses every theory that has been advanced over the 

years. A record of the volume 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 present instance, what was the 

performance of CIA — with Book V of the SSC Final Report portraying 

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

The SSC Final Report offers a nunber of separate subjects in 

support of its case:

a. It refers to an allegation by a person identified as 

"D" (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 

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

conclusive manner in the SSC Final Report.

CONFIDENTIAL



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 Conrnission. This is treated in some detail at Tab D 

of this report. : See sepnrate folder:-

c. Space is devoted to two aircraft flights from Mexico "Unidentified Air Pas
’ Rcr" i

City to Havana, on 22 November and 27 November (see pages 60- '
63). The first of these flights, as described in the SSC Report, “'*^7 

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 with a man whose significance <
i

arises from a patently erroneous report; the FBI investigated him
i 

thoroughly, as is apparent from the condensed summary in the SSC I

Final Report. / I

These examples illustrate the problem of commenting on the SSC Final i

Report, the question becoming that of how to deal with Congressional ■ ;

criticism presented on the basis of inaccurate factual perceptions. ।

To treat the problem 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 light on the

2 ।

CO.’L-IDENTIAL’



14-00(^0

questions as understood at the time, as well as considering those 

questions that have developed since then. What would be the areas of 

inquiry? Oswald was an obvious subject of investigation. '

Oswald was known to have been out of the country twice subsequent

to his return to private life from the Marine Corps in September 1959. >

These overseas adventures were appropriate for CIA attention. The 

first of these overseas trips was when he went to the Soviet Union in ;

October 1959 from which he returned in June 1962. The second of these

trips was when he went to Mexico City in late September 1963, from : •

which he returned in early October 1963.
: i

In addition to these two areas of obvious specific inquiry for CIA, ; |
there is the problem of general foreign intelligence collection that . |

might in some way produce information on the subject. The SSC Final ! |

Report adds to these considerations operations being conducted by CIA : ,i :
i as part of a general U.S. program against the Castro regime. These 

four general areas of inquiry are covered below. i

I I. Travel to and from the USSR 1959-1962 ■ !1 ' ' - - - -L ■ $
On 26 November 1963 a cable was sent to Paris, Rome, Madrid, . t

Copenhagen, Oslo, Helsinki, Brussels, The Hague, London, and Ottawa !

giving biographic information on Lee Harvey Oswald. It noted his 

discharge from the Marine Corps In September 1959 and his travel to I

; the Soviet Union in October 1959, including sketchy details as to his 
J • i

employment and marriage while in the USSR. The cable requested: !
. • i ■’

"any scrap information which bears on President's |

i assassination...." ;_________________________________  •

: - i *DIR 85133, 26.11.63 ||

: 3 ^ !|
_____ ___ CUi’aFijJlliViiAL ~■I
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I PARI 1833 (IN 77148) , 10 December 1963

| PARI 1845 (IN 77397), 10 December 1963



On 27 November the various addressee stations replied, with 

Helsinki 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 ths 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." Oslo, 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

o’losn 6097
27 November ijo-’

e'oTTA 1277 t1’’
27 November 19b-5

DIR 85973, 29 •Kovenber 1963 



detailed results although there were some technical operations that 

produced peripheral information about the reactions of various groups 

under intelligence 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. Book 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 Soviet 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 ' 
i 

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."

' D1R 85655» 28 No^pmber 1963

5 '



it The allegations made by "0," about having seen Oswald taking money

i 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

I to have been a false allegation. Oswald was in New Orleans at the

* time of the reported incident, and the person making the allegations

y was demonstrated by polygraph to have been lying. After the allegations

$ by "D" had been demonstrated to be false, Headquarters made the following
3e> X

j; statement to the Mexico City Station on 1—December 1963:
,s “Pls continue to follow all leads and tips. *DIP. S6064, 30.11.63

| The question of whether Oswald acted solely 

? on his own has still not been finally resolved."
2, **

Again, on 1J December 1963 the Mexico City Station was cabled as .

JS follows: DIP. 8S6S0, 12 December 1D6
I ' ______________ ’ _
| "Pise continue watch for Soviet or Cuban reaction
5* I
| to investigation of assassination, evidence j

| of their complicity, signs they putting out

I propaganda about case. FYI only, Soviet Intel

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

| leaders demanding full investigation of case."

I On 17 December 1963 Headquarters'forwarded a disoatch to the Mexico

{
City Station stated as follows:

"...Mexico City has been the only major ;
’r, K'D’W-12193, 17.12.63 I

overseas reporter in the case. While this I

| . partly dictated by the facts of Lee Oswald's --------------- '

I
6



life, we have not overlooked the really out­

standing performance of Mexico City's major 

assets and the speed, precision, and 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 

counter 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 all it is inconsistent with 

speculation that he had some special relationship with either nation.

It is noted that various allegations have been made in the press 

in connection with the House Select Committee on Assassinations 

inquiry concerning CIA information regarding Oswald's Mexico visit; 

these are commented on at Tab G. i>
I DIR S460S, 22.11 

III. General Collection Requirements
On 22 November 1963*all CIA stations abroad received a cable 

from Headquarters with the following statement:
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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 

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 

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 

assets and liaison services overseas are quick to realize 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 

or significant information on the subject it would have been reported * 

either in responses to the expression of general interest, or 

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 

have shared their knowledge beyond the narrow circle of those directly 

involved. Conversely, if there were no conspiracy, there obviously



would be nothing to report in the first place. The absence of concrete 

reporting seems to serve, regardless 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 initial 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 if 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 of the problem is found in 
cl'r-'-ck +

the Headquarters eabfee to Mexico City on 17 December 1963 (note above) 

which contains the following cornnent about the limited reportino from 

other stations: '■ H'fr.’-12193, 17.

. this partly dictated by the facts of Lee’4"’'”*

Oswald's life.-. ." rn

The SSC Final Report speaks in rather unqualified terms at page 10 

about the resources of the intelligence agencies, including a description 

of "an 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 would have to say it was 

limited."

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



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 !
t 

activity in this respect. The characterization by the Chief of Station |
i J

as to passive collection by CIA inside the United States should not be j

extended to apply to what was done with reporting assets outside the j
i

United States, as the SSC Final Report attempts to do at the bottom of

page 53. i
f

The SSC Final Report has undertaken to paint this in very different j

terms than the record.supports. The extensive reporting to the FBI {

and the Karren Commission provides a truer reflection of the level of 

activity by CIA (see Tab E), even if its sources did not bear on every 1

question that has been conceived since then.

IV "Unpursued Leads" [
• 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, raising questions about passengers reported _ _

to be aboard those flights* *See fUe on Gilberto

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

flights traveled on a round trip basis between Havana and Mexico ____ j..

City every other day. More specifically, there were flights at this I

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



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. All flights 

to Havana apparently carried some freight.

CIA conducted regular surveillance of Cubana flights, filing cable 

reports to Headr'i-r<«.rs. There was one unilateral CIA surveillance 

team ('.IFIRE) that observed arrivals and departures of Cubana flights, 

reporting any unusral incidents and providing copies of flight manifests. 

The Mexican authorities 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 (LIENVOY) 

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 Book 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-engined aircraft, which deposited 

an unidentified passenger who boarded the Cubana aircraft without customs 

clearance and 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.



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 .ecord 

of a follow-up. In fact, the SSC was advised that the Mexican authori­

ties were asked about the reported flight delay, although there was no 

recorded response. The current review revealed additional information 

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 somewhat. 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 it 

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 minutes earlier. 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 short period. However, the key report on 

the departure of the aircraft was a statement at 2040 hours that the 

aircraft had taken off five minutes earlier, i.e., 2035 hours.
I

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. /

The Passenger on the 27 November 1963 Flight

At pages 61-63 and 104, the SSC Final Report describes in con­

siderable detail information concerning a Cuban-American who came to 

the attention of the CIA and the 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 Cuban-American 

was 'involved* in the assassination."

13



The SSC Report states that the CIA reported the case to the FBI "almost 

Immediately," but that 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 suspicious 

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 section of the SSC Report is directed primarily at the 

FBI, we reviewed the 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 Final 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



^-00000

except to ask a Cuban defector about his knowledge of the Cuban- * ;
I 

Anerican's activities." ।

The presentation of this matter in the SSC Report contains some j
inaccuracies. First, the Mexico City Station did not cable Washington |

that the man "looked suspicious." There was a cable* dated 5 December
i 

1963, but it reported that the man had "crossed at Laredo, Texas on i

23 November," that he registered at a certain hotel in Mexico City at i
j 

a certain time on 25 November, that he checked out of the hotel at a !

certain time and departed for Havana "as only passenger on Cubana !

flight on night 27 November," and that there was a good photograph of i

him taken at the airport. This was followed by a dispatch the same 

date, repeating the basic information in the cable, enclosing the photo- i

graph, and containing the following cryptic statement:

"Source states the timing and circumstances surrounding 

Subject's travel through Mexico and departure for Havana 

are suspicious." 

This connent 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 reported to the FBI; 

it differs from the quotation in the SSC Report. There was an internal 
A*- 

memo in the Station that was even more cryptic, but which was in the 

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

C* See Memorandum for the 

15 Record, 3 December A963

ii»,._ KS
*MEXI-7253 (IN 7422^7) 

S December 1963

/1I'P!A-22579, 5 December

i
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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 

police" 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 Mexico "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

........
: * M.\’TY-0829 (IM 43193) .

; 19 March 1964 .

' times of his registration and check-out at a specific hotelin-Mexico

| City, where he stayed, were known); it gave an incorrect number for his

| passport; and, it stated that his Mexican tourist card was issued
a

in Nuevo Laredo (when it was known to have been issued in Tampa, 

Florida). The report, on its face, was factually incorrect on a number 

of known points. The source patently was extensively misinformed, the 

hard facts of his report being in error. The Chief of Base at the time, 

when queried about the report in the course of the present review, could 

not recall it.

16



contributes to such confusion as may exist on the matter. 

Mexico City received the Monterrey cable the Deputy Chief 

Station replied that the information in the report “jibes

There is one additional aspect of the matter, in which the 

record is confused. If we are to consnent negatively on the pre­

sentation by the SSC in its emphasis on report, we must point out 

that the Mexico City Station's response to the Monterrey report .....

When ; *’ ME.XI- 8740

Of 20 March 1964

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 

entry into Mexico. The mistake of that cable cannot be explained 

today, but wrong it obviously was. It 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 more information 

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 information he was queried and the results 

were provided the authorities.
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CIA Ope reft on? A-ja [net Cuba

The SSC Fit.al Report speaks ox operations aneinst C«:ba and the 

Castrc regime, and contends that they should have teen reported in 

detail to the Mirren Cocmiss<on as part of the subject matter that 

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

specific considerations c these various activities by the Warren 

Commission, at least as part of the uni41/4 background of the times; 

it might have provided it additional investitive leads. However, 

to advance the general thought is not tc discard the usual tests of 

evidence that must still control how the findings are treated.

It should be noted that at the tine of the Warren Cormission 

inquiry there was no secret about the tensions between the Kennedy 

Administration and the Castro regime. Euok 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 totality of American |
policy and practice must 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,



economic and political sanctions, paramilitary operations (which re­

ceived recurring 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, reportedly 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. 

Sone of these exiles had the support 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 they hoped to do. The Cuban 

intelligence services had agents in the exile comnunity in America 

and it is likely that what they reported back to Havana assigned to 

CIA responsibility for many of 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



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

ligence agencies, for extensive review of all Cuban operations is being 

faulted today. Yet, in the light 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 of evidence to the contrary 

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

public perceptions probably would not accept it without reservation.

The SSC Final Report has fixed on the Cuban operations of the 

intelligence 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. 

However, in advancing its thesis, the SSC Report cautioned that it 

had "seen no evidence that Fidel 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 a major review of Agency files (the
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organization of that effort is discussed at Tab A of this report). This 

was for the express purpose of identifying any separate 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 course 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 doubtless 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 surfaced in some w<y. 

While 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 later 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.

4 
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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 past — 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 difficulties in resolving hypothetical issues, 

today, on a responsible basis.

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

AMASH 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 life, 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 

without 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.

5 
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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. 

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 

mind. In the months that it took to complete 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 further light on issues 

already considered. To report this conclusion is not to dismiss the 

original questions that faced the Warren Conmission as to whether 

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

such possibilities remain unresolved in some minds is apparent, but 

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.

The areas of operational activity noted above can be described 

briefly as follows:

1. Operations directed against the Cuban leadership (AMTRUNK). 

2. Operations involving the criminal underworld.

3. Other reports of plans to assassinate Castro.



Operation ANTRIM 
• •

There is one other general activi*;- that was considered in the 

course of the present research, which is discussed below, This 

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

leadership of the Castro regime and eventually overthrowing it. It 

never reached the point of implementation; however, because it suffered 

possible security vulnerabilities, it is treated here even though it 

never materialized. In our professional judgment this activity, 

because of its failure to ever develop substance, is not really 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 is 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 Plan. Cayardo had been a public figure in Cuba, 

who had no apparent role in the activity following original Inception 

of the plan. Moreno was the son of a Cuban senator and Minister of Public 

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

the anti-Batista movement. "

7 See Folder X’o. 7 - Opera-
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Moreno defected to the United States in April 196], settling 

in Miami where he associated with anti-Castro exiles, /unong his

associates was Jorge Ajbuszjc 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 UWII under the British Air Command. After 

WWH he married a Cuban national, and for a period operated 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 Hew York Times. Szulc had reported on Cuban activities for the 

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

developed a wide acquaintance among Cubans. He was transferred to 

the Times Washington Bureau 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 actual nature of 

this entree is not known to CIA, it is through his intercession that 

the Leonardo Plan gained government-level support and approval.

In early 1953 Szulc arranged an interview in Washington with 

Hr. Richard Goodwin, a White House advisor. Volsky and Szulc then met 

with Robert Hurwitch, a senior official in the Department of State, 

who presented the concept to the CIA wi th Department approval. CIA 

assigned it to its Miami Station, where it became known as AHTR'JNK.
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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 against 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 to fund the operation gen­

erously in order for it to proceed independently.

On 17 April 1963 Szulc informed Hurwitch that the Miami Station 

bad given Volsky responsibility for the decision of whether or not 

the operation was to proceed; this was not consistent with CIA 

Intentions.

In August 1963 things still had not progressed very far. A 

Headquarters cable on 5 August 1963 to certain stations and bases 

complained about the absence of responses to the 4 April cable. It 

emphasized that activity to penetrate the Cuba armed forces was a 

high priority objective. In early September 1963 AMTRUNK had three 

intelligence sources In Cuba: Miguel A. Diaz Isalgue, Ramon Guin 

Hector Robello, and Modesto Orozco Basulto. One of these sources, 

Guin, was reportedly close to AMLASH/1, a man with whom CIA was 

dealing separately through a Headquarters case officer — but at



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 grogram 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 of the military-and civilian leadership. The 

operation moved slowly, with preliminary infiltrations designed to 

set up infiltration/exfiltration routes. Although it had success­

fully recruited some persons during 1963 in Cuba, it had made prac­

tically no progress 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, including 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 

from the beginning. 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 suspect since 1948 when 

the FBI recorded reports that he was a connunist. Re­

portedly he was in frequent contact with communist party 

leaders and functionaries throughout Latin America. Sus­

picions about his motives or possible connections 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

SECRET
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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

sibility existed that he might be a singleton, sleeper or 

stringer for the RIS." There has been no confirmation of 

these suspicions. Volsky became a naturalized U.S. citizen 

on 10 April 1969.

c. 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 

retrospect, his career presents a patterj/of changing alle­

giances. He joined the anti-Batista forces in March 1952 

first with the Cuban exiles in the United States and later 

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

12
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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 cf 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 victory, Castpo called upon RABEL to 

set up a Cuban Marine Corps, a job he held until 1960, at which 

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 returned to 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 

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 

at high levels in the U.S. Government to learn the identities of



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 operation, 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 observed that ther^ was very little progress 

and no concrete planning during the life of President Kennedy. The 

eventual objective was to develop sufficient support and organization 

to overthrow the Cuban regime. It never made much progress, 

although it 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 life of President Kennedy is a relevant 

consideration to whether or not the tentative beginnings would have 

provoked Castro to order the assassination of President Kennedy.

New Considerations on the Syndicate Operation

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

Meskil in the New York Daily News attracted special 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 Frank Sturgis as follows: 

"The third (assassination) scheme involved 

planting a bomb in Castro's office. 'I had 

access to the Prime Minister's office,' Sturgis 

said. 'I knew Fidel's private secretary Juan 

Orta. I recruited him to work with the embassy 

(American Embassy in Havana)."* .

Sturgis has been something of a soldier of fortune over the ,

years, having served in different branches of the U.S. military

। and having been in the anti-Batista movement prior to Castro's

| takeover. Sturgis stayed on in Cuba until mid-1959, during which
t (
i time he reportedly had some role in the Castro regime's control i

| of the gambling interests. He came to the United States in 1959. j

j Sturgis gained notoriety when arrested on 17 June 1972 in the Water-
j }

gate break-in. He has claimed on a number of occasions to have been ;
■ * )
j an employee of CIA, although there is no record of any such relation- i |

i ship. He was in contact with some of the CIA Cuban employees in the ' 1
I ‘

Miami area, but had no direct relationships with the Agency. ;

The particular feature in the above excerpt from the newspaper i i

story is that it constitutes the first public reference to Juan ! '

Orta in the role of an assassin in pl.ans against Castro. Orta was,



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 

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.

,-e.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 whereby Castro 

could have learned of CIA's earlier plan against his life. 

Newspaper stories are not necessarily reliable sources of 

Information. However, because the statement by Sturgis in 1975 

Indicated a familiarity with Orta's availability to play the role 

\ of assassin in I960, additional attention was given the statement

■ in the press to see how it might fit in with other things that are

I known. What follows is subject to reservations that must attach
i 
• 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 June 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 that 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 understood to be due to his having lost payoffs that he had once 

received from the gambling interests. One can deduce that Sturgis 

and Orta could have known one another because of their connections



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 Sturgis, 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 story indicates, was used as a means

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

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

| kill 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 memorandua 

from the Director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation to the CIA 

Deputy Director for Plans:

"During recent conversations with several 

friends, (Sam) Giancana stated that Fidel 

Castro was to be done away with very shortly. 

When doubt was expressed regarding this state­

ment, Giancana reportedly assured those 

present that Castro's assassination would occur 

in November. Moreover, he allegedly indicated 

that he had already met with the assassin-to-be 

o
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on three occasions . . . Giancana claimed that 

everything has been perfected for the killing 

of Castro, and that the 'assassin' had arranged 

with a girl, not further described, to drop a 'pill' 

in some drink or food of Castro."

This seems to confirm some plot involving 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 exile leader 

who might participate. 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

19



underworld 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 not confirmed. As a matter of 

interest, as late as 10 June 1964 there was a report that gangster 

elements in the Miami area were offering $150,000 for anyone who 

would kill Castro (an amount mentioned to the syndicate repre­

sentatives by CIA case officers at an earlier date). These bits 

of information, fitted together, could provide the 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 16 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 

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 

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 sense CIA may have been 

piggy-backing on the syndicate and in addition to its 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 of speculation can be developed, not the least of 

which is that the Agency did not know the full 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 ctfn be ! 
listed as follows:

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 the Bay of Pigs, 

being ongoing in some form when CIA reactivated the plan i

1n April 1962.

