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‘Working Arrangements for the Warren Commission Investigation.

The KSCA Repmrt famls to &escrxbe the warkmng axranqements
for the conduct of the Warren Commlssmon inquiry. fSuch an
undarstan&;ng is basic to any mntarpretatxon of what alé ané

éld qnot happen dnrlng the 1nqulry.

?ollow;ng the assass;natxon of Presiéent Kenﬁedy, ?reslﬁent

“;Johnson daslgnate& tha Feaaral Bureau of 1nvestmgaﬁxon as

the pr;ncmpal lnvestxgatlve arm of - the Govarnment to 1nvest1gate the‘

\assass;natman.< Th;s was a loglcal step as the Bureau had

 thé laxgest boﬂy Of txained investigators.';?he role,of*the 
Bureau continued in this respect durlng the: waxren Commission’
mn‘uxry; mbe Commxsaion, which ha& a nuch smaller staLf,,:f;‘
'ralled extenslvely ‘on the Bureau for the exhaustlve lnvestxgatxon
that Was conducted. :

As tastzfxed t@ by, Fr.yﬂelmg, as alted ;n the HS5CA.
;;Report, CIA conslderea ltseif responsxve to Warren Comnxésion
 ih t at;ves, In aﬁditxon ko nr. Helms testimnny, hewevex,
'the record shOWS that CIA took a number of 1ﬂxt1at1veq on
‘1ts “own in collect;nq xnformatlon and repoxtxng dxrectly to
the Cunmlssxon; Consxstent wmth t&e understood arxangeﬂents
,J,ef the tme, mz:mx, CIA xepemea ‘ he ﬁes:ailaa :x.nformtmon

y?ﬂ{r /

41nvast1gat1va

arm of the Warren Cammxssxon.» his valved both gquality

”that it haé to tha FBI ln the latter =Y rale as

' reporting and a great dross of material that;ordinarily
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might not be considered worth reporting. A consideration raised
here is tha;‘intelligence aualysté routinely winnow out

useless and marginal reports to aveid flooding the reciplents
with unevaluateﬁ trash. That the HSCA has taken issue with

so few instances of non-disseminated material indicates that

the practice worked well in the course of the Warren Commission

inguiry. lzn this respect the FBI and the CIA worked closely
togetﬁeri‘ There are a number of inptances in which initial
reporting by CIA was the subject of an investigative follow-
Sup by the Euréau, Just as'CIA responded to Bureau reguests.
 This constituted something of a team operation, providing

the available infarmation at that time to the Warren Comnmigsion.
HSC& investigators seem to have treated the work of the )
Bureau and C;A as separate from one another,i?xiticizing CIQ
for not conducting investigations that obviously were conducted

by the FEI.E
RN

. As testified to by the Deputy Director of Central

:Iﬁtel&igence, in his testimony before the HSCA, CIA iz not

'an investigative agency in the usual sense of the term,

While it daesyeollecé inforhation‘abroad, its sources are

carefully selected for their potential access to very specialized

and sharply focused subject matter. Those resources are not

‘readily subject to rédirection for the purpose of police-

#
type investigations, Further, CIA's repreésentatives abroad

are under cover and should not expose their true identity by
!_,&j‘ts"{ ;’,? Iﬁﬁ A vay’.’;f;}wm‘/

errgastiagedn-the-gsvat-police~bype investigative technigues.

(528

353

They can seek assistance from those pulice and security

)57»‘\}‘,} pite et s e o -
. . wo LT R S
organizations where existing arrangements permit,zgﬁt
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in t‘mY general pe%—:we-type mvestigation thay are limtad by
'COVer, trainxng and resourcea;jéﬁgg 8 resulﬁ}”{ﬁere wera a
number of 1nsbances An which CIA reports nf xnformatxon
Passlbly related to the assassmnatlon of Pres;dent Kennedy .
- Seted, Hnrn) @ ded )y d o
werd actually 1§&est¢gat¢d by FBI personnelggssxgneﬁ to the
Tl raeta, W/{oy Sang

location for Lhat inqumr?] This worklnq arrangement and the
results, is overlooked in some of the treatment by the Esca
AReport.

While the HECA ¢id conaldex the question of how such an

e e A A ot ok bk e,

1nqu1ry should be conducted in tha future, there seemeé to be a

tenden¢y to treat the Warren Cmmmlssxon lnquxry the way HSCP(::::::::jwug

staff ;nvestxgatars felt lt should have been émne instead of how

it was done unﬁer the arrangements actually in affect at the txme.
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Comments on Findings of the Committee

At page 12 in the Findings and’ Recommendations of

the Committée, Section I, 9;4., there is a stark statement

that ZIA "was deficient in ité coliection and sharing of
information both prior to and subsequent to the assassination.”
The ungualified nature of that finding conveys impressions

that are subject to disagreement. The Committee is entitled

to its conclusions, but by the same token, the Agency is
éﬁtitlea to ekpregs its reservations about them. For instance,
as a comment at this point, what CIA could be expected to do
prior to the assassination is an interesting question in '
itself, which the stark statement handles simplistically.

The fact is that CIA Had no advance information of any sort

on the assassination of P:esident‘xennédy in Dallas.

At page 24 of the Report, in the Section discussing the

structure of the investigation, the Committee observes that

V'iis‘éccess;“was unprec&aenéed by &ny‘cmngressional conmittes.”
'bf~éoﬁrsé, the pérmanént Qversightﬁepﬁmittees, which have
 i£stiﬁutiohalizea‘aecurity'proceéureé} have’ségiéggdagpesz.
CTtlis mdrévcérrect to'Say that no special investigaﬁive

L committee has had similar access in the past.
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“Comments on losenko

at paée’86 t5e HSCA Report Qbsé:veé that‘"strangalf,'
while (Nosen&o)'wés,iﬁterrogated during this period {léééé,<7W’
1968) he was questioned very liﬁtie'about Ostvald. ® w;thmut o
defending the mxstxeatment of ¥osenko or the. mlqtakes in the>
handling of his cage, this aspect has an easily understandablew
rationale,wwhich Waé cfﬁe%ea to’the Committee. As the V
Committee‘dmittedVrefaréncé’to it, it is repeated here.

One of the pxbﬁlems wiﬁh what Hosenko said had arisen
out of incoﬁsiaténcies as to what he knew about Oswald,
complicated by ghe quéstion‘as to whether he was a bona-fide
défactof or a dis?atched agent. It was not judged profitab;e
to belabor the Oswald issue and the decision was taken to
try to resolve the question as to whether or not he was a
bona-fide defector. If he was determined to bm a bona-fide
defector, then the significance of his ;nconsxstewt etatemants
‘was reduced to the questlon of the xellabalxty of whatVany‘
defector says in the” early dayg OF hls &efectlon.‘ If He wag

determxnedmto not %& a bona fide defector, then the sxcnxfzcan @

Comnxssxon anulry, Vosenko testlmony was not used

o

bad xt been useﬁ lt wculﬁ have tended to rexniorce the:

flndlngs Of the Varren Commlqazon that there Was 1o eV1dence

of Soviet 1nvolvement., 
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0 Comments on AMLASY

At paéesAé9-94 £he HSCA .Report discussges what is
knawn as the AMLASH operatxon. It also alscusses a study
ertten xr CIA in 19?7 refexred tc in the nscA Repwrt as '’
the CIA Tagk Force erart. Flrst, there are certain thlngs
that shmuld bé un&er"tood abaut the AMLASH operatmon. ‘While
th HSCA xnvestxg&tars xeaé the 1977 CI& Task Force Report,
they’apparently dxd not appreaxate a. key consldexatxon to