SL. The syndicate operations could have activities such I

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, although 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 them were in Cuba. 

He was outside of Cuba, however, when Orta was given the
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role of assassin. Whatever he knew at that time—and 

his knowledge may be of a much later date—could have been 

in the form reported fifteen 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 fabricated a story from bits 

and pieces learned by him from gossip in the Miami 

coonunity after Orta settled there in 1965.

5. If the syndicate was conducting its 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



distinguished the CIA plots with the underworld 

from those plots not backed by CIA. In fact, 

the methods the CIA used in these attempts 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 consciously 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 fragments 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 speculation has considered the possibility that 

"Santos" was Santos Trafficante who may have been in jail there in 

1959. An FBI report of »4 August 1964 recorded a statement by a person 

jailed in Cuba that he shared a cell with Trafficante.
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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 1959. 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 

there is no further known relevant information in the Agency 

on the matter.

The significance of this is that if Trafficante was in 

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 confirmation of Ruby’s 

1959 visit were known to the Warren Commission, and Ruby 

reportedly spoke at length about his visit when questioned.
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However, Ruby is dead and Trafficante has declined to testify 

at all. A later allegation of a visit by Ruby to Cuba in late 

1962 or early 1963 is believed not to be true.

Other Reported Assassination Proposals

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 
I •
। Leaders. They are summarized briefly below:

I In May 1975 a Cuban exile who came to be a contract employee

j stated that i., February 1961 he was given a rifle and the mission

I 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 employee. The man was never an employee of the 

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

On three separate occasions (December 1960, July 1962, April 1966) 

he proposed to CIA employees the assassination of Fidel 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 

post. The details of his actual role yi unknown to the Agency, 

although the FBI may have more details on him. This is touched on in 

Tab G, which coonents on selected newspaper stories published in the 

course of this research effort.
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Agent Messages in 1961 Mentioning Plans to Kill Castro

1. During the investigations 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 proposals 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. 

Records 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 Foreign Leaders and is 

sunnarized 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 

appearance (at) Sports Palace." The cable expressed the view that
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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." 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 selected." It recommended contacting other named 

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

the general issue, making no cotnnent 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 sabotage of the electric 

company and "possibly attempt on 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 indication 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 a case officer who was responsible for 

one of them, in an attempt to learn more about the matter. The 

four agents in question are consented on briefly below:



a. AMBROHC/5 is the agent who sent the messages out­

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 0A 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. Ke was 

infiltrated on 9 December 1960, exfiltrating 15 February
'j ' 1961.

[. (2) AMBRONC/5 was infiltrated again 3 March

1961 and exfiltrated again 19 June 1961. This 

covered the period of his messages and the Bay of 

Pigs. His sole mission was to organize resistance 

groups.

(3) AMBRONC/5 was infiltrated again on 19 December 

1961, exfiltrating 29 March 1962, again with the same 

mission.

(4) AHBRONC/5 was infiltrated finally 2 May 

1962, was arrested 29 May 1962, and was executed 

30 August 1962. He has been reported as never admitting 

that he was a CIA agent. His name is not one of those

o
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in the book given Senator McGovern by Castro, listing 

those claimed by Castro to have plotted attempts against 

his life.

AMCOAX/1 was one of those AM3R0NC/5 was told to 

contact for his general plan for April 1961.

(1) PDA 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 above messages.

(2) Re-infiltrated 29 July 1961, with the same 

organizing mission, he was arrested on 17 August 1961, 

and is serving a thirty year term. His name appears 

in the book given Senator McGovern.

c. AMPUG/1 was another of those AMBRONC/5 was told to 

contact for his general plan in April 1961.

(1) Recruited in September 1960, he was in­

filtrated that month, receiving airdrops in December 

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 
sabotage operations)^he was arrested in July 1961, and 

is serving a thirty year term?" His name is among those 

in the book given Senator McGovern by Castro.
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d. AMPANIC/7 was another of those that AMBRONC/5 was 

told to contact for his general plan in April 1961.

(1) This man was a "walk-in" 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 is serving a. thirty year term. His 

name is among those in the book given Senator McGovern 

by Castro.

(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 

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 efforts 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 other had died), to ascertain his recollections. 

Stating that at the time the focus was on developing 

organizations for operations, he stated that an 

assassination mission, such as attributed to AMPANIC/7 

on his earlier time in Cuba, not only was not authorized, 

but would have compromised the effort to organize. 

Any such assassination mission, the case officer states, 

would have been at AMPANIC/7*s 6wn initiative.

4. It 1s clear that AHBRONC/5 envisioned a general uprising 

in Cuba, to commence with sabotage of the 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 

operation against Castro personally, it is clear that no specific 

objection was recorded to his statement 0f Intentions. The one 

recorded reply addresses the concept of general action and makes 

no reference to the proposal to make an attempt on Castro.

5. The fact is that the 9 April 1961 operation did not come 

off, and AMBRONC/5 has not been identified as an Agency asset. 

Nor was his name included in the book given Senator McGovern 

by Castro. The other men, none of whom had a mission of assassi­
nation from the Agency, arejnow serving thirty year terms* That 

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



rather than to report what he trrly believes. They were not 

executed, a consideration that may support 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 no record that any of them had 

a mission from CIA to kill Castro. The person who proposed the 

act in 1961 — AMBRONC/5 — never acknowledged that he was a CIA 
agent^Qnd is not listed among those Castro reportedly believes 

had the mission of his assassination. |

II —*

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 identified from present 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 kill 

Fidel today." A reply 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/1, but as noted earlier his mission did 

not include instructions to kill Fidel. His companions have not 

been identified.
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I. AMLA3H QPEF-ATIC'!

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 being treated in a 

unified way, reference and discussion is found throughout the Report.

The actual nature and the significance of the AFLASH operation 

differs materially from that presented in the SSC Report. The Report 

leaves the inference that AHLASH/l was perhaps an agent of Castro, with 

the mission of provoking a plot against Castro (pages 3, 74 and 79), 

which in turn provided Castro with 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 of his 

activities that the details of his plotting could have become known 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 Oswald's assassination of President Kennedy, 

was so Insubstantial and inconclusive that it provided no basis for

♦See pages 2, 3, 5, 6, 13, 14, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 24, 25, 26, 27, 23 
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.



AMLASH/.l to feci that he had any tangible CIA support for plotting 

against Castro. Whether one is inclined to see AHLASH/1 as either a 

double agent or provocateur, or simply as a man who carelessly revealed 

what he was doing, there was little for him to report or to leak.

In preparing the current connent on the AMLASH operation, as 

treated in the SSC Report, it was judged best to approach it in two 

ways. A sequential suimary of the AJOSH Operation is intended to 

present the Agency's understanding 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.

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 dlslllusiorwent 

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 met in Mexico City 

by a CIA case officer stationed there. The occasion was AMLASH/11s 

presence at the leftist-sponsored Latin America Conference on National 

Sovereignty, Emancipation, and Peace. The meeting vas arranged by 

AMWH1P/1, a long-time friend of AMLASH/1. A dispatch in July 1961, 

giving a general round-up on operational activity against Cubans in
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Mexico City, described the meeting (along with others) as follows: 
t

"...the Station made an unsuccessful ’approach* 

to (AMLASH/1)...the 'approach* consisted of a 

■friendly* talk between a case officer, a mutual 

friend of (AMLASH/1) and (AHLASH/1) when he last 

was visiting in Mexico. While (AJMS1/1) did not 

pick up the opportunity at that tirae, 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 that AHLASH/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/l*s 

Intention and plans.

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 (recurred.

In June 1962 there was a report that AMLASH/B would be travelling 

via Prague to the World Youth Festival in Helsinki. AMLASH/1 was 

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

he would pass through Paris where he hoped to meed AMJHIP/1. The FBI, 

which was aware of CIA's association with AKWHIP/Znr met with AHHHIP/1 

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

contact the Paris Legal Attache.
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in July 1962 CIA contacted AMUHl'P/1 > -whofmade known his dis- 
Cl'"1 ' ■ * - - -

satisfaction with the way CIA handled AMLASH/l's “planned defection" in
A 7 SeDtemp?-- caM-, nr.-- ~.r, ■■■-,-•■ . --- „

Paris in August 1961/ Plans were made for a CIA case officer and 
ITC'. ;3£3 c;i _

AMWHIP/1 to travel to Helsinki and anywhere else necessary in an attempt 
well as empracizi--- e

to bring about AHLASH/1 ’sndefection. Cl the case ofx-<ers 
c.f how to o'e-; •.,•:••• • ■- > ,

The first of a series of meetings with AHLASH/1 was held in 

Helsinki on 1 August i&2? Theoriginal Objective of his defection 

became one of recruiting him in place.- AMtASH/1 was reported as feeling 

that if he could “do something really significant for the creation of a 

■ newCuba, he was interested in return! hgto carry on the fight there."

’ AMLASH/1 spoke of sabotage of an’’'oil0refinery and the execution of a
C$A heacquarters r.n q ,Sr_ ■

I top ranking Castrof subordinate, of the Sbviet ^Ambassador and of Castro
I H r 3 <7 n -i ■ _ ,

i himself.* ~fiiie case ’officer's report3 statedf:Ve for

j pJms,
| p.o ...er and 6utrtb'tAJiLA§H/l}htfidtcSChemes Hike

, P ator a^^'gjjvjjj^^J<l^r^fn|yn^htfiefrapTgce, i©t that

we of’codrdinaiidh/plahnihq/ihfonnatiin-

। distan-pje and f'7^*** 3’cr.ino/. *. . .
collection,'etc., wbre necessary prerequisites to 

Tift eafoje titan went on tc i-™. '
ensure the value* and7 success bf^such' plans/ 

aoj aet.ion. based or. such r--=r,ac "■■ircu/i(Emphasis inoriginal).55 «’LASh/l may put 
Xo^et-bser.

The security hazard of too frequent meetings tn Helsinki led to
Clearl-v, at t- = - ,,

further meetings In Stockholm 'and Cdpenhagerti- tfAMtMi/l was next 
he.c?-x ..as -.e a .

met on 16 and 17 August'ih Pariscftfief'e’’AHHHlP/l ihd the case officer 
.re®mi-rig. caref/ r.: ion.-..-a--- Jc..Alr_,_or.

were joined by another casenofficef^3tfe£ASH7Tr'&es"gjiven SH training 
^j6fc 00 that .-.ic-t laser a-;j=.

and supplies/ On 20,August he was taken to the sotfth of France for



a demolition demonstration. Us refused to be polygraphed. The case 
carie rf-.ort: ■ . ...................

..officer reported on 17 August:

"Have no intention give [AMLASH/1] physical 
Ln;r..5'.'.*'s co in;

elimination nite-ion as requirement but recognize 
inside ,c<7’ j.nv:: Ct-;;;. _t . ■_

this something could or might try to carry 
a U.S. plar o: action.'

out on his own initiative." 
This suggests a plan of action targetcet srricai iy acai’ ■ . stro 

The Headquarters cabled reply the next day statefl:

"Strongly concur that no physical elimination 
'.Report, Lu; the actiji I’ncuacc । t‘-^ c .. _ -;c~ f: •?’-._.r.tl

missions be given [AMLASH/1]."

On 29 August 1962 AMLASH/1 left Prague by air for Havana. This was 
c^-ar.'.e . • 'ns’Ce or ... • -_;-;3. -

the last time that he was met until he next left Cute in September 
rrc..■?: ter . .... ccrci.

i 1963.
■ AM'..'«.*•, iH still awaiting - '..’5 reveal pla-. of

I COMMENT:
, action.................
I It is noted at this point that AMLASH/1 was not a
: COMMENT:
I recruited agent at that time—nor was he ever for that
! At t':j coin:, after a • /.of to-..ch with a

matter, as Operational Approval was never granted for 
nan with - t'”ere nac ceen ' ;;r..'.crstard’n.:,

this purpose. By the er.d of August 1962 the CIA rela- AMLASH/I :• .‘^s we cx’rf cut ’ere ve-y genera
tionship with AMLASH/1 had made no real progress., 

as right to- cKtectec after .one f-:. "he act-.’5
! although he was viewed as an operational contact with
! reference to tr. "ir.sice jco" t .; sr-:-ci-y Castro,
; potential. Over a year passed between August 19(2 and
I as suggett-jp i- tr.e SSC repo: .. .-.as cirecteo cowarc.
! September 1963 when he was next contacted by CIA.
; the r-pre trr.er. cuesticr. o- : z-r- .

In terms of the relationship that he had with CIA the 
It we.3 c*alternative;/. t'e context of ttn- 

critical period, for purposes of this paper, is dhere- 
sidering rtt- external ar..- ;••. action, art n?t wit 

fore between 5 September and 22 November 1963.
1 the soec’-’.c ccn-ctaticn or. ./ tr.e SSC 'resercati'
} AMLASH/1 attended the Collegiate Games in Porto Segre, Brazil

i . from 5 through 8 September 1963, as z representative if the Cuban



Government. He was met there by AMWHIP/l, and by the CIA case 

r''Lofficer who was to take over the relationship with him. AMLASH/1 

rc:.< > said that he had written two SW messages (only one had been received), 

we 1h He expressed his reluctance to use this form of communications because 

F.-- of Cuban postal censorship.

"character’rr.It Is'pertinent to what followed to nobe'ashere the relationship 

is dispu between AMLASH/1 and CIA stood at that time.^At page 13 of Book V 

that the ofthe SSC FinaT Report the' following statement appears: 

conduce- the CIA took steps to renew its contact

operati.-. -.hicr. L with a high-level Cuban official name* AMLASH. The 

phase" of the natter. CIA’s' previous contact with hlm'had ten sporadic; 

Ailecc i A?;?.:■ t■he had not been In contact with the CIA since 

the first contact wi-before the missile crisis of October 2JEL The 

it was uncertain wh et exact' purpose' t6e;ClA had for renewing cantact is 

(Page .6). The oointnbt khown',' but’thertMs ndevidehce the (ELS intended 

Itself describes the at'thistic® to’uSd AflLASH frrirt3assassina*1on 

by AMLASM/1, and the operation.’"a response (supra).

Any dispThe reasohfortherehivihg been rid 'c6ntact?r1nce’AugusT 1%2 was 

time ar’Sfmply rthat AHLASH/T dfd not leave-Cuba after "that until September 

SSC Repel$63. -elf It its narrowly1 correct^to'state' that the “exa:t purpose" 

expresstfor rSiewIng contact’ was hot known to' the authors i>f tte SSC Report, 

SSQ Findt nevertheless Is quite clear why he was met. He was m important 

' Thpotentialrasset whose'usefulness’ remainedt<fbe5explored. At this 

in point, not only war the’re ’*hd evidence’! tfiat) . . . an assassination ' 

with □ rOperation'’ was’ intended? it-ii'quite’clearf^at-1t?w§s not under

) consideration. The problem at the time was tow to deal with the man. -' 
Cr

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



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 spoiled brat who will always 

be a control problem . . (he) will not take time or 

have patience prepare or receive constant stream S/W 

messages,let alone OWVL. AMLASH also needs strong 

confidant inside who will push and serve as chaplain . . 

CIA headquarters replied on 9 September, saying in part:

"... Based on what little feel we here have for 

subject however appears he is hopeless as intell 

performer and is best approached as a chief con­

spirator allowed to recruit his own cohorts among 

whom we may then find persons susceptible to long 

distance and covert disciplines ..."

The cable then went on to spell out long-range requirements prior to 

any action based on such internal organization as AMLASH/1 may put 

together.

Clearly, at that point, while AHLASH/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. J k



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 

United States to invade Cuba, or in attempting an 

'inside job1 against Castro, and that he was 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 actual language of the cable states it somewhat differently: 

"AMLASH still feels there 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, 

AMLASH/l's views were of interest, but were very general, 

as might be expected after such a long time. The actual 

reference tb an "inside job" did not specify Castro, 

as suggested in the SSC Report, but was directed towards 

the more general question of how to bring about change. 

It was offered alternatively, in the context of con­

sidering both external and internal action, and not with 

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 "awaiting 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 AMIASH operation 

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

that the SSC Interim Report on Alleged 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, 

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



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 characteri­

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 Castro's renarks at that time 

they could not have stemmed from anything said to 

AMLASH/1 by CIA officers as they proposed nothing and 

undertook nothing.

AMLASH/1 flew to Paris on 14 September, ostensibly 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 again" referring to 

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

arrived in Paris to meet with AMLASH/1. Station 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 "necessary people and equipment inside

10
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[Cuba] to accomplish overthrow without [U.S.] assistance." AMLASH/1 

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 consideration 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 vants assurance that [U.S.] will support him 

if his enterprise is successful." (Emphasis added).

Desmond Fitzgerald, 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 follows: 

"Fitzgerald will represent self as personal 

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).
'TO

On 29 October Fitzgerald met with AMLASH/1 in Parish representing 

himself as a spokesman of Attorney General Kennedy. The third person 

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

"Fitzgerald informed [AMLASH/1] that the United

States is prepared to render all necessaryi
I assistance to any anti-communist Cuban group which

j succeeds in neutralizing the present Cuban leader­

ship and assumes sufficient control to invite the 

United States to render the assistance it is k

! 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 comit itself to supporting an isolated 

uprising, as such an uprising 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 that the 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- 

o « ’; ;



called that AMLASH/1 spoke repeatedly of the need for an assassination 

weapon. He wanted a high-power rifle with telescopic sights, or some 

other weapon that could be used to kill Castro from a distance. Fitzgerald 

stated that he rejected this request. Fitzgerald's Executive Officer, 

although not present at the meeting, was kept posted by Fitzgerald and 

had a recollection the same as the one noted above. The case officer 

Is reported as not recalling the exchange on the weapon. His memorandum

stated that: •

"Nothing of an operational nature was discussed at 

the Fitzgerald meeting. After 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 AHWHIP/1 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/1] as far as policy 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 on this point.

SEC3EI



He could not understand why he was denied certain 

small pieces of equipment which promised a final 

solution to the problem, while, on the other hand, 

the U.S. Government gave much equipment and money 

to exile groups for their ineffective excursions 

against Cuban coastal targets. According to 

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

and if he does not get advice and materials from a 

U.S. Government technician, he will probably become 

fed up again, and we will lose 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 he 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 question 

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 AHLASH/1 inter­

preted the put-off by Fitzgerald.



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 
■-■v I.-!.:'.'.-.', ■ ror

In Book V. of the SSC Final Report, it provides additional 

clear confirmation that AMLASH/1 understood that he l>ad 
Char. ;

been turned down at the 29 October meeting.
■: - • ■ the •

Following the 14 November meeting with AMWHIP/1 CIA reviewed what 
:.•& been ■■

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

Fitzgerald "approved telling AMLASH/1 he would be given a cache inside 

Cuba. The cache could, if he requested it, include ...high-power 
' Sastro ct.

rifles w/scope..."
‘ ’ 2tS W>tr '

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 something 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 was 

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 Afirst indication that he 

might receive the specific support he requested." More factually, and 

quite significantly, the Report acknowledges that no specific support 

had been offered up to 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 afternoon. 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 that during President 

Kenner's life AMLASH/1 had no basis for believing that he had CIA 

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 

against Castro.



IL SPECIFIC SECTIONS OF THE SSC REPORT

Section 1, 8

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

places particular emphasis on the effect their (the intelligence agencies) 

Cuban operations seemed 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 should 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:

"The AMLASH plot was more relevant to the Warren 

Commission's work than the early CIA assassination 

plots with the underworld. Unlike those earlier 

plots the AMLASH operation 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 proceeding discussion the AMLASH operation was 

without substance prior to President Kennedy's death; It Is particularly

17
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unsuited to make the Subcommittee's intended point. It is literally 

accurate to note a coincidence in ti'c, 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 even had Castro learned 

of the contacts with him 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 !,. planned. Castro's "threat" 

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

nature of the AMLASH relationship at th t 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 

involving the criminal underworld, although there was no known evidence 

. of such leaks. While general rather than specific, this could have 

provided more reasonable support for the Subconnittee's view that there 

were CIA operations that should have been reported to the Warren Commission. 

The SSC'Subcommittee saw otherwise, outlining its position at page 68 

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 methods the CIA used in these attempts were 

designed to prevent the Cuban government from 

attributing them to the CIA."

18 
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The result this has on the present comment on the SSC Final 

Report 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 acknowledge in principle the possibility—not seriously 

considered as a likelihood during the Warren Conmission inquiry— 

that other operations could have suffered the defects attributed 

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

presentation in one instance, and the specific conclusions it seeks 

v 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 Warren Commission to the anti-Castro programs of the U.S. 

Government, Including CIA activities.

*************

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 assurances that the United 

States would help in bringing about the coup." 

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

the meeting in 1963, in his testimony before the SSC in 1975. This 

presentation of the case officer's statements in 1975 does not match 
o
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the report of the meeting in 1963, which was written by him at the time.

In considering the processes by which this version came into being, it 

is noted that the following 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 will represent self as personal 

•representative of Robert F. Kennedy who travelled to 

(foreign city) for specific purpose meeting AfCASH/1 

and giving him assurances of full support with 

a change of the present government in Cuba.**

. . .(Emphasis added).

The underscored portion—the word "with"—in 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 expressly limited statements that he actually made 

(as discussed at pages 11 and 12 of this annex) and what AKLASH/1 

understood (as discussed at pages 13-15).

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

20
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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 

likely 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 actually was.

*************

At page 24 the SSC Final Report contains the following 

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."

This statement is at least a literary extension of the statement of 

the IG report, which was in its entirety as follows:

"[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 1s cited, 

apparently despite suggestive prompting, that:

"... he recalled receiving such 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.

Footnote 30 on page 17 treats the question of tne security of the 

AMLASH operation. As noted in the above Yeview 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 Cubans were aware of his 

fulminations against the Castro regime. We do not know, beyond these 

generalized statements, what he actually conveyed at that time to what 

persons. We do know how little substance there was to his relationships 

with CIA during this period, and how little he had to tell others were 

he inclined to do so. • ■ »

Assuming that AMLASH/1 was to attempt to organize a coup, he 

obviously had to 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 in fact had been denied him. It was not until much later that the 

question of security—always a consideration, especially when more than 

one person is involved—became a point of sufficient concern for CIA
' "i 

to break relations with him. <
J 

i ' * **• . • •»a* ' •-!’ - . i
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Some have speculated that AMLASH/1 was, 1n some way, Castro's 

provocateur. Such a possibility is always a proper subject for 

consideration. 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 associations for the period March 1961 to 

November 1964. An interesting consideration is that when Castro pro­

vided Senator McGovern with a list 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 

earlier period.

. At page 26 of 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 

Report acknowledges that the purpose of obtaining these names was to 

. .determine the significance of Oswald's contact with Soviets and to 

assess their activities. The SSC Report states that:

"AMLASH's real name was included in the list 

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 

of the AMLASH operation.

The treatment of this point in the SSC Final Report seems to rest 

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

mentioned. The reference had to do with 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 report 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 inauguration 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.

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 meetings 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" (July 1964) it badly 

mixes times and events. In any event, this aspect of the report 

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

not directly relevant to the Warren Commission inquiry.



*************

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 frar.e, 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 

gives this opinion full play despite the extensive (Ratification as to 

its reliability.
*************

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 drawn from what they knew. The treatment seems to accept 

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

and overlooks the basically inchoate quality of the relationship with 

AHLASH/1 during the period in question.

There will always be uncertainties in the developing relationship 

with political action assets; that such was the case with AMLASH/1 is 

noted in the discussion above. In the present instance the uncertainties 

were recognized and clearly recorded, as well as the limits placed on 

positions that would be and were taken yith AMLASH/1. It is important 

to keep this in mind in considering the testimony of witnesses, as

presented in the SSC Final Report.
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Different witnesses before the SSC would obviously view the AHIASH 

affair in different lights, the basis for their understanding relating 

to different levels of knowledge at different periods in time. What 

did they know in 1963, and what more did they learn under what circum­

stances at a later date? What they testified to in 1975—perhaps 

on the basis of representations by SSC staff members as to what it 

was—required quite a clear and precise treatment. The SSC 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 as UA," 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/l's 1963 associations with CIA.

This information, reported in the context 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. Further, the informant had no 

knowledge of the earlier period of CIA-AMLASH/1 relationships. When 

this is placed alongside the clear record of the inconclusive nature 

of the relationships 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/Ts later activities were cited.

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

that initially there was uncertainty as to what Aft ASH/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 reflected in the specifically 

conditional arms-length position taken with him during the period 

preceding President Kennedy's death. He had to succeed with his 

own program before he could expect support from the U.S.

Eventually — but not until after 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 inside 

[Cuba] to accomplish (the) overthrow ..." The nature of the 

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

(page 77, Book V of the 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 death of Castro. While 

one can reason that any association with AMLASH/1 included 

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 treated the AMLASH 

operation in its study of assassination, as did the SSC In ter in 

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 question in the SSC 

Report is both imprecise and misleading.



MATERIALS FORWARDED TO WARREN COMMISSION AND FBI



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 collect information in support of the efforts 
• v 

of the Warren Commission. Additionally, it conducted studies and 

submitted special analyses and reports.

The following pages l-'st reports and other papers submitted 

to the FBI (which had primary responsibility for the investigation) 

and to the Warren Commission. It is felt that this compilation 

1$ appropriate to consideration of the extent of the CIA effort, 

to the extent that it reveals something of the results of that 

effort.

The lists fall into the following sections:

E.l Dissemination to the Intelligence Connunity

E.2 Dissemination of Information to the Warren Cormission 

E.3 Disseminations to the FBI on Rumors and Allegations 

E.4 Memoranda to Warren Conmission
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AGENCY SUPPORT TO THE Fgl 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 list 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 
COMMUNITY (FORMAL AND INFORMAl DISSEMINATIONS)

I H HI

*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 (HH/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 City.
Recipient: FBI

I - Document Date 
II - Document Number 
III - Originating Office

♦ - An asterisk Indicates that the document was also made available 
to the Warren Conrnission.
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24 November 1963 TDCS-3/565,829

Subject: Cuban Precautions following Assassination of 
President Kennedy.
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)

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

25 November 1963 DIR 84951 (CI/SIG)

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. 1

26 November 1963 z CSCI-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.
Recipient: FBI.

26 November 1963 CSCI-3/778,829 (WH/3)

Subject: Lee Harvey OSWALD, Suspected Assassin of 
President Kennedy. (Encloses transcripts 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.
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26 November 1963 DIR 85069 (WH/3)

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

*26 November 1963 DIR 85089 (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 
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 comnunication 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 (CI/SIG)

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

26 November 1963 Unnumbered (CI/SIG)

Subject: HUNTER Report No. 10816. 
Recipient: FBI.
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27 November 1963 CSCI-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 Service 
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 solicited from Gilberto ALVARADO Ugarte. , 
Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Service 
received copy. [Warren Commission]

27 November 1963 DIR 85222 (WH/3/Mexico)

Subject: Silvia T. DURAN, Mexican Employee of the 
Cuban Embassy [sic - Consulate] in Mexico City, 
contact of Lee Harvey OSWALD.
Recipient: FBI.



27 November 1963 CSCI-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 Service 
received copy. [Warren Conmission]

27 Nov uber 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 solicited from Gilberto ALVARADO Ugarte. . 
Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Service 
received copy. [Warren Commission]

27 November 1963 DIR 85222 (WH/3/Mexico)

Subject: Silvia T. DURAN, Mexican Employee of the 
Cuban Embassy [sic - Consulate] in Mexico City, 
contact of Lee Harvey OSWALD.

' Recipient: FBI.
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27 November 1963 DIR 35246 (WH/3)

Dr. Jose GUILLERMO Aguirre of Mexico reports information 
regarding Lee Harvey OSWALD.
Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Service 
received copy. (Also relayed to S. PAPICH of the FBI 

' by CI Staff on 27 November 1963.)

27 November 1963 DIR 85471 (C/WH/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 (CI/SIG)

Information on Ernesto RODRIGUEZ relayed by tele- 
. phone to S. PAPICH.

Recipient: FBI.

: 27 November 1963 ■ Unnumbered . . (CI/SIG)

' Information regarding photographic coverage of 
Cuban and Soviet Embassies in Mexico City passed 
to S. PAPICH of the FBI.

’ Recipient: FBI.

27 November 1963 . Unnimbered (CI/SIG)

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.

5
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*28 November 1963 DIR 85662 (C/WH/3)

Further interrogation of Gilberto ALVARADO Ugarte, 
Recipients: FBI, State, White House. [Warren 
Conmission]

*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/MexiJ0)

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 Kay 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/Hexico)

Translation of interrogation of Silvia DURAN and 
Horacio DURAN Navarro.
Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Service 
received copy. [Warren Commission]

SECRET
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*29 November 1963 DIR 85770 (C/WH/3)

Series of incidents which have produced a report alleging 
advance information on assassination.
Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Service re­
ceived copy. [Warren 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)
4

- 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/WH/3)

Travel information regarding OSWALD and his wife, 
June 1962.
Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Service 
received copy. [Warren Conmission]
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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 37667 # (C/WH/3/)

Reinterrogation of Gilberto ALVARADO concluded. 
Recipient: FBI. [Warren Commission)

9 December 1963 DIR 87731 (WH/3/Mexico)

Richard BEYJO, 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.
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12 December 1963 CSCI-3/779,048 (C/WH/3)

Subject: WILSON, Carlos John (also: HILSON-HUDSON, 
John; WILSON, John Hudson.) 
Recipient: FBI.

-.or or

*12 December 1963 DIR 88643
■nc-d'.

Subject: Letter Relative to Assassination of Presi­
dent Kennedy Sent to United States Embassy in Costa 
Rica.
Recipients: FBI, State, White House. [Warren Com- 
mis'! on]

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 Gilberto ALVARADO. 
Recipient: FBI. [Warren Commission]

16 December 1963 CSCI-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]

I 
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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 CSCI-3/779,225

Subject: Nomenclature of Weapon Possibly Owned by 
Lee Harvey OSWALD.
Recipient: FBI.

19 December 1963 CSDB-3/658,870 (WH/Reports)

Subject: a. Disagreements between Fidel CASTRO and 
... Rauo ROA y Garcia.

b. Probable Future Plan of Action for 
Carlos RAFAEL Rodriguez.

Recipients: State (Miami) and others (not identified.

27 December 1963 CSCI-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 El 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 CSCI-3/779,482 (WH/3/Mexico)

Subject: Second Mexican Interrogation of Silvia DURAN. 
Recipient: FBI. [Warren Commission]

11

SECRET.



SECRET

14 January 1964 CSCI-3/779,510 (CI/SIG)

Subject: Assassination of President John F. Kennedy. 
(Regarding liaison with FBI and latter's handling of 
information from CIA.)
Recipient: FBI.

27 January 1964 CSCI-3/779,729 (CI/SIG)

Subject: Possible Relatives of Marina Nikolayevna 
OSWALD.
Recipient: FBI.

30 January 1964 CSCI-3/779,814 * (CI/SIG)

Subject: Jack L. RUBY, Lee Harvey OSWALD. 
Recipient: FBI.

4 February 1964 CSCI-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 OOP 4-0860

Memorandum for the Director, Federal Bureau of
Investigation. Subject: Assassination of John F.
Kennedy.
Recipient: FBI. [Copy to Warren Commission]

18 February 1964 DDP 4-0861

Memorandum for the Director, Federal Bureau of 
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

12
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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 CSCI-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: Sumnary of Findings in Regard to Allegations 
by Mohamed REGGAB Relative to Marina OSWALD.
Recipient: FBI.

20 March 1964 CSCI-3/780,612 (SR/CI/R)

Subject: Assassination of President John F. Kennedy. 
(Photograph of an individual closely resembling 
OSWALD).
Recipient: FBI.

16 April 1964 CSCI-3/780,996 (SR/CI/R)

Subject: Yuriy Ivanovich NOSENKO. 
Recipient: FBI.

20 April 1964 CSOB-3/660,704

Subject: Plans by British and French to Publish 
BUCHANAN Articles on Assassination.
Recipient: FBI (?)



22 April 1964 CSCI-3/780,881 (SR/CI/R)

Subject: Assassination of President John F. Kennedy. 
(Information regarding Lydia DYMITRUK.) 
Recipient: FBI.

30 April 1964 Unnumbered Memorandum (CI/SIG)

Telephone Contact with S. PAPICH on 29 November 
advising PAPICH to contact SOLIE of the Office 
of Security for information.

8 May 1964 DDP 4-2351

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Marina OSWALD’S Notebook.
Recipient: Copy of attachment forwarded to FBI.

11 May 1964 CSC. CSCI-3/781,172

Subject: Lee Harvey OSWALD. (Traces on Soviet names, 
addresses, and telephone numbers from an address book 
belonging to Marina OSWALD.)
Recipient: FBI.

13 May 1964 CSCI-3/781,282 (SR/CI/R)
1

Subject: Lee Harvey OSWALD. (Identification 
of photographs sent to CIA by FBI.) 
Recipient: FBI.

♦15 May 1964

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Role of Cuban Intelligence Service in 
Processing Visa Applicants; Reaction of that Service

■to the Assassination of President Kennedy.
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13 May 1964 CSCI-3/781,351

Subject: Lee Harvey OSWALD'S Access to Classified 
Information about the U-2.
Recipient: FBI. [Warren Commission - OOP 4-2444]

19 May 1964 CSCI-3/781,386

Subject: Paul DIMITRIK (aka Pavel DIMITRUK). 
Recipient: Navy.

5 June 1964 CSCI-3/781,543 (CI/R&A)

Subject: Lee Harvey OSWALD. (Use of Machine Colla­
tion Program to Check Out Cubans Mentioned in Letter 
of 27 November 1963 from Mario del ROASRIA Milina.

10 June 1964 CSCI-3/781,841 (CI/R&A)

Subject: Information Concerning Jack Ruby. 
Recipient: FBI.

29 June 1964 CSCI-3/782,058

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Investigation of Allegation that OSWALD was 
in Tangier, Morocco.
Recipient: FBI. [Warren Commission]

2 July 1964 DDP 4-3401

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Lee Harvey OSWALD.
Recipient: Copy to FBI.

6 July 1964 DDP 4-3470

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, OOP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Statements Reportedly Made by George and 
Jeanne de MOHRENSCHILDT Concerning Lee Harvey OSWALD 
and the Assassination of John F. Kennedy.
Recipient: Copy to FBI.

IS



-SESREP

27 August 1964 CSCI-316/00856-64

Subject:. No Indication of Subject’s Defection Having 
Been Used for Propaganda by the Soviet Union.
Recipient: FBI.

3 September 1964 DDP 4-4600

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: OSWALD Documents Supplied by the Cuban 
Government.
Recipient: Copy to FBI.

1 October 1964 DDP 4-5110

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Joachim JOESTEN.
Recipient: Copy to FBI.

6 October 1964 CSCI-316/01446-64

Subject: VIADUCT Interview on 9 September 1964; His 
Conwents on Seven Photographs Forwarded by the FBI.
Recipient: FBI.

23 October 1964 CSCI-316/01709-64

Subject: Raymond F. FRIESECKE.
Recipient: FBI.

2 November 1964 CSCI-316/01779-64

Subject: Testimony in the Warren Commission Report in 
the Assassination of President Kennedy.
Recipient: FBI.

23 December 1964 CSCI-316/02545-64

Subject: Allegation of Unidentified Scientist of 
Cuban Involvement in Assassination.
Recipient: FBI.
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2 March 1965 CSCI-316/00925-65

Subject: Marvin KANTOR, Possible Connection with Investi­
gation of Lee Harvy and Marina OSWALD.
Recipient: FBI.

8 April 1965 CSC I-316/01398-65

Subject: Correspondence to the Soviet Embassy in Mexico 
City.
Recipient: FBI. [Copy to Secret Service]

30 June 1965 CSCI-316/02654-65

Subject: Silvia DURAN. 
Recipient: FBI.

2 September 1966 CSCI-316/04482-66

Subject: Rima ZM11R00K, Lee Harvey OSWALD'S Intourist 
Guide in Moscow.
Recipient: FBI.

9 May 1967 CSCI-316/02153-67

Subject: BEAUBOVEFF apparently to be used as a pawn by 
Jim GARRISON to show that OSWALD was a CIA agent and 
was to be used to assassinate Fidel CASTRO. GARRISON 
alleges he has letters signed by CIA representatives or 
by Senator Robert KENNEDY authorizing certain Americans 
to*work with Cubans for the assassination of CASTRO. 
This memroandum is intended to record that such letters 
never existed and therefore could not be in GARRISON'S 
possession.
Recipient: FBI.

14 June 1967 CSCI-316/02669-67

Subject: Allegations of Unidentified Woman Regarding 
Mario GARCIAS et al.
Recipient: FBI

17
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24 July 1967 CSCI-316/03243-67

Subject: Allegation of Oscar COUNTRERAS, Mexican newsman, 
that OSWALD visited UNAM Campus shortly after the Cuban 
Embassy refused him a visa to visit Cuba. CONTRERAS* 
statement of dubious credibility; information passed to 
Mexican authorities.
Recipient:, FBI.

• 7 May 1968 CSCI-316/01678-68

Subject: Promotional Literature Concerning the Alleged 
Assassination Conspiracy of JFK Written and Mailed by 
Joachim JOESTEN in Support of District Attorney Jim 
GARRISON'S Allegations.
Recipient: FBI.

16 September 1969 CSCI-316/03323-69

Subject: Charles William THOMAS.
Recipient: FBI.

DISSEMINATION OF REPORTS TO CI STAFF

Since CI Staff held the Agency's official file on OSWALD, 
all cable traffic (theoretically) including disseminations by 
cable was sent to the Staff for filing in the official file. Ad­
ditionally, cables disseminations were released by CI/Liaison. 
Copies were, therefore, available to the Staff.

Since CI Staff released all long-form CSCI's, coordinated 
on short-form CSCI's, and maintained the CSCI log, the CI Staff 
received copies of all CSCI's.

DISSEMINATION OF MATERIAL TO THE WARREN C0W1ISSI0N

13 December 1963 [Coomission Document No. 100]

Memorandum
Subject: Analysis of World Reaction to President 
Kennedy's Assassination.
(Supplied by A. W. DULLES.)
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21 January 1964 [Commission Document No. 300]

Note from Richard HELMS, OOP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Attachments: a. Recent Soviet Statements on 

Lee Harvey OSWALD.
b. FBIS-28 on OSWALD case.

21 January 1964

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Draft Questions for Submission to the 
Government of the Soviet Union.

22 January 1964 [Coimrission Document No. 691]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Suggested Questions for Marina OSWALD.

25 January 1964 [Commission Document No. 321]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Chronology of Lee Harvey OSWALD’S Stay in 

the Soviet Union.
Alphabetical List of Persons in the Soviet 

Union Who Were Known to or Mentioned by 
Lee Harvey OSWALD or His Wife.

31 January 1964 [Commission Document No. 347]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Information Developed by CIA on the Activity 
of Lee Harvey OSWALD in Mexico City, 28 September - 3 
October 1963.

5 February 1964

Note from Thomas H. KARAMESSINES to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Fourteen attachments including recent Soviet State­
ments on Lee Harvey OSWALD (as of 5 February 1964).

5 February 1964 [Commission Document No. 361]

Memorandum from Thomas H. KARAMESSINES, ADDP, to 
J. Lee RANKIN forwarding three copies of Appendix B, 
a sunmary biography of Mrs. OSWALD and her relatives.
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8 February 1964 [Coranission Document No. 1182]

Letter from Thomas H. KARAMESSINES, ADDP, to J. Lee 
RANKIN regarding Soviet weapon mentioned in one of 
Lee Harvey OSWALD'S documents. 
[Information passed to FBI.]

18 February 1964

Memorandum for the Director, Federal Bureau of Investi­
gation, attention Mr. S. J. PAPICH. Subject: Assassi­
nation of President John F. Kennedy. (Request for 
information which might be helpful in interpreting 
available materials relating to OSWALD'S activities 
abroad.) 
[Copy to Warren Conmission.]

18 February 1964 DDP 4-0860

Memorandum for the Director, Federal Bureau of Investi­
gation, attention Mr. S. J. PAPICH. Subject: Assassi­
nation of John F. Kennedy. (Request for information 
relating to OSWALD'S attempted suicide.) 
[Copy to Warren Commission.]

18 February 1964 DDP 4-0861

Memorandum for the Director, Federal Bureau of Investi­
gation, attention Mr. S. J. PAPICH. Subject: Assassi­
nation of President John F. Kennedy. (Request for copies 
of 47 photographs found among the effects of Lee Harvey 
OSWALD.) 
[Copy to Warren Commission.]

18 February 1964 DDP 4-0862

Memorandum for the Chief, United States Secret Service; 
signed by Richard HELMS, DDP. Subject: Assassination 
of President John F. Kennedy. (Verification of entry 
in "Historic Diary" relating to OSWALD'S attempted 
suicide.) 
[Copies to Warren Commission and the FBI.]
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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".) 
[Copies to Warren Commission and the FBI.]

19 February 1964 [Commission Document No. 384]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
(TS No. 187908.) Subject: Information Developed by 
CIA on the Activity of Lee Harvey OSWALD in Mexico 
City, September 28 to October 3, 1963.

19 February 1964 DDP 4-4581

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Cuban Consulate and Embassy in Mexico City.

*21 February 1964 DDP 4-0940 [Cooinission Document No. 426]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Translations of Interrogations Reports of 
Silvia DURAN.
Attachments: OUT Telegram No. 35758, 29 November 1963. 

Translation of Interrogation of Silvia 
DIRAN and Horacio DURAN Navarro.

CSCI-3/779,482 of 10 January 1964. Trans­
lation of Official Mexican Polic Report 
on the Second Interrogation of Silvia 
DURAN.

5 March 1964 DDP 4-1171 [Commission Document No. 448]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Stannary of Findings in Regard to Allegations 
by Mohammed REGGAB Relative to Marina OSWALD.

*6 March 1964 DDP 4-1224 [Commission Document No. 692]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Information in CIA's Possession Regarding 
Lee Harvey OSWALD Prior to November 22, 1963.
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18 March 1964 DDP 4-1423 [Commission Document No. 528]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Article Alleging that OSWALD was Interviewed 
by CIA in Moscow.

24 March 1964 DDP 4-1555 [Commission Document No. 674]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Information Disseminated to the Secret 
Service but not yet made available to the President's 
Commission.

*24 March 1964 DDP 4-1554 [Commission Document No. 631]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: CIA Dissemination of Information on Lee 
Harvey OSWALD, Dated 10 October 1963.
Attachments: OUT Message No. 74673, dated 10 October 

1963.
OUT Message No. 77978, dated 23 October 

1963.

25 March 1964 DDP 4-1576

Note from Richard HELMS to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Attachment: Five copies of "Rumors about Lee Harvey 
OSWALD", dated 23 March 1964.

27 March 1964 DDP 4-1606

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to Thomas L. HUGHES, 
Director of Intelligence and Research, Department of 
State. Subject: Verification of Entry in "Historic 
Diary".
[Copies to Warren Commission and the FBI.]

*31 March 1964 DDP 4-1655 [Commission Document No. 698]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Reports on Activities and Travel of Lee 
Harvey OSWALD and Marina Nikolevna OSWALD.
Attachments: OUT Message No. 86702, 4 December 1963,
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to the White House, the Department of State, and the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, with copy to the 
Secret Service.

OUT Message No. 97520, dated 6 December 
1963, to the White House, the Department of State, 
and the Federal Bureau of Investigation, with copy to 
the Secret Service.

OUT Message No. 85715, dated 29 November 
1963, to the White House, the Department of State, and 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, with copy to the 
Secret Service.

OUT Message No. 85182, dated 22 November 
1963, to the White House, the Department of State, and 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, with copy to the 
Secret Service.

OUT Message No. 85665, dated 28 November 
1963, to the White House, the Department of State, and 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, with copy to the 
Secret Service.

*3 April 1964 DDP 4-1699 [Commission Document No. 710]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN.
Subject: Richard Thomas GIBSON.
Attachment: OUT Message No. 89970, dated 18 December 
1963, to White House, Department of State, and the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, with a copy to the 
Secret Service.

6 April 1964 DDP 4-1739 [Commission Document No. 708]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Reply to Questions Contained in Your Memo­
randum dated 12 March 1964. ("Certain Questions Posed 
by the State Department Files")

7 April 1964 DDP 4-1787 [Commission Document No. 726]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, OOP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Actions of Silvia DURAN After Her First 
Interrogation.
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7 April 1964 DDP 4-1786

Memorandtan from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Mohammed REGGAB.

20 April 1964 DDP 4-1997 [Commission Document No. 817]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: BND Report Pertaining to Al legations‘Con­
cerning Anton ERDINGER.

21 April 1964

Letter from Raymond G. ROCCA to Mr. Samuel A. STERN. 
Attachment: CSDB 3/660,704 (Plans of British and 
French Publishing Firms to Publish the Thomas 
BUCHANAN Articles on Assassination of President 
Kennedy.)

24 April 1964 DDP 4-2099 [Commission Document No. 844]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Lydia DIMYTRUK; Acquaintance of Marina OSWALD.

29 April 1964 DDP 4-2160 [Connrission Document No. 871]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
SUBJECT: Photograph of Lee Harvey OSWALD.

4 May 1964 DDP 4-2256

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Additional Information on Lee Harvey OSWALD.

6 May 1964 DDP 4-2296 [Commission Document No. 902]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Criteria for Dissemination of Information to 
the Secret Service; Recommendations of the Central 
Intelligence Agency Relative to Presidential Protection.

8 May 1964 DDP 4-2351 [Commission Document No. 911]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Marina OSWALD'S Notebook.

. 24



SECRET

13 May 1964 DDP 4-2444 [Conrnission Document No. 931]

Memorandum for the Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation. 
Subject: Lee Harvey OSWALD'S Access to Classified Informa­
tion about the U-2.
[CSCI-3/781,351 - copy to Warren Commission]

15 May 1964 [Commission Document No. 935]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Role of the Cuban Intelligence Service in 
Processing Visa Applicants; Reaction of that Service 
to the Assassination of President Kennedy. 
[Copy to FBI]

19 May 1954 DDP 4-2533 [Commission Document No. 944]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Hours of Work at Cuban and Soviet Consulates; 
Procedures and Regulations for Issuance of Cuban Visas; 
Mexican Control of U.S. Citizens* Travel to and from 
Cuba.

*19 Hay 1964 DDP 4-2534 [Commission Document No. 943]

Memorandum from Rixhard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Allegations of Pfc. Eugene B. DINKIN, U.S. 
Army, Relative to Assassination Plot Against Presi­
dent Kennedy.
Attachment: OUT Message No. 85770, dated 29 November 
1963, to the White House, State Department, and the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, with a copy to the 
Secret Service.

*22 May 1964 DDP 4-2624 [Commission Document No. 971]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, OOP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Anonymous Telephone Calls to United States 
Embassy in Canberra, Australia, Relative to Planned 
Assassination of President Kennedy.
Attachment: OUT Message No. 85691, dated 29 November 
1963, to the White House, Department of State, and 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, with a copy to 
the Secret Service.
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27 May 1364 DDP 4-2688 [Commission Document No. 985]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Letter Accusing the Chinese Conrnunists of 
Plotting the Assassination of President Kennedy. 
Attachment: OUT Message No. 87796, dated 9 December 
1963, to the White House, Department of State, and 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, with a copy to 
the Secret Service.

27 May 1964 DDP 4-2692 [Conmission Document No. 990]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Discussion between Chairman KHRUSHCHEV and . 
Mr. Drew PEARSON Regarding Lee Harvey OSWALD.

1 June 1964 DDP 4-2741 [Commission Document No. 1000]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Gilberto ALVARADO Ugarte.
Attachments: OUT Message No. 85089, dated 26 November 
1963, relative to Gilberto ALVARADO.

OUT Message No. 85199, dated 27 November 
1963; subject: Lee Harvey OSWALD.

OUT Message No. 85662, dated 28 November 
1963, relative to Gilberto ALVARADO.

OUT Message No. 86063, dated 30 November 
1963, relative to Gilberto ALVARADO.

OUT Message No. 85666, dated 28 November 
1963, relative to Gilberto ALVARADO.

OUT Message No. 87667, dated 7 December 
1963; subject: Lee Harvey OSWALD.

Memorandum, dated 12 December 1963; 
subject: Mexican Interrogation of Gilberto ALVARADO.

3 June 1964 DDP 4-2764 [Conmission Document No. 1001]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Documents on Lee Harvey OSWALD Furnished by 
the Soviet Government.

3 June 1964 DDP 4-2770 [Conmission Document No. 1012]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject. George and Jeanne de MOHRENSCHILDT.
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4 June 1964

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Information Developed on the Activity of Lee 
Harvey OSWALD in Mexico City.

5 June 1964 DDP 4-2844 [Commission Document No. 1041]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Allegations Regarding Intelligence Training 
School in Minsk, USSR.

10 June 1964 DDP 4-2922 [Conmission Document No. 1054]

Memorandm from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Information Concerning Jack RUBY (aka Jack 
RUBENSTEIN) and His Associates.

*12 June 1964 DDP 4-2988 [Conmission Document No. 1089]

! Memoranda from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN.i Subject: Letter Relative to Assassination of President
I Kennedy Sent to United States Embassy in Costa Rica.
j Attachment: OUT Message No. 88643, dated 12 December

1963, to the White House, Department of State, and the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation.

/
I 19 June 1964 DDP 4-3169 [Commission Doc men t No. 1131]

i Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN.
Subject: Soviet Brainwashing Techniques.

26 June 1964 DDP 4-3366

Memoranda from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Soviet Brainwashing Techniques

29 June 1964 DDP 4-3347 [Commission Document No. 1188]

Memorandun from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Investigation of Allegation that OSWALD was 
in Tangier, Morocco.
[Copy to the FBI.]
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1 July 1964 DDP 4-3389 [Commission Document No. 1201]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Lee Harvey OSWALD'S Arrival Time in Helsinki 
on 10 October 1959.

2 July 1964 DDP 4-3401 [Connission Document No. 1216]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Lee Harvey OSWALD (Remarks by Soviet Consul 
Pavel Antonovich YATSKOV).
[Copy to the FBI.]

6 July 1964 DDP 4-3470 [Connission Document No. 1222]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Statements Reportedly Made by George and 
Jeanne de MOHRENSCHILDT Concerning Lee Harvey OSWALD 
and the Assassination of President Kennedy.
[Copy to the FBI.]

22 July 1964 DDP 4-3712 [Commission Document No. 1273]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Apparent Inconsistencies in Material Fur­
nished the Connission by CIA and the Department of 
State.

23 July 1964 DDP 4-3769 [Commission Document No. 1287]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, OOP, to J. Lee RANKIN.
Subject: Lee Harvey OSWALD.
Attachment: Affidavit respecting origin and circum­
stances of a photograph of an unknown individual 
furnished by this Agency to the FBI on 22 November 
1963.

23 July 1964 DDP 4-3770

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Lee Harvey OSWALD.
Attachments: Translation (original docunents included.)
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31 July 1964 DDP 4-3916 [Commission Document No. 1358]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Length of Time Required for Obtaining Soviet 
Tourist Visas in Helsinki and Stockholm, 1964.

1 August 1964 DDP 4-4037 [Commission Document No. 1356]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Soviet Hunting Societies.

28 August 1964 DDP 4-4479 [Conmission Document No. 1443]

Memorandum from Thomas H. KARAMESSINES, ADDP, to J. 
Lee RANKIN.
Subject: Konstantin Petrovich SERGIEVSKY.

31 August 1964 DDP 4-4581

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Cuban Consulate and Embassy in Mexico City.

3 September 1964 DDP 4-4600 [Document No. 50, List 2]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: OSWALD Documents Supplies by the Cuban Government. 
[Copy to the FBI]

14 September 1964 DDP 4-4775 [Commission Document No. 1483]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Length of Time Required for Obtaining Soviet 
Tourist Visas in Wester Europe in 1964.

11 September 1964 DDP 4-4793

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, OOP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Publication of Docunents Furnished to the 
Commission by the Central Intelligence Agency.

11 September 1964 DDP 4-4794 [Commission Document No. 1479]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Certain Questions Posed by the State Depart­
ment Files. (Revised) (Attachment to CD No. 1479)
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11 September 1964 DDP 4-4795 [Commission Document No. 1479]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Soviet Hunting Societies. (Revised) 
(Attachment to CD No. 1479.)

11 September 1964 DDP 4-4796 [Commission Document No. 1479]

Memorandun from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Length of Time Required for Obtaining Soviet 
Tourist Visas in Helsinki and Stockholm, 1964.

15 September 1964 DDP 4-4801 [Commission Document No. 1493]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Information Concerning Jack RUBY (aka Jack 
RUBENSTEIN) and His Associates.

17 September 1964 DDP 4-4823

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Hours of Work at Cuban and Soviet Consulates; 
Procedure and Regulations for Issuance of Cuban Visas; 
Mexican Control of U.S. Citizens* Travel to and from 
Cuba.

17 September 1964 DDP 4-4838

Memorandun from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: State Department Files.

17 September 1964 DDP 4-4893

' Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN.
Subject: Valeriy Vladimirovich KOSTIKOV.

I 17 September 1964 DDP 4-4841

j Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DOP, to J. Lee RANKIN.
I Subject: Lee Harvey OSWALD. (Regarding Agency approval
। for the publication of memorandum, dated 2 July 1964,

concerning Lee Harvey OSWALD. Not authorized.)
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18 September 1964 DDP 4-4847

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Communications from the Department of State.

18 September 1964 DDP 4-4848

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Departure from the USSR of Soviet Citizens 
Married to Foreigners.

18 September 1964 DDP 4-4850

Memoranda from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN.
Subject: Passport and Visa Office.

18 September 1964 DDP 4-4873

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Intourist Hotels in Moscow.

18 September 1964 DDP 4-4882

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Technical Examination of Photographs of Lee 
Harvey OSWALD'S Application for a Cuban Visa.

18 September 1964 DDP 4-4886

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Resettlement of U.S. Defectors in the USSR.

22 September 1964 DDP 4-4921

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN.
Subject: Silvia Tirado Sazan de DURAN. i

17 September 1964 DDP 4-4922

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, OOP, to J. Lee RANKIN. .
Subject: Eusebio AZQUE [sic - AZCUE] - Former Cuban
Consul, Mexico City.
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18 September 1964 DDP 4-4952

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lea RANKIN. 
Subject: Lee Harvey 05WLAD. (Information regarding 
OSWALD'S stay in Helsinki.)

18 September 1964 DDP 4-4953 *

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Identification of Persons Appearing in FBI 
Photograph No. D 33-46 (Commission Exhibit No. 2625).

1 October 1964 DDP 4-5110 [Coirmission Document Ro. 1532J

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN.
Subject: Joachim JOESTEN.
[Copies to FBI, I&NS, State]

13 October 1964 DDP 4-5275

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, OOP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Publication of Documents Furnished to the 
Commission by the Central Intelligence Agency.

16 October 1964 DDP 4-5334/1

Memorandum for The President's Conmittee on the Warren 
e Commission Report.

Subject: CIA's Role in the Support of Presidential 
Foreign Travel.

20 October 1964 DDP 4-5341 [Commission Document Ko. 1545]

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Information Developed on the Activity of Lee 
Harvey OSWALD in Mexico City.

29 October 1964 DDP 4-5558

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Transmittal of OCR Publication: "Foreign 
Press Reaction to the Warren Report", and Follow-Up 
Report, dated 22 October 1964.

■ 8 r. n------------------- —................... -.............. -



AGENCY DISSEMINATIONS TO THE FBI ET AL REGARDING RUMORS AND 
ALLEGATIONS REGARDING PRESIDENT KENNEDY ASSASSINATION"

10 October 1963 DIR 74673

Lee Harvey OSWALD, Contact with Soviet Embassy, Mexico 
City, 1 October 1963.
Recipients: FBI, UNS, State, White House.

' 23 November 1963 DIR 84915

Information relating to telephone call on 28 September 
1963 to Soviet Esoassy in Mexico City.

. Recipient: FBI.

25 November 1963 DIR 84950

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

25 November 1963 DIR ■ 84951

CIA requests informati-bn relating to OSWALD'S ac­
tivities in Mexico City (from FBI interrogation 
of OSWALD).
Recipient: FBI.

26 November 1963

Subject: Reported Anonymous Telephone Message. 
Recipient: FBI.

26 November 1963 CSCI-3/778,826

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.
Recipient: FBI.



26 November 1963 CSCI-3/778,829

Subject: Same as above, 
i (Comnent: 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 docu-
I ment in CI/SIG file no. 568.)
; Recipient: FBI.

j 26 November 1963 DIR 85069

j Subject: Travel of Pro-Communist Costa Rican Congress-
। man to Texas on 26 November 1963.
! Representatives of this Agency in Costa Rica suspect

that Julio SUNOL Leal, pro-Conrnunist, pro-Castro deputy
; to the Costa Rican National Assembly, will try to
I gather data in Texas to use in pro-communist-pro-Castro
i propaganda in connection with the assassination of
i President Kennedy.
j Recipient: FBI.

26 Novecfcer 1963 DIR 85089

Gilberto ALVARADO, a professed Castroite Nicaraguan, 
stated to U.S. Embassy in Mexico City on 26 November 
1963 [sic - 25 November 1963] that "on 18 September 
1963 he saw Lee Harvey 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 a copy. [Warren Connission]

26 November 1963 DIR 85176

Subject: Marina Nikolaevna 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

Subject: Telephone Communication between Ouban Presi­
dent DORTICOS and Joaquin HERNANDEZ Armas, Cuban Am­
bassador to Mexico.
Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Service 
received copy.

o
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26 November 1963 Unnumbered

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

26 November 1963 Unnumbered

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

26 November 1963 Unnumbered

Subject: Passage of IN 68291 from Mexico City to the 
White House. (OSWALD'S reported presence in Mexico 
City on 18 September 1963.) 
Recipient: FBI.

27 November 1963 CSCI-3/778,881

Subject: Lee Harvey OSWALD, Soviet Activities in 
Mexico City, 18 - 24 November 1963.
Recipient: FBI.

27 November 1963 DIR 85182

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 Service 
received copy. [Warren Commission]

27 November 1963 DIR 85196

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

Information solicited from Gilberto ALVARADO Ugarte. 
Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Service 
received copy. [Warren Commission]
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27 November 1963 DIR 85222

Subject: Silvia T. DURAN, Mexican Employee of the Cuban 
Embassy [sic - Consulate] in Mexico City, contact with 
Lee Harvey OSWALD.
Recipient: FBI.

26 November 1963 DIR 85246

Dr. Jose GUILLERMO Aguirre of Mexico reports information 
regarding Lee Harvey OSWALD.
Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Service re­
ceived copy. (Also relayed to S. PAPICH of the FBI by 
CI Staff on 27 November 1963.)

27 November 1963 DIR 85471

Subject: Rearrest of Silvia DURAN.
Recipients: FBI, State, White House.

27 November 1963 DIR 85573

Information from U.S. Ambassador MANN for Secretary of 
State RUSK regarding Ambassador HERNANDEZ, Cuban Am­
bassador to Mexico, and Gilberto ALVARADO.
Recipients: FBI, State, White House.

27 November 1963 Unnumbered

Information on Arnesto RODRIGUEZ relayed by telephone 
to S. PAPICH.
Recipient: FBI.

27 November 1963 Unnumbered

Information regarding photographic coverage of Cuban 
and Soviet Embassies in Mexico City passed to S. PAPICH 
of the FBI.
Recipient: FBI.

28 November 1963 DIR 85657

on 26 November a British journalist named John WILSON- 
HUDSON gave information to the American Embassy in
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London indicating that an "American gangster type named 
RUBY" visited Cuba around 1959.
Recipients: FBI, State, White House.

28 November 1963 DIR 85662.

Further interrogation of Gilberto ALVARADO Ugarte.
Recipients: FBI, State, White House. [Warren CommissionJ

28 November 1963 DIR 85665

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 Conmission]

29 November 1963 CSCI-3/778,893

Subject: Interrogation of Silvia Tirado de DURAN and 
Horacio DURAN Navarro.
Recipient: FBI.

29 November 1963 DIR 85666

Acting upon an FBI request, the Agency requests ALVARADO 
be turned over to Mexican authorities for additional 
interrogation.
Recipients: FBI, State, White House. [Warren Conmission]

29 November 1963 DIR 85668

Highlights from the interrogation of Horacio DURAN Navarro 
and his wife, Silvia Tirado de DURAN.
Recipients: FBI, State, White House.

29 November 1963 DIR 85670

Sensitive sources . . . have reported that when the 
23 November arrest of Silvia DURAN became known to
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the personnel of the Cuban Embassy there was a great deal 
of discussion.
Recipients: FBI, State, White House. [Warren Commission]

29 November 1963 DIR 85691

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 
President Kennedy. .
Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Service re­
ceived copy.

29 November 1963 DIR 85714

Release of Silvia DURAN for second time on 28 November. 
Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Service 
received copy.

29 November 1963 DIR 85744

Interrogation of Gilberto ALVARADO Ugarte.
Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Service 
received copy.

29 November 1963 DIR 85758

Translation of interrogation of Silvia DURAN and 
Horacio DURAN Navarro.
Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Service 
received copy. [Warren Commission]

29 November 1963 DIR 85770

Series of incidents which have produced a report 
alleging advance information on assassination. 
Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Service 
received copy. [Warren Commission]

29 November 1963 Unnunbered memorandum

Telephone contact with S. PAPICH concerning runor 
that OSWALD had made a bank deposit.
Recipient: FBI.
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30 November 1963 CSC1-3/778.894

Subject: Article in 29 November 1963 issue of Washington 
Post suggesting two men involved in assassination.
Recipient; FBI.

30 November 1963 DIR 86063

Gilberto ALVARADO Ugarte Admits his story a fabrication.
Recipients: FBI, State, White House. [Warren Commission]

3 December 1963 DIR 86496

Information relating to OSWALD'S presence in Mexico. 
Recipient: FBI.

7 December 1963 DIR 87667

Re-interrogation of Gilberto ALVARADO concluded. 
Recipient: FBI. [Warren Commission]

9 December 1963 DIR 87731

Richard BEYMER, American movie actor, in touch with 
Cuban Embassy, Mexico City.
Recipient: FBI.

9 December 1963 DIR 87796 '

Letter mailed in Stockholm on 25 November 1963 alleging 
assassination arranged by Communist Chinese.
Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Service 
received copy. [Warren CoomissionJ

9 December 1963 Unnumbered Memorandum

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.

12 December 1963 CSCI-3/779,048

Subject: WILSON, Carlos John (also: WILSON-HUDSON, 
John; WILSON, John Hudson.) ,
Recipient: FBI.
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12 December 1963 DIR 88643

Subject: Letter Relative to Assassination of President 
Kennedy Sent to United States Embassy in Costa Rica.
Recipients: FBI, State, White House. [Warren Commission]

12 December 1963 DIR 88682

Cuban Ambassador to France received instructions not 
to comment upon the assassination.
Recipients: FBI, State, White House.

12 December 1963 DIR 88747

Subject: Second Interrogation of Silvia DURAN.
Recipients: FBI, State, White House.

13 December 1963 CSCI-3/779,136

Subject: Mexican Interrogation of Gilberto ALVARADO. 
Recipient: FBI. [Warren Commission]

16 December 1963 CSCI-3/779,135

Subject: Peter DERYABIN'S Comments on Kennedy Assassination. 
Recipient: FBI.

"~18 December 1963 DIR 89970

Further Information on Richard Thomas GIBSON. 
Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Service 
received copy. [Warren Commission]

18 December 1963 DIR 89980*

Subject: Actions of Silvia DURAN after her first 
interrogation.
Recipients: FBI, State, White House; Secret Service 
received copy. [Warren Conmission]

27 December 1963 CSCI-3/779,297

Subject: Assassination of President Kennedy (arranged 
by the Cuban Government and the Communist Chinese).
Recipient: FBI.
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3 January 1964 Unntmbered Memorandum

Telephone contact with S. PAPICH on 3 January 1964 
regarding newspaper article appearing in El Caribe 
on 27 November 1963 and possible connection with 
ALVARADO'S interview in the U.S. Embassy on 26 No­
vember.
Recipient: FBI.

10 January 1964 CSCI-3/779,482

Subject: Second Mexican Interrogation of Silvia 
DURAN.
Recipient: FBI. [Warren Commission]

27 January 1964 CSCI-3/779,729

Subject: Possible Relatives of Marina Nikolayevna 
OSWALD.
Recipient: FBI.

30 January 1964 CSCI-3/778,814

Subject: Jack L. RUBY, Lee Harvey OSWALD. 
Recipient: FBI.

4 February 1964 CSCI-3/779,817

Subject: Lee Harvey OSWALD. (Information on names, 
addresses, and telephone nunbers 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. 
("In connection with our efforts to assist the 
President's Commission on the Assassination of 
President Kennedy by providing information which 
might be helpful in interpreting available ma­
terials relating to OSWALD'S activities abroad,



we have considered the entry with regard to attempted 
suicide. We consider this entry as being of consider­
able importance and one which might be subject to 
veri fication.”) 
Recipient: FBI. [Copy to Warren Cofnnission]

18 February 1964 DDP 4-0861

Memorandtan for the Director, Federal Bureau of 
Investigation.
Subject: Assassination of President John F. Kennedy. 
(". . . 47 photographs which were among the effects of 
Lee Harvey OSWALD, ... . It appears that most of 
the photographs were taken in the USSR and depict 
Soviet contacts of OSWALD or scenes in the Soviet 
Union.“)
Recipient: FBI. [Copy to Warren Conmission]

18 February 1964 DDP 4-0862

Memorandian for the Chief, United States Secret Service. 
Subject: Assassination of President John F. Kennedy. 
(Verification of entry in "Historic Diary" relating to 
OSWALD'S attempted suicide.)
Recipient: Secret Service. [Copy to Warren Canmission]

18 February 1964 DDP 4-0864 /

Memorandum for Mr. Thomas L. Hughe's, 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 Conmission]

20 February 1964 CSCI-3/779,988

Subject: Lee Harvey OSWALD. (Information regarding 
Annette SETYAEVNA and Lillie May RAHM.) 
Recipient: FBI.

22 February 1964 DIR 03101

Subject: Further Information Provided by Moroccan 
Student Mohamed REGGAB.
Recipient: White House (attention Secret Service.)
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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 CSCI-3/780,612

Subject: Assassination of President John F. Kennedy. 
(Photograph of an individual closely resenbling 
OSWALD.) 
Recipient: FBI.

16 April 1964 CSCI-3/780,881

Subject: Assassination of President John F. Kennedy. 
(Information regarding Lydia DYMITRUK.) 
Recipient: FBI.

8 May 1964 DDP 4-2351

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Marina OSWALD'S Notebook.
Recipient: Copy of attachment forwarded to FBI. 
[Warren Conmission]

11 May 1964 CSCI-3/781,172

Subject: Lee Harvey OSWALD. (Traces on Soviet names, 
addresses, and telephone numbers from an address book 
belonging to Marina OSWALD.) 
Recipient: FBI.

13 May 1964 CSCI-3/781,282

Subject: Lee Harvey OSWALD. (Identification of 
photographs sent to CIA by FBI.) 
Recipient: FBI.

15 May 1964

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Role of Cuban Intelligence Service in Processing 
Visa Applicants; Reaction of the Service to the Assassi­
nation of President Kennedy.
Recipient: FBI. [Warren Conmission]
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5 June 1564 CSCI-3/781,543

Subject: Lee Harvey OSWALD. (Use of Machine Colla­
tion Program to Check Out Cubans Mentioned in Letter 
of 27 November 1963 from Mario del ROSARIA Milina.) 
Recipient: FBI.

10 June 1964 CSCI-3/781,841

Subject: Information Concerning Jack RUBY.
Recipient: FBI.

29 June 1964 CSCI-3/782,085

Memoranda from Richard HELMS, ODP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: Investigation of Allegation that OSWALD was 
in Tangier, Morocco.
Recipient: FBI. [Warren Commission]

2 July 1964 DDP 4-3401

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
(Remarks made by Soviet Consul Pavel Antonovich YATSKOV.) 
Recipient: FBI. [Warren Cocmission]

27 August 1964 CSCI-316/00856-64

Subject: No Indication of Subject's Defection Having 
Been Used for Propaganda by the Cuban Government.
Recipient: FBI. [Warren Commission]

3 September 1964 DDP 4-4600

Memorandum from Richard HELMS, DDP, to J. Lee RANKIN. 
Subject: OSWALD Documents Supplied by the Cuban 
Government.
Recipient: FBI. [Warren Commission]

6 October 1964 CSCI-316/01446-64

Subject: VIADUCT Interview on 9 September 1964; His 
Comments on Seven Photographs Forwarded by the FBI.
Recipient: FBI.
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23 December 1964 CSCI-316/02545-64

Subject: Allegation of Unidentified Scientist of 
Cuban Involvement in Assassination.
Recipient: FBI.

2 March 1965 CSCI-316/OO925-65

Subject: Marvin KANTOR, Possible Connection with 
Investigation of Lee Harvey and Marina OSWALD.
Recipient: FBI.

30 June 1965 CSCI-316/02654-65

Subject: Silvia DURAN. 
Recipient: FBI.

2 September 1966 CSCI-316/04482-66

Subject: Rima ZMITROOK, Lee Harvey OSWALD'S In­
tourist Guide in Moscow.
Recipient: FBI.

14 June 1967 CSC1-316/03243-67

Subject: Allegation of Oscar COUNTRERAS, Mexican 
Newsman, That OSWALD Visited UNAM Campus Shortly

£ After the Cuban Embassy Refused Him a Visa to 
Visit Cuba. CONTRERAS* Statement of Dubious 
Credibility; Information Passed to Mexican au­
thorities.

MEMORANDUM SUBMITTED BY CIA TO THE WARREN 
COMMISSION ON RUMORS AND ALLEGATIONS RE­
LATING TO THE PRESIDENT'S ASSASSINATION

31 January 1964

Subject: Information Developed by CIA on the 
Activity of Lee Harvey OSWALD in Mexico City, 
28 September - 3 October 1963.
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5 March 1964

Subject: Sianmary of Findings in Regard to Allegations 
by Mofe^edREGGA3 Relative to Marina OSWALD.

18 March 1964

Subject: Article Alleging that OSWALD was interviewed 
by CIA in Moscow.

. 31 March 1964 DDP 4-1655

Subject: Reports on Activities and Travel of Lee Harvey 
OSWALD and Marina Nikolevna OSWALD.
Enclosures include the following:

Teletype Message No. 87515, 29 November 1963 - 
paragraph g - Marina SNETHLAGE.

Teletype Message No. 85182, 22 November 1963 - 
Remarks made by Richard Thanas GIBSON.

Teletype Message No. 85665, 28 November 1963 - 
Remarks Made by Maria SNETHLAGE and Third 
Secretary Ricardo SANTOS of the Cuban Em­
bassy in The Hague.

3 April 1964 DDP 4-1699

Subject: Richard Thomas GIBSON.
4,

7 April 1964 DDP 4-1784

Subject: Mohanned REGGAB.

4 May 1964 DDP 4-2256

Subject: Additional Information on Lee Harvey OSWALD. 
"A survey of Agency files indicates that all . . . 
information known to the Agency on OSWALD'S association 
(with communists or criminals, either in United States 
or abroad) has been made available to the Comnission."

8 May 1S64 DDP 4-2351

Subject: Marina OSWALD'S Notebook.
(Compilation of traces on what appear to be Soviet 
names, addresses, and telephone nunbers from an ad­
dress book identified by Marina OSWALD as belonging 
to her.)
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15 May 1964

Subject: Role of the Cuban Intelligence Service in 
Processing Visa Applicants; Reaction of that Service 
to the Assassination of President Kennedy.

19 May 1964 DDP 4-2534

Subject: Allegations of PFC Eugene 8. DINKIN, U.S. 
Army, Relative to Assassination Plot Against Presi­
dent Kennedy.

22 May 1964 DDP 4-2624

Subject: Anonymous Telephone Calls to United States 
Embassy in Canberra, Australia; Relative to Planned 
Assassination of President Kennedy.

27 May 1964 DDP 4-2688

Subject: Letter Accusing the Chinese Conwnists of 
Plotting the Assassination of President Kennedy.
(Comment: Letter received at U.S. Embassy, Stockholm.)

1 June 1964 DDP 4-2741

Subject: Gilberto ALVARADO Ugarte.
Enclosures: Out Teletype No. 85089, 26 November 1963.

Out Teletype No. 85199, 27 November 1963. 
Out Teletype No. 85662, 28 November 1963. 
Out Teletype No. 85666, 28 November 1963. 
Out Teletype No. 86063, 30 November 1963. 
Out Teletype No. 87667, 7 December 1963. 
Memorandum, 12 December 1963, Interroga­

tion of Gilberto ALVARADO.

3 June 1964 DDP 4-2769

Subject: Documents on Lee Harvey OSWALD Furnished by 
the Soviet Government.

4 June 1964 DDP

Subject: Information Developed on the Activity of 
Lee Harvey OSWALD in Mexico City.
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10 June 1964

Subject: Information Concerning Jack RUBY (aka Jack 
RUBENSTEIN) and His Associates.

12 June 1964

Subject: Letter Relative to Assassination of 
President Kennedy sent to United States Embassy 
in Costa Rica.

29 June 1964 DDP 4-3347

Subject: Investigation of Allegation that OSWALD 
was in Tangier, Morocco.

2 July 1964 DDP 4-3401

Subject: Lee Harvey OSWALD.

28 August 1964 DDP 4-4479

Subject: Konstantin Petrovich SERGIEVSKY.
u

15 September 1964 DDP 4-4808

Subject: Information Concerning Jack RUBY (aka Jack 
RUBENSTEIN) and His Associates.

17 September 196f DDP 4-4839

Subject: Valeriy Vladimirovich KOSTIKOV.

17 September 1964 DDP 4-4922

Subject: Eusebio AZQUE - Former Cuban Consul, Mexico City.

18 September 1964 DDP 4-4953

Subject: Identification of Persons Appearing in FBI 
Photograph No. 0 33-46 (Commission Exhibit No. 2625).



MEXICO CITY COVERAGE OF OSWALD VISIT



Intelligence Sources on Oswald's Visit 
to Mexico City in 1963

1. Unilateral Coverage:

From the time the Mexico Station was opened in April 

1947 until the arrival of Mr. Win Scott as Chief of Station in 

1955, the Station had developed a support apparatus to exploit 

leads from the Soviet Embassy in Mexico City. This umbrella 

type project (LIPSTICK) consisted of multi-line phone taps, three 

photographic sites, a mobile surveillance team and a mail inter­

cept operation.

Telephone taps (LIFEAT) were placed by an employee of 

the local telephone company who was handled by a Station case 

officer. The number of lines tapped was limited only by the avail­

ability of a listening post nearby and the availability of language 

(English, Spanish, Soviet, Polish, Czech, etc.) transcribers. 

Generally, these were Mexican or Mexican-American recruited agents.

Three photographic sites were handled by a Station case 

officer assisted by technicians on TDY from Headquarters who 

advised the Station on the best types of cameras, films, and con­

cealment devices. These operations had sub-crypts under project 

LIPSTICK (namely: LIMITED, LILYRIC and LICALLA). LIMITED was a 

fixed site directly opposite the Soviet Embassy (across the 

street) which had both a vehicle and a pedestrian entrance. The



gate to the Soviet Embassy was on the northwest corner of the 

Soviet compound and the LIMITED site was diagonally across a 

double laned street on the southeast corner of that block (See 

attached diagram). LIMITED was the first photo base and opera­

ted strictly on an experimental basis in the early stages. This 

base, however, was closed when the Station received word that the 

photograph of the "unidentified man" was being released by the 

Warren Conmission. LILYRIC was an alternate photographic base. 

It was located in an upper story of an apartment building on the 

same side of the street as the LIMITED site but in the middle of 

the block south. It had a planted view of the front gate of the 

Soviet Embassy. LICALLA, the third photographic site, was located 

in one of a row of four houses on the south side of the Soviet 

Embassy compound. This site overlooked the back garden of the 

Soviet Embassy compound. The purpose of this operation was to get 

good identification photographs of Soviet personnel. The three 

photographic sites were managed by a recruited agent who was a 

Mexican citizen, the son of an American mother and Mexican father 

(deceased). This agent collected the film from the LIMITED and 

LILYRIC sites three times a week. The film was then devleoped and 

printed into 8 x 10 contact print strips. LICALLA film was ori­

ginally processed in the Station but in early 1959, due to the 

resignation of a technician, this film like that of LIMITED and 

LILYRIC was processed on the outside by a recruited agent.



Mobile surveillance was conducted by two American

staff officers. These two officers organized a surveillance 

team of six recruited agents which used late model cars and a 

panel truck for surveillance. The team could be activated by 

radio from the LIMITED site whenever someone of interest left 

the gate of the Soviet Embassy. These agents were aware of 

the LIMITED site since they had been issued LIMITED photographs 

for identification purposes.

The Station also conducted a unilateral mail intercept 

i operation, LIBIGHT, which was handled by an American case officer,
i 

A recruited Mexican agent, who had a semi-official status, obtained 

selected letters from a sub-agent employed by the Mexican postal 

system.

2. Liaison Coverage:

Liaison coverage was unreliable and insecure as charac­

terized by the nature of the Mexican services at that time. The 

Mexican Direction of Federal Security (DFS), with which we con­

ducted liaison, was a hip-pocket group run out of the Mexican 

Ministry of Government. This Ministry was principally occupied 

with political investigations and control of foreigners. Their 

agents were cruel and corrupt. A Station officer trained a number 

of them in name tracing and travel control.

In 1958, at the instigation of a Mexican official, a 

joint telephone tap operation came into existence. The operation, 

o
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which became known as LIENVOY, was run by a Mexican officer. 

The listening post had 30 lines connected at one time. The 

transcription room was staffed by Mexican Army officers. In 

1961, becausfe of mismanagement by the Mexican principals, 

the Station Chief, himself, became the project case officer. 

A Station officer assisted him in the daily supervision of the 

listening post and in picking up the transcripts and the tapes. 

There was also an American technician inside the listening post.

3. Oswald Coverage:

In mid-1962, the Mexican officer in charge of LIENVOY 

(the joint tap operation) asked the American officer at the 

LIENVOY listening post for the telephone numbers of the Soviet, 

Cuban and Satellite Embassies in anticipation of possible cover­

age. The Station immediately disconnected all of the unilateral 

telephone taps on these Embassies so that they would not be dis­

covered when the Mexicans hooked up their taps. The Mexicans 

soon thereafter connected five Cuban lines, five Soviet lines, 

three Czech lines, two Polish lines, and one Yugoslav line. At 

the listening post, a live monitor made short smnnaries of con­

versations of interest which were then included in a daily re­

sume for the Chief of Station. Later, when a reel was completely 

recorded, full transcripts were typed and passed to the Station; 

however, there was usually a time lag of a day or two. Reels 

which contained Russian or a language other than Spanish or



English were taken to another location for translation and 

typing. Hr. Boris Tarasoff did the Russian translations but 

because of the volume of Russian conversations, the trans­

lations usually ran about a week behind the date of the con­

versation. All transcripts were made in either Spanish or 

English since the Chief of Station could read only these two 

languages and because he personally screened the transcripts 

for operational leads.

As soon as the Station learned that an American iden­

tifying himself as Lee Oswald phoned the Soviet Embassy, Miss 

Ann Goodpasture of the Station started screening all photographs. 

However, here again, there was a backlog because the photographs 

were picked up three times a week, but those picked up were usually 

for dates a few days before since the technician who was proces­

sing the film did so on a night-time basis. Further, photographs 

were not made initially until a complete roll of film was used. 

Later this was changed and the operator cleared the camera at the 

end of each day regardless of amount of unused film remaining. 

The instructions were to cover the entire work day (office hours) 

and to photograph all Soviets, their families, all foreigners, 

and cars with foreign license plates. Human error did occur but 

generally the agents were conscientious. The Cuban Embassy cover­

age had more sophisticated equipment using a pulse camera which
- ■ 1 ■ ■ g-

frequently developed mechanical difficulties.
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Oswald came to the attention of the listening post 

operators from a tap of the Soviet line. It was picked up and 

taken to Mr. Boris Tarasoff for translation because the caller 

was trying to speak in Russian. There was some delay because 

Station personnel waited to review the photographs coincidentally 

with the typed transcript.

4. Airport Coverage:

This is discussed at Tab B.
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SELECTED NEWSPAPER STORIES WITH COMMENTS



In the course of the research effort leading to this general 

report, there were newspaper stories relating to the assassination 

of President Kennedy and to CIA. Some of these appear to have been 

based on specially designed stories emanating from the House Select 

Committee on Assassinations. At the time of their appearance they 

were the subject of connents prepared in CIA. These newspaper 

stories and the comments are attached.

The following newspaper stories and connents are listed below:

Tab G.l Jack Anderson column on 6 Hay 1977 alleging 
CIA activity in Dallas, Texas in 1963.

Tab G.2 Jack Anderson column on 20 January 1977 
alleging that CIA is tied to a false Oswald 
story.

Tab G.3 Norman Kempster story on 1 January 1977 
alleging that CIA withheld data on Oswald.

Tab G.4 Clare Booth Luce involvement with Cuban exiles.

Tab G.5 Ronald Kessler story on 26 November 1976 
alleging CIA withheld details of Oswald tele­
phone calls, with report on handling of documents.

Tab G.6 John Goshko story on 13 November 1976 alleging 
that Oswald told the Cubans of his plan to kill 
Kennedy.

Tab G.7 Tabloid Midnight story on 2 August 1976 
regarding CIA and Castro.

Tab G.8 Washington Post story on 1 October 1976 concerning 
ClA consideration of possibly interviewing 
Lee Harvey Oswald in 1960.



in 1977

i!F.M0?A‘3'JM FO.T: Director of Central Intelligence-

VIA : Deputy Director of Central intelligence

FROM : John II. Waller
Inspector General

SUBJECT : Jack Anderson 6 May 1977 Co1l:"..i Entitled 
"Odd CIA Activity in Dallas in 1953"

REFERENCE : OLC Kanorandwi for Director of Central 
Intelligence - CLC 77-1816 (attached)

1. Action Requested: Kone, for infonraticn only.

2. Background: The attached Jack Anderson colu.cri is a 
mixture of seme ract and error. At least portions of it sea;: 
to have been leaked by someone connected with the House Select 
Comittee on Assassinations.

3. Factual information on matters covered in the article 
follows:

a. Alpha 65 was an anti-Castro Cuban Exile 
Organization. Antonio Veciana was one of its 
founders. Veciana contacted the Agency on three 
occasions for assistance in an assassination plot 

’ against Castro (December 1950; July 1952 and April 
1966). On each occasion he 'was turned down. The 
Agency had no responsibility for or sponsorship of 
Alpha 66.

b. Veciana was registered in the In"er-Servico 
Registry by the U.S. Arry for the period llovenber 
1962 to July 1965 et which time he was terminated 
without prejudice.

c. Veciana reportedly collaborated with a Cuban 
Government Intelligence Officer, Guillermo Ruiz, in 
connection with Alpha 56 activities. Ruiz is Harried 
to a cousin of Veciana.

E2, IM.°;)-f 
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d. Anderson .?tte’pts to co-n.-L-cf one- Mor-is 
bishop with CIA in Dallas; ne,.:sp?.>ers in Dzi'ls; 
have tried to identify Bishop witr. our DCD repre­
sentative in Dallas, Mr. J. Ealto'> l'.ojrc. Ac­
cording to cur records, no Agency officers e-.cr 
used the name of Morris Bishop ?s an alias, ilo 
one named Morris Bishop was ever employed by the 
Agency.

e. The FBI identified the three men who 
visited Mrs. Cdio. Lea Harvey 0s..aid was not 
one of then. The Warren Carmission was satis­
fied that Oswald could not have been in Dallas 
at the time of the visit.

Li-

John ’h'. Mailer

Attachment - 1

Distribution:
Original - Director of Central Intelligence w/att.

1 - Deputy Director of Central Intelligence w/att.
1 - Assistant to the Director (Public Affairs) r./att.
1 - Office of Legislative Counsel w/att.
1 - Office of General Counsel w/att.

I 1 - Executive Registry w/att
j 1 - IG Subject w/att. !

1 - IG Chrono w/att.
1 ~ J.L.Leader Chrono w/att.-^--^

OIG/J.L.Leader.*aal

i
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J~cx An Person :ian Lr-s Tiz,

■Odd CIA At
Tee secret files of the House Assis- . 

t:,uurj Corntniue* cor.iain reports ol 
sirar.ze CIA acti'.:U*s la D illaa un the 
eve vl the John F. Kennedy axwsd.u- 
tian. • ;<-■

Credible witnesses hsve confirmed 
our put reports th st the accused asxas-’ 
six Lee Harvey Oswald, u.as in touch 
with and-Castro Cubans !>i Diius. One 
conliJential report states ttut rin HAJI 
Oswald >u seen leaving Can Dilin of- ,• 
flee of Alpha c-i.’ This '.<u a Cuban 
comcaado troua trained by the CIA.

A Cuban CIA operative. Anl»aio Vt- 
cans, also fold investigators that be . 
had been summoned to Dalias ia Au­
gust ISed, by his C1A contact—a myste­
rious man who went by IM name ol 
Morris Sishoa Sinus a couiideuiial 
c-m—ary- “>7bea (V-ciana) arrived. 
Eisboo was accompanied by another 
can. Lae Harvey Cs'sai-L" "

Another witness who impre-ced 'he 
Investigators, Syivia Oho. told them 
that two anli-Cajtra Cuban* hod intro­
duced her to an American by th* name 
of Leon Oswald. She was told that Os- 
wild was trying ‘to con-ir.ce ttati- 
Castro Cuban groups.. .w kul Presi- 
Cent Kennedy.” After the ca-ossuis- 
ton. she r<*i-:tii2*.| this American as 
Lee Harvey Ojwa.kL

The House lavtstiyators Joni really 
believe that the CIA bad any part la 
the murder ol Pre»id*».t Kennedy. 
Mere likely, they suspect the CiA may 
Lava tried to cover up some emb-r- 
rs>dng contacts with Os-» vid in Dallas.

la any case, the CLA took , ala* to 
plvs th* imprs^smn teat "/as in 
Mexico City at the time lb <t •.•ir.nes.--rs 
claimed he ■vm urf’.lny with the CiA- 
“uideri Cuc«as la Dallas. Vechna, fcr 
tnr;ie, told of a slri-g* cis h» re-

» •> • -» l—x ■fayily m Dai
w

reived froa his CIA ccniat’ alter Kea- 
nedy wasUled.

The CIA san. Morris Slsbnn, ask bl 
Veciana to contact his crju.ia, t.uu-‘ 
lanto Ruies. who worked for the Cuban 
embassy In Mexico C.ry. Relates a con­
fidential repere “Ventana wu to relay 
bishop's offer to pay Euin :.-.d his 
wife to z-vt that ’.bey bad met with Co-' 
wald in Mexico C.ty." ‘ ..

’ This not only would have placed Cs-- 
wild out ci Dallas bat would Lava 
thrown suspicion cn the Castro gov­
ernment The ruse -»as Meer eaiir-i cl'. 
Instead, the CiA cited s*vrst up-s and 
pho'oyrapca as c.ideuce that Cr*aid 
b.’.d b—n in touch with ’r*>lh the Ci ban 
and Sonet unbassws ia Mexico City.

The CIA kept tapes of all phene calls 
f’ing la and util of the two er-.ba»»’rs. 
I'hotLe.-icus were «lsu taken c< ev.-ry- 
cne enterin’ and lei'-inj these 
sies. Cn Cct L 1>A tbs CIA aota-ed 
Other U5. t mbasA-s that .Ameri­
can male, who id-*ntil:e-a hi~jeu u 
Lee Cs-sa’o. cca’—cted the Soviet Em­
bassy in Mexico

Crvald was tlescribe-: in the cable as 
“approximately -'A years o'd. with ra 
alulrtic bubd, abo'ts nt I-*-’. tai’, with 
a rei-sdic; calriine.” The ccjtlrze 
.’lies not# list la s “tn r.o way physi­
cally rs~rtnblee tho Lae U-.rrey Os­
wald accused c’ saytoiratiss Prusi- 
dent Kennedy."

The CIA sou’ it pbvte’rtphs if --', 
the navy to cas’pare wrj ;u j.i> 
to’npns cf C;-*ald the Soviet a.n- 
ba-ay. Declares a cacimit-:** tvtert: 
“These p'avxm;n». tco^a ri-va n-1? 
nc-t of the correct Lee H—*• Cswal-i, 
bt-ca.-n* the V-'nrren Couta-.vio>i's *x- 
h.blt 227. The CL» odewtted that tiara

b-.i been 1 mix-up but never cleared ’ • 
tie jtaiur up.”

A ClA-..ii=-*i» h is XVI ct; cuT.lit.be i i- • 
»sstl<-—“t, iseaawiCe, ‘-‘lie theChCs 
tsc iitcriis camera happened to break ; 
down on the day tint Csw aid allegedly ; 
vis.ted the Soviet Embassy. Si*t tie • 
CIA tsp r-n the Soviet embassy’s phono • 
produced an slle^.-u telephone C.-J ; 
Lira suctecae who lueaufied jimaeif I 
ai'Lfcel-leiiri'CjwC-j." ’

Th j CIA iiQtsi claimed that the ac- 1 
T-sal vales roc-.rhji’ at foe telephone ■ 
cosvj-rtaLca “w_; destroyed ia rtt'S- ■• 
tier destrttctio.t ' rtcedures approx*- ; 
rtjtely cne t.:-< ,. .'ter It was re- i 
crivrd." Yet tu.-e t.iaa seven ’.secs I 
h.er, the .-wl Ca-tued to have hew! : 
the telephone conversation that the ! 
CA y.id Lad ceen destroyed. The I 
Fui ; ,.oC traent -v -j teat the voice did 
r..t hr out tuO.-waM.

'.Vrc’.e the '-'ce I-'2« director J. E t tar ■; 
TLcvrf cn I-ov. “j, 1I63r “The Ceitu'il *. 
Lteili.’rn.ce Ajer.cy advised txai -r.x ;! 
Cx j. 1M3, an e.treme’.y :*aslJve \! 
ipuroehad rr.ertet tbataainiivitiunl 
It-iiEUfibl ciQjeif aa Eve Crxx‘L 
vh.u ccntacled the Scv:*t Embassy in ; 
Maim Qty lai,turinj as -.o any mr.wa- :• 
jis. ’ ..

“,-pe-obl rjents ct this bureau, --an 
b:-.c rocvT.l—i with Oswald in L"’.lx«, 
Tex, have cisrrved pbcU’.rac'.u c* I 
fa* iEili’Inuai ttfsrrad l-> r.l.-ive ar.d •’. 
have xjitted to 3 reccrdinj of his • 
v.-oe. These special agents at* oi .he i 
cyinloa that :*e ;be«eTre!err-»-i-.a i.t- 
.-i.-idual .vj» .- it Le* lurvey Oiwa-.d"
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.MEMORANDUM FOR: Deputy Director for Operations

FROM

SUBJECTS

Raymond A. barren
Chief, Latin America Division

&
: A. Jack Anderson 20 January 1977 Column 

Titled "CIz\ Tjed to False Oswald Story"

B. Identification of the Mr. X in the 
Anderson Column

1. The attached column, citing the testimony of a Mr. X, 
alleges th?t a CIA agent tried to link Oswald to Cuban intelli­
gence officers in Mexico. There is, of course, no substance to 
the column’s allegations. The column identifies the source as 
Mr. X because of attempts on his life, but subsequently gives 
enough information on Mr. X to establish his identity.

2. According to the Anderson column, Mr. X was first ret 
by his CIA contact in Havana before relations with U.S./Cuba were 
severed. Mr. X had helped to organize bank accountants to em­
bezzle Cuban government funds to finance anti-Castro causes. 
Mr. X was reportedly recruited by a Morris Bishop (CIA contact), 
to'plan an attempt on Castro’s life. The plan was to fire a 
bazooka from a nearby apartment building while Castro was deliver 
ing one of his marathon speeches. According to the Andcrr.or 
column, the plot was discovered by Castro’s police and Mr. X 
escaped to Miami. Mr. X also reportedly tried to assassinate 
Castro in Chile in 1971 in league with the Venezuelan Luis "esaJd 
Carriles, who is now being detained in Caracas for the 6 Oc*obc: 
Cubana airline bombing. The Anderson column ends with the repott 
that Mr. X woikcd for CIA until 1'J"’3 for expenses, but was paid 
$253,CUO in cash by Morris Bishop when he was terminated.

T' J HARX’IXG NOTICE
SENSITIVE INTELLIGENCE SOURCES AND METHODS INVOLVED

SECRET E2 I’-IPDET
CL BY 025



VECIAilA, an assistant bank manager and past president of a public 
accountants association in Havana, first contacted CIA in Havana 
in December I'.’nO when he asked the COS, at that *ir.v Janes A. 
to help in an assassination plot against Castro. VECIANA asked 
for visas for ten relatives of the four men assigned to kill Castro, 
and also requested four MI rifles with adapters for grenades plus 
eight grenades. The COS did not encourage VECIANA and subsequently 
checked with an Embassy officer who reported that VECIANA had made 
similar "wild-eyed" proposals to him. On 23 November 1961 the 
Miami News published a report of an unsuccessful attempt by Antonio 
VECIANA to kill Castro. VECIANA reportedly had arranged to 
assassinate Castro and Cuban President Osvaldo Dorticos on 5 October 
in Havana, but the bazooka he was using failed to fire.

4. There has been no Agency relationship with VECIANA. A 
POA, which was granted for his use in para-military affairs in 
January 1962, expired in November 1962. VECIANA was born on 
4 October 1935 in Havana. He was a member of the People's Revo­
lutionary Movement, an anti-Castro group in Cuba during 1960-61, and 
was one of the founders of Alpha-66. A certified public accountant 
by trade, VECIANA was with A.I.D. in La Paz in 19i>8-72. VECIANA 
was registered in ISR to the U.S. Army in November 1962 and he 
was terminated xothout prejudice in July 1966. On 23 July 1962 
VECIANA was interviewed, at his request, by Hr. Harry Real from 
the DCD New York office. VECIANA asked Real to arrange a meeting 
with a senior CIA officer to discuss Alpha-66’s plans to assassinate 
Castro and to request CIA’s assistance (U.S.$ 100,000; 10,000 Cuban 
pesos; 48 hand grenades). There is no indication that this request 
was ever acted upon by CIA.

'S. In April 1966 a LA Division officer, John R. Lucy, using 
the alias John Livingston, met VECIANA in New York City. The 
meeting was arranged by a retired naval officer, Janes Cogswell* 
who had informed Chief, V»ll Division that he had information of value 
concerning Cuba, ’.’•hen Lucy arrived in New York City for the meeting 
he was introduced by Cogswell to VECIANA. He immediately launched 
a discussion of the Cuban political situation and noted his strong 
feeling that the only solution was the assassination of Castro. 
Lucy advised VECIANA that he was in no position to provide him with 
assistance or encourage him in an assassination attempt and was only 
interested in gathering information which he thought was the purpose 
of the meeting. VECIANA subsequently said that his roommate 1-elix 
ZABALA, a Cuban refugee, had excellent contacts in Havana. It was 
clear to Lucy, however, VECIANA was attempting to- use ZABALA poten­
tially to get Agency financial support for his organization.



VliC I ANA suggested that 550,000 would be needed t <’ get his
• activities off the ground. Lucy indicated to VliClANA that he 

would lock ii\to the 21BALA matter and would probably arrange for 
ZABALA to be ‘contacted in Puerto Hico.

6. There is no indication in the file that any Agency officer 
in contact with VFCIAX'A ever used an alias Morris Bishop. There is 
no Morris Biskep listed in true nanc in tiie DDO rolls. There was 
never any contractual relationship with VECIANA and he was not 
paid CIA funds.

7. On 11 January 1977 a sanitized copy of VEClANA’s 201 file 
was made available to staffers from the Senate Select Committee on 
Intelligence.

Raymond A. Warren

Attachment
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- Distribution:

Orig 61- Addressee
, 1 - ADDO
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THE WASH JACTO> POST ' pjc*

Jack Alderson ar. J L- 
■ Mystery Wil

i A mystery wi'nets has sworn to con­
gressional inves"J gators tb..-. a Central 
Inteiligecce Agency eject introduced 
bin to Lee Harrey Oswald in Dallas 
three Ecttths before Oswald gunned

’ down President Joan F. Kennedy.-
• The witness, «hca •;• hare agreed 

to identify only as Jlr. X because cl at- 
\ tenets of his lisa, is the founder e-i » 

■ Cuban terrorist group that wotxed 
'■ • closely wish tie CIA.
' • The croup held secret meetings at 

■ 3126 Eoilandale ia Dallas before tae »- 
sassinatox Not long after Kennedy 
was shot, a Dallas deputy sheriff was

.. told by aa infonsant that Oswald bad 
. been asociatzg with scats Cubans st

“3123 Hiriendale."
• Mr, X's dramatic testiasony casts 
• tew light on the story Syista Cdix
• daughter of a wealthy opponent cf Ca- 
~ baa Prosier ridel Castrx told to the

Fol Two months before the Kennedy 
killing. she related, she was rlsted in 
her Dallas apartment by three sen 
who idencfled themselves as fnen-ls 

-cfherfather. : -.- -
- • One was introduced to her as Tero 

Oswald.” When she saw tee picture la 
the newspapers of the man who had 
shot Kennedy, she fainted Iron shock.

' ■ It was the same Oswald, she was cer­
tain, who bad visited her apartment.

Congressional investigators have 
• sow learned that the late J. Eiaar 
'Hoover deliberately misled the ’.Var- 
ten Commission about Cdio’s mystari- 

’ ' ota visitors. She was such a persuaove 
witness that the commissica staff was 

. preparing to investigate her story 
thoroughly.

Staff members even speculated, as- 
cording to one internal memo, that the

?s i f ten

aiess in JFK
anti-Castro forces might have re­
cruited Oswald, a known, pro-Cas’.ro 
activist to kill Kennedy.

The motive oa this." states the me­
mo, “would oi coa rse be the expecta­
tion that after the President was 
killed. Oswald would be caught cr at 
least bis Identity ascertained; the law 
enforcement authorises and the pub­
lic would then blase the acsassinatica 
on the Castro govrnu-uenfc and the all 
for a foroef'd overthrow would be irre- 
sisticle."

But Hoover abruptly blocked this 
line of impii.-y by nctidyin® the War­
ren Cocmj»ion on Sept 2L ISM. that 
the FBI had looted end ider.uiied 
Olio's callers. He named them as 

: Lorna Hail, Lawrence Howard and 
William Seymour. all anti-Costroites. 
Encver even suggested that Odio eouid 
have confused ue names “Lona Hail" 
and "Leon Cswaid."

Now the congrroslcna] investigators 
have uncovered evidence that all three 
denied rating the Cdio ac-artmeat 
and teat ths FBI had obtained their 
denials bejort Hoover wrote his letter 
to the Warren Conm js.c-.-x

The invwagitors have also obtained 
the tape of a fascinating ccnr.'.-saticn. 
predicting two weeks in ad. re that 
Kennedy would be shot "frc.a an c.T- 
lee building with a high-powered ri­
fle.” The rredictlsa wrs made by the 
Uta Joseph jLiteer, a right-wing rab­
ble rouse.", who also happened to have 
close connections wita x>tjCastro 
leaders.
■ The conversation was taped on Nov. 
9. !Sri3, ia Miami by an FBI informant 
named Willie Sostersett. who turned 
the tape over to the FBI the next day. 
Milteer is heard on the tape describing

Inquiry' Ji, 

how Kennedy would die. Then the rsb- 1 ’ ■ 
bls rouser a; led toowtriy that Ken-;-1-; 
ne<iy“isowsi*isaairkedmax" ••'. 1; ■

Milteer bier admitted to tne FBI I- j • 
that he had been ta- Dallas in June, a - 
l?i3. but demed having aay knowl-‘ 
edge of tbe Krnnecy assa^sinat-.cx |?’ 
However, the in-’ormant told the FBI- ]■’ 
tbit he asked ’hiteer after the shoot-- a> . 
ing whether be tai known snout it in ■ ■. 
advance or had merely been guessing. " 
1 don't do any guaomg." replied Mil-. ' ;-I

■■ teer.-.- .-•:<■.•
But the most explosive development- . ?! 

is Mr. X’s statemeat teat he met Os-.. : 
wald ia tbe cc-rizy of a CIA a tent, i 
Congressional mvsC.^ten cuesticned 1 -1.
tbe mystery witness cfnseiy on three ! 
separate octasiccx They fma2y con-1 I •? 

■ eluded that "b-s credibility is strength-■ j 
■ ened by tbe deiaist* provides consist- ■ ;l. 

ent with what he tcld us be.'cre. olgnif- ! l;_ 
* icaatly.be remtiis very strong on the i

Oswaldsighnog." • | <
Tbe encounter occurred In a down-- 

town Dallas building, where Mr. X htd' 
an appointment w da Ms CIA contact. 1 '
The agent was accompanied by a man' 
whom Mr. X later reccxurod-as Ken- 
nedy 'skiiler. _■ | -M

"when he saw it was Oswald that ; 
killed Kennedy." tbe inresrgamrs re-- < .<: 
ported ia a confidential memo, "he i ?; 
nearly freaked cut. but he sever said - ■ - 
anything."

The investiaaters Wed tn pto down- ■ •- 
Mr. X on bow be cxxdd be sure that • 
man was Oswald. Ur. X replied, ae-= ' ?< 
cooling to tbe c-esx that be had'-; -*< 
lex—ea "how to n'za the character-- ?• 
ies of a persox he bed teamed himself ‘ <•.
to do that. And id It nsat Omid, it ■:' ?• 
was someone who was emcctlp like Ge- ; u:. 
wald, his exact donbve. ” i •?

)

i



10 January 1977

MEMDRAMLM FDR: Chief, Counterintelligence Staff

FRO?! : Russell B. Holr.es
CI Operations Group

SUBJECT : Article by Korman Kemster Appearing in 
the Los Angeles Times of 1 January 1977 
and Entitled "CIA Withheld Data on Oswald' 
(copy attached)

In light of the inaccurate and misleading statements 
attributed by Keeps ter to Sprague, the following comments are 
offered in rebuttal.

a. "The CIA withheld from the FBI for almost 
two months in 1965 inrornaticn mat Lee Harvey Oswald 
had talked with Cuban and Soviet orxicials aoout his" 
desire to visit those countries . .

Cccnent: Oswald's name did not surface in Mexico City until 
T October 1963 when a hitherto unknown male telephoned the 
Soviet Embassy. During this telephone call, the caller identL 
fied himself as "Lee Oswald." Cn 3 October 1963, the Mexico 
City Station cabled to Headquarters the highlights of the 
transcript of the conversation.

(1) On 1 October 1963, an American male who 
spoke broken Russian and said his name was Lee 
Oswald (phonetic), stated he was at the Soviet 
Embassy on 28 September when he spoke with a consul 
whom he believed to be Valeriy Vladimirovich 
Kostikov'. Oswald asked the Soviet guard Ivan 
Obyedkov, who answered, if there was anything new 
regarding a telegram to Washington. Obyedkov upon 
checking said nothing had been received yet, but 
the request had been sent.

(2) Mexico Station said it had photographs of 
a male who appeared to be an American entering the 
Soviet Embassy at 1216 hours, leaving at 1222 on 
1 October. His apparent age was 35, athletic 
build, about six feet, receding hairline, balding 
top. Wore khakis and sport shirt.
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(3) No local dissemination was being made by 
the Station. [.MEXI 6453 (IN 36017), 8 October.]

(Note: Cablese has been rendered here into readable English, 
without substantive changes or omissions. Cryptonyms and 
pseudonyms have been emitted or put into clear text.)

The above information was received in Headquarters on 
9 October; the following day Headquarters incorporated this 
information in an electrical dissemination to the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation, the Department of State, the Department of 
the Navy, and the Immigration and Naturalization Service.

(1) On 1 October 1963 a reliable and sensitive 
source in Mexico reported that an American male 
who identified himself as Lee Oswald, contacted the 
Soviet Embassy in Mexico City inquiring whether the 
Embassy had received any news concerning a telegram 
which had been sent to Washington. The American 
was described as approximately 35 years old, with an 
athletic build, about six feet tall, with a "receding" 
hairline.

(2) It is believed that Oswald may be identical 
, , to Le6 Henry [sic] Oswald, bom on 18 October 1939 

in New Orleans, Louisiana, a former U.S. Marine who 
defected to the Soviet Uhion in October 1959 and later 
made arrangements through the United States Embassy 
in Moscow to return to the United States with his 
Russian-bom wife, Marina Nikolaevna Pusakova [sic] 
and their child.

(3) The information in paragraph (1) is being 
disseminated to your representatives in Mexico City. 
Any further information received on this subject 
will be furnished you. This information is being 
made available to the Irmigration and Naturalization 
Service. [DIRECTOR 74673, 10 October 1965.]

(Note: It should be pointed out that for some unknown reason 
the Headquarters desk responsible for making the dissemination 
neglected to include the information that Oswald had visited the 
Soviet Embassy on 28 September 1963.)

It was not until 22 November 1963, when the Station initiated 
a review of all transcripts of telephone calls to the Soviet Embassy
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that the Station learned that Oswald's call to the Soviet Embassy 
on 1 October 1963 was in connection with his request for a visa " 
to the USSR. Because he wanted to travel to the USSR by way of 
Cuba, Oswald had also visited the Cuban Embassy in an attenpt to 
obtain a visa allowing him to transit Cuba.

Inasmuch as Oswald was not an investigative responsibility 
of the CIA and because the Agency had not received an official 
request from those agencies having investigative responsibility 
requesting the Agency to obtain further information, the Station 
did nothing other than ask Headquarters on 15 October 1963 for 
a photograph of Oswald. (MEXI 6534 (IM 40357), 15 October 1963.] 
On 25 October 1963, Headquarters sent a request to the Department 
of the Naw for a photograph of Oswald. (DIRECTOR 77978, 
24 October 1963.] It was not until 26 November 1963, however, 
that the Navy Department apparently responded to this request by 
sending directly to the Mexico City Station a photograph of Oswald.

In response to a question from the Warren Commission, the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, on 6 April 1963 stated that:

"The investigation of Oswald in 1963 prior to receipt 
of the Central Intelligence Agency complication 
dated 10 October 1963 was directed toward the primary 
objective of ascertaining the nature of Oswald's 
sympathies for, and connection with, the FPCC (Fair 
Play for Cuba Comittee) or subversive elements. The 
Central Intelligence Agency cocsmication which 
reported that a man, tentatively identified as Oswald, 
had inquired at the Soviet Embassy concerning a 
telegram which had been sent to Washington did not 
specify the nature of the telegram. This contact 
with the Soviet Embassy interjected a new aspect into 
the investigation and raised the obvious questions of 
why he was in Mexico and exactly what were his 
relations with the Soviets. However, the information 
available was not such that any additional conclusions 
could be drawn as to Oswald's sympathies, intentions 
or activities at that time. Thus, one of the objectives 
of the continuing investigation was to ascertain the 
nature of his relations with the Soviets considering 
the possibility that he could have been recruited by 
the Soviet Intelligence Services. The Central 
Intelligence Agency communication, dated 10 October 1963, 
stated that any further information received concerning 
Oswald would be furnished and that our liaison repre­
sentatives in Mexico City were being advised. On
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18 October 1963, one of our FBI liaison repre­
sentatives in Mexico City was furnished this infor­
mation by Central Intelligence Agency and he arranged 
follow-up with Central Intelligence Agency in Mexico 
City for further information and started a check to 
establish Oswald's entry into Mexico. Subsequent to 
the assassination, Central Intelligence Agency also 
advised us of Oswald's contact with the Cuban Embassy 
in Mexico City at the time of his visit there."

[Conmssion Exhibit No. 833 (FBI Letter to J. Lee Rankin, 
dated 6 April 1964).]

b. "Chief Counsel Richard A. Sprague said that the 
committee staff had learned that a C LA message des- 
cribing Oswald's activities' in Mexico to federal 
agencies such as the FBI had been rewritten to elimi­
nate any mention of his request for Cuban and Soviet 
visas. The message was sent in October, more than a month 
before the November 22,1963 assassination."

Comment: It is not CIA practice to disseminate raw information in 
the form it is received from the field. Field reports are received 
in Headquarters where they are first reviewed by the action desk. 
The information is then written in a form suitable for dissemination 
to the intelligence comunity, including additional information, 

available, from the Agency's central counterintelligence files 
to make the report more meaningful to the recipient (s).

Upon learning that on 1 October 1963 an American identifying 
himself as Lee Oswald had telephoned the Soviet Embassy, the Mexico 
City Station cabled to Headquarters on 8 October 1963 the highlights of 
Oswald's conversation with the Embassy. Because the Station at that 
time did not know that Oswald was Lee Harvey Oswald and that he had 
come to Mexico to apply for visas to the Soviet Union and Cuba, the 
Station reported only that information obtained through telephone 
tap operation against the Soviet Embassy.

On 10 October 1963, the day after it received the information 
relating to Lee Oswald and his contact with the Soviet Embassy, 
Headquarters incorporated this information in an electrical dissemi­
nation to the community and included a brief summary of biographic 
information obtained from central counterintelligence files on the 
possible identity of Lee Oswald. Since Headquarters had no indi­
cation before 22 Noveirber that Oswald had gone to Mexico to apply 
for Cuban and Soviet visas, there was no question of eliminating any



mention of Oswald's request for such visas.

Within its limitations and capabilities, Mexico Station had 
complied with the Agency regulations pertaining to reporting on 
Americans abroad. The Station had informed Headquarters which in 
turn had alerted those agencies with an investigative or policy 
interest in Oswald as an American in the United States. Headquarters 
also instructed the field station to inform the local representatives 
of those agencies.

As mentioned above, the action desk in Headquarters neglected, 
for unknown reasons, to include the fact that Oswald had visited 
the Soviet Embassy on 28 September 1963. Had this information been 
included it would have indicated to recipients of the report that 
Oswald had more than a fleeting reason to be in contact with the 
Embassy; however, as already stated, the reason for the 28 September 
contact and the subject of the telegram to Washington were, at that 
time, unknown.

c. "The CIA's decision to withhold information 
was reversed shortly after Kennedy was killed."

Comment: This statement is patently false and misleading. It is 
totally incompatible with Sprague's remarks to Agency representatives 
in Headquarters on 24 November 1976, i.e., "he will not prejudge the 
Agency for any sins of 'omission or commission'."

d. "Sprague told a press conference that it was 
impossible without more information to know why the CIA 
had censored its own message.*1

Comment: If Sprague needed more information, why did he not ask 
the Agency for an explanation, instead of making it appear to the 
public that the Agency has been dishonest in its dealings with the 
intelligence community?

e. "But he said the incident raised two interesting 
questions: what might the other agencies have done 
differently if they~nad been more fully informed,~and 
why did the CIA decide to remove 'information that was 
considered pertinent enough to be put in an initial 
draft of the message?' *'

Comment: As already mentioned, the Agency did not know initially 
why Oswald was in contact with the Soviet Embassy in October 1963.
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It was only after the news of the assassination had reached the 
Station that the Station initiated a review of its holdings. As 
a result of this review, the Station learned that Oswald had also 
visited the Cuban Embassy and that Oswald's contacts with the two 
embassies were in connection with his desire to travel to the 
Soviet Union by way of Cuba.

As to what "other agencies" might have done had they had more 
information, attention is drawn to the FBI's comment in response 
to the Warren Corrmission's question. According to the FBI's 
response, some investigation had been initiated on or about 
18 October in Mexico. By the 25th of October, FBI headquarters had 
informed its field office in New Orleans "that another Agency had 
determined that Lee Oswald was in contact with the Soviet Embassy 
in .Mexico City in the early part of October 1963." The New Orleans 
field office in turn informed the Dallas office which had juris­
diction over Oswald's place of residence. (For further detail, see 
IV H 447 and 459.) There was, however, no request, official or 
otherwise, from any of the responsible departments and agencies in 
Washington for further details as to Oswald's presence in Mexico 
and his reasons for contacting the Soviet Embassy.

f. "The committee said its staff investigators 
had recently questioned a former CIA agent who haa" 
'personal knowledge* of Oswald's visits to the Soviet 
and Cuban embassies in Mexico. As a result of that 
interview, the report said, staff members were sent to 
Mexico, where they found and questioned additional 
witnesses-?7 ‘

Comment: Sprague’s characterization "a former CIA agent” is probably 
in reference to David Phillips. The latter's "revelations" to staff 
investigators (and also to Ronald Kessler) were unfortunate to say 
the least, in that they were inaccurate, so far as we know. There 
is no indication in the Oswald files that Oswald wanted to make a 
deal with the Soviets in return for a free trip to the USSR. The 
"additional witnesses" in Mexico, it is believed, are Boris Tarasov 
and his wife, both of whom had been under contract with the Agency 
in 1963. We have not been informed, officially or otherwise, by 
Sprague what Phillips and the Tarasovs told the staff investigators.

g. " 'These witnesses had never been sought cut 
before by any investigative body, notwithstanding the 
fact that they had important information concerning 
statements by Lee Harvey Oswald in Mexico within'ey 
days of the assassination of President Kennedy,' the 
report said."
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Consent: If "these witnesses" include people other than the Tarasovs 
it would be impossible, at this time, to make an appropriate comment. 
The fact remains, however, that if Sprague had obtained additional 
details, he should hold such information and not make it public 
until the Agency has had a chance to review it and comment. There 
are many examples in the Oswald files of statements made by people 
claiming to have knowledge of Lee Harvey Oswald which have been 
proven to be fabrications. One such person was Gilberto Nolasco 
Alvarado Ugarte who, on 26 November 1963, came to the U.S. 
Embassy in Mexico City. He claimed he had been in the Cuban 
Consulate in Mexico City on 18 September 1963 when a man he later 
recognized to be Lee Harvey Oswald received $6,500 in cash to kill 
an important person in the United States. After thorough investi­
gation by Mexican authorities, the Mexico City Station, and the FBI, 
it was concluded that Alvarado had completely fabricated his story 
about C nvald.

Attachment

3



THE LOS ANGELES TIMES 
1 January 1977

•cioiSBl' 
Da[a oh Oswald j 

^Assassinations Panel44~ 
^Issues. Report to House 
^?<BYh’bl»l«%NpEMPST£»

,Tlr»»jr>HWritwi 
•^t/A£'^GTON—T'ce’CLA'.".with-f‘ 

•held'Iron.the FBI Tor almost two 
"bnontbs in 1=33 infomation that Lee 
’Harvey Cswald-had talked with Cu- 
. ban' and So viet officials about bis de- 
ssire to visit those countries, a House 

C-o>ri—Jtta •reported Friday.’1 <•?.
•?■■■The Select"Committee on Assassin- 
rations' inicated in a report to the full - 
’House that its investigation c! the 
■'nurd er cf President John F. Kennedy, 
.’would focus early in 1977 on a trip . 
.Oswald had made-to'Mexfoo City in 
* October, 1933.ra/’m: :> •:'In.

Chief Counsel Richard X Sprague 
?safd\thah the '.committee .staff had 
learned that a CIA message describ- 
finji Oswald's activities in Mexico to 
^federal agencies suchas.the F3I had 
'been rewritten to eliminate any men-. 
: tion. of his request for Cuban' arid So- 
•jviet visas. The message was sent in'. 
-October, more than a month before 
4theNov.ll, 1953, assassination. 
-*The CIA discovered Oswald’s pre—' 
j-sence'at-the .embassiesrthsoughits'. 
•routine surveillance of these facilities. 
}"l>eca'us'e Oswald had once defected to 
* the"Soviet Union, the CIA and FBI 
£had'_b«.i.Lite:ested in.his activities 
^eveb'before the Kezmedytassassuta-

•’ * W 9 *■ • *. . , A
j?35b.eTcLA’?decision towffhhold in-’ 
•formation was reversed shortly after 
jSehriedy-was kill «L. Thera gencyre-.' 
r-ported Oswald's efforts to.yisit Cuba 
■tend.the Soviet Uniori.boUi.to the FBI

and to the Wraraen Commission, which cm-' 
eluded that Oswald was the assassin and 
had acted alone. '
•.Sprague told a press conference that it 

,vas impossible without more infer nation 
’ o know way the CIA had censored its own 
nessage. •' • . • •

. But he said the incident raised two inter­
esting. questions:,what might the other 
igencies hare done differently if they bad 
seen mere fully informed ar.d why rad the 
CIA decide to remove'‘'inkr.nal-cn that" 
was considered pertinent enough to be put,' 
in an initial draft of the message!'* *..j’ 
•There were r.o Erm corcluslo'r.o Li the 
"report, which the 12-member committee 
prepared after the first three months cf its'. 
investigatioa into the murders of Kennedy, 

rand civil rights leader. Dr. Martin Luther ■ 
'King..’.;' «,'•.>•;is:

• •'.Technically,-’ths coribh'.ttee-joej cut of: 
. business Tuesday with the end of the ses-, 
riba of Co egress in which it was formed.

' The purpose of the year-end report was to . 
urge the new Congress to reestablish the.; 
committee rand to give it S5.5--ifiion to pay. 

■ for the fort year of what ccrid be a two- ■ 
jearainvestigation.- w- .

:v '• • ,... •■...?

0 'In the three months sir.:-: itseslablish- 
meat, the committee has initiated prelhi- ‘ 
inary investigations LT.o new and pre- 

■vicusly ur.pursued leads in both assassins-. 
lions,’’the report said.
•' The committee said its star: investigators 
had recently, questioned a former CIA 

• agent who h-id..“pers:ncl knowledge”, cf. 
Oswald’s vitiato the Soviet and Cuban" 
embassies in Mexico.- Art nrt’ul’.of that in­
terview, the report"said, staff members' 

.were sent to if erics,'. where they found and 
feuestioned additions! witns--es. ■

2 hfid *2’.’’IT ■;

. out before by any invest:?" ive body, sot-i! 
withstanding the fact that they had impor-; 
taxjt Imcrmatia.i concerning statements by" 
Lee Harve/ Oswald in M- sco within-SJ1 
days cf the assassination cf Presiden’.Ken- 
pedy,” the report said.: "tj •~d'z . 

'.' The rerxirt said also tnat the ccrimillee 
staff hadfoterriewed'a person who.msert- 
ed that he had ciscussed the King murdec 
With James Earl Ray, who pleaded guilty 

. to the crime. The unidentified witness said 
".■that Ray bad told him about contacting an 
.'esscctate in Europe to receive further ia- 
.'Stnxtionx The story, which was to;d tore- 
■ porters by a ccmmittee member several 
weeknago.Lasnrtteenverified..;- •< 

■*■' In a letter to New YorkTir.es columnist. 
Anthony lewj, Ray offered this week to i 
testify under oath at a committee heiring.u 

: Rut Sprague and Walter F. Faxttroy,the-

District cf Colur ’.’j congre»;:on j tlcle- 
' gale and the ch:--r.an c f the Km g subcom­
mittee’ said that r.o dcc.v.onbad neen made 
on accepting Ray’s efrer. -.. .• .• « ....

• Howe /er, Sprague induced that it prob­
ably would be’acccpted. .

‘‘Any and all people who have relevant 
information will be interrogated,’' Sprague 
said. • • • . • . .

• In a personal statement issued h con­
junction with the report, Rep. Ho.iry'B. 
Gonsalez (D-Tc.t), who is (o tecome com­
mittee chairman in the new year, said a 
thorough investigation was nerdeu to ar..

• swer hundreds of pressing quesuerm > ■.. : 
■ "Gonsales said that the com.’-?.".** hoped 
. to discover whether former Fc 1 £_• ret cr J. 
Edgar Hoover’s now well-kro'-n -- - '.vrosl. ■ 

‘ ty toward King had affected theftl's fo- 
.vesligationol the assassination; .. . . ,'.i 

era: Eovrever, Gonaaleo raid, the ccmmiltee's 
work cculd go well heyood the k-.iings cf 
Kennedy and Ki.-;. -.ra-: .. ..•

; '" IThe committee can'sl-.ed light on the 
larger issue of political murder and viv

; olence,” Gonzalez said. ’’.We should not 
forget .that .President Ford had his own 

"narrow escape; no member of the I’cuse 
;;Shdu!d •»•-■ *> I i-.'>'for-
/■get5-that* the Capitol .'BuEdisg "1 was 
'.bombed... .“•
a- He said the committee’s ultimate task 
-was-*'u find cut not just what. L^rmerad 
but why.” . ki’.‘,;-,-;t‘-7.'4.r^’ f -.-’ • -



MEMORANDUM FOR: Director of Central Intelligence

VIA : Deputy Director of Central Intelligence

FROM : John H. Mailer
Inspector General

SUBJECT : President Kennedy Assassination - Mrs. Luce Story

1. Action Required: None; for information only.

2. Background: In 1975, Mrs. Clare Boothe Luce telephonically 
informed Director William Colby of support she had rendered to certain 
Cubans who were conducting their own independent operations against 
the Castro Government in 1961 and 1952. Mrs. Luce stated, that she and 
Mr. William Pawley, an American financier long associated with the 
Dominican Republic, helped finance a motorboat for three Cubans. The 
three Cubans, concurrently, were members of a CIA supported Cuban 
exile organization. After the 1962 missile crisis, all resistance 
groups against Castro were ordered to cease operations. At this time, 
Mrs. Luce and Mr. Pawley also ceased their financial support. In 
1963, very shortly after the assassination of President Kennedy, the 
Cuban captain of the motorboat, which Mrs. Luce helped to subsidize, 
phoned Mrs. Luce to inform her that "Oswald was a hired gun". She, in 
turn, informed him to tell all to the FBI. At the behest of Director 
Colby, Mrs. Luce passed the story on to Senator Richard Schweiker, . 
chairman of the subcommittee investigating the Warren Commission Report.

A version of the information was given to columnist Betty 
Beale and was published in the Washington Star on 16 November 1975 
(attached). A staff member of the Senate Select Committee, on 10 
December 1975, inquired as to what the Agency thought of the story. 
The Agency oral response was that it had nothing to add to the news­
paper story and that since this query involved U.S. resident Cuban 
refugees, the FBI would be the proper agency to contact.
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The transcripts were received by CIA's Inspector General 
on 22 December 1976 from Mr. Colby's secretary. At the suggestion 
of the Inspector General, the Office of Security sent copies of the 
transcripts and a background note to the Federal Bureau of Investi­
gation in January 1977. We do not knew whether the FBI passed this 
information to the House Select Committee on Assassinations.

This story is summarized here for your background in the 
event that it should be replayed by the press as a result of releases 
which may be made by the House Assassination Subcommittee. While it is 
not a new story, the actual CIA transcript of Mrs. Luce's conversation 
with Mr. Colby could be considered newsworthy and could be presented 
in a manner detrimental to CIA.

John R. Waller

Attachment: a/s

cc: Asst, for Public Affairs w/att 
Mr. H. Hetu

Distribution:
Original - Addressee w/att.

1 - DDCI w/att.
1 - Asst, for PA/Mr. Hetu w/att.
1 - ER w/att.

'J ” Subject (Task Force) w/att. 
I - IG Chrono w/o att.
1 - J.L.Leader Chrono w/o att.

OIG/J.L.Leader:aal

2
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Betty Beal
One day in the latter part of October, Clare Luce re- I 
ived a call from Sen. Richard Schweiker, R.-Pa., > 
airman o! the subcommittee investigating the War- • 
a Commission Report. He wanted her to persuade । 
me Cubans she had known—Cubans who had known ; 
e.Harvey Oswald —• to testify before his committee, j 
rs. Luce's efforts to locate the Cubans led to a same-1 
tat bloodcurdling warning. But let her tell the story ; 
im the beginning. . j
•‘The year is 1351. a year of great American s 
auma." she began bar narration to recent dinner; 
ie$U in her aqua-colored Watergate apartment. ''I 1 
id a friend named Bill Pawley who was brought up in I 
iba and who was Truman’s ambassador to Peru and | 
ratiL 1 got to know Bill very well in India and China > 
hera he had built up a voluntary outfit called ir.e .’ 
lying Tigers. Bill was also called in by the CIA to re- I 
•uit tubans for the Bay of Pigs operation. Afterwards 
»was a very urhapoy man. • • '
“One day he called me uo and said, ‘How would you 

ke to get in on the Cuban Fiying Tiger operation?’ He 
id in mind a fleet of motorboats subsidized by Ameri- 
ins and manned by Cubans who had been in the Say 
! Pigs operation — all these young kids who had been 
landed after the Bay of Pigs.
“1 said, "Fine.’ So I helped to finance a motorboat, 

he three lads who manned mi.te came up to see me 
jveral times. They would leave the coast of Fiorida 
nd land in Cuba and come out with information. The 
iforrnation they came out with was remarkably actu­
ate — that the Russians were building missile sites in 
Xiba. I was told that the mformaticn was eventually 
id to Sex Ken Keati.-.g and was passed on to the 
/nite House. You remember what an impression it 
lade and how accurate it was.

"THEN CAME THE ?d;SSiLE showdown. Soon after 
he showdown I got a telephone call from Allen Dulles 
aying the Neutrality Act had been invoked and all t 
tmencans must cease and desist in any further efforts < 
owards the liberation of Cuba. Of course, we desist-:

Two years later she and her husband Hany (Henry) ;
were Sitting in their New York apartment listen-' 

ne. to the televised reports of President Kennedy’s : 
.swtsr-iiiatitsn when around midnight she received a

. phone’call from New Orleans. “It was the captain of 
my motorboat.” said Clare, “A young men not more

• than 25, a young student lawyj- He said, ‘Mrs. Luc» J ! 
want to tell you about Oswald.’ *' - j

“He said that immediately ail ar the H51 missile 
showdown. FBI men had came to .Miami and told the ! 
Cubans to break up all resistance croups and disperse. 
He and the other two members of his crew had moved 
to New Orleans where they started another "Free 
Cu^a group. They had been there a year and a hall 
when who made contact with them but Oswald!

“The Cubans all thought he’was a kook. Oswald 
bragged about having been in Russia and said he was 
an ex-Marine. He said he could shoot anybody and he 
would be happy to sheet Castro. He had no money, he 
was living with his wife in New Orleans and it looked 
like he was presenting himself as a hired gun. They 
didn't like the cut of hi* jib so they turned him off. But 
they followed him and found he was in a Fair Play for 
Cuba Communist cell to whose members he was giv­
ing the same line.

“And I remember this from the telephone conversa- s 
tion — Oswald was telling the cell that he could sheet 
anyone, including the secretary of the Navy. The Free 
Cubans continued to tail aim and found that suddenly 
he had money, and he started going to Mexico City. He 
made several trips. They continued their penetration 
of the Cuban Communist ceil. He said they made tape 
recordings of some of Oswald’s meetings and they had 

. taken photographs of him distributing handbills for the 
Fair Play unit. The next thing they knew President 
Kerxedy was shot.

“THE YOUNG CUBAN VTr.O called me.” continued 1 
former Ambassador Luce, "said that there was a | 
Cuban Communist assassination teem working some-1 
where—in Dallas, New.Orfeans or wherever— I don’t * 
remember, and that Oswald was their hired gun. Os-.; 

. wald, he said. had tried ta report the Communist plans ; 
to the FBI some time before the assassination. But be-: 
cause he was out far the dough thay didn't believe him. i

fonJinus4-
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J •r“"'po;e that the FBI must hear from a thousand • 
*" crackpots’ a week. ...

Ir. any event, on the telephone my young friend told 
me that they had these taae recordings of Oswald and 
pholnr.-ophs and what should they do? I said. ‘Co to 
the F£i and tell them everything you know.’ That hav­
ing been said I put the whole thing out cl my mind. 
Comes the Warren Commission and says Oswald aicne 
was retaor.sibie and I forgot Ute whole matter. .

■•'Then, in 1SS7, a fellow named Jim Garrison, dis­
trict ar.orr.ey in New Orleans. hit the headlines charg­
ing that the assassination was a conspiracy. At that 
moment I was reminded of the information I had re­
ceived and I began to wonder whether or not the 
Warren Commission had got all the facts. X couldn't 
remember the names of the Cubans but 1 finally locat­
ed one crewman who was living in Miami again and I. 
asked him what happened after he went to the FBI.

"He said. 'We turned over copies of everything.' We 
were then told.to keep our traps shut and that we 
would be deported if we said anything publicly.' He 
said one of the crew was deported to Guatemala, and 
one was murdered — stabbed in front of a store.

. "THE!?. INFORMATION. HE SAID, never appear- 
ed in the Warren Commission reoort. He said, ‘1 am 
marriad now, I jive in Miami and I don’t want to get • 
involved in it ever again.’" • • •

• When Sen. Schweiker made his request of Clare 
Luce less than three weeks ago. she telephoned anoth­
er Cuben friend to see if he could locate and persuade 
the ysung man to testify behind closed dcors. Replied 
the older Cuban, if the testimony was behind J3 closed 
doors it would still become public. • •

"Americans think they are playing games." he told 
her. "They don’t know they are involved in a .life or • 
death business. No. I won't tell you where he can be 
found. The people working for a free Cuba would lose 
their lives. A lot of them have already. They are net 
interested in making political headlines for politicians. 
You think the Bay or Pigs, the nuclear missiles, the 

’ assassination of the president was the end of the story?
• -1 tell you it is just the beginning. What you Americans 

.don’t understand is. there are trained Communist ter- 
•jorists, assassination, kidnapping, bombing and sabo- 
-tage teams all over the country and the world.'’ .

— Kff Varil Putet 
Clare Boothe Lucs \

‘A year of great American trauma.’

The very day after that conversation, observed! 
Clare gravely, bombs went off at the Stole Depart­
ment here, at the U.S.-U.N. mission and four tanks fa! 
New York and at three places in Chicago. And close to: 
the same hour she was recounting the whole fascinat-i 

. ing stcry to.her guests, a Cuban.- anti-Communist.' 
‘ leader was exploded into bits in his car in Miami. J
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6 January 1977

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Transcripts of October 1975 Telephone Conversations 
Between Director Colby, Mrs. Clare Boothe Luce and 
Mr. Justin McCarthy

1. Attached herewith are transcripts of two telephone conversations 
between Director William Colby and Mrs. Clare Boothe Luce, and one between 
Director William Colby and Mr. Justin McCarthy. The conversations took 
place in October 1975 and discuss Mrs. Luce's concern that certain infor­
mation, from a former boat captain, a Cuban refugee, regarding the Presi­
dent Kennedy assassination, reached the proper authorities. While the 
information in these transcripts have been provided to investigating 
authorities, they may be of some assistance to the House Select Committee 
on Assassinations as it investigates various allegations.

2. The transcripts were received by the Agency Inspector General on 
22 December 1976. The transcript of the 25 October 1975 conversation was 
typed by Ms. Barbara Pindar on the same day. The other two transcripts 
were typed by Ms. Pindar on 21 December 1976 from her stenographic records 
while clearing out the remainder of Director Colby's files. Ms. Pindar 
was Mr. Colby's secretary during his Directorship.

3. A version of the telephone conversation transcript was published 
in the Washington Star on 16 November 1975 (attached). A staff member of 
the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence, on 10 December 1975-, inquired 
as to what the Agency thought of the story. The Agency oral response was 
that it had nothing to add to the newspaper story and that since this 
query involved U.S. resident Cuban refugees, the FBI would be the proper 
agency to contact.



4. The attached transcripts indicate that the natter was brought to 
the attention of Senator Schweiker and The Federal Bureau of Investigation. 
(Telephone conversation between Director Colby and Hrs. Clare Boothe Luce 
on 25 October 1975, pages 2 and 3).

Attachments: a/s


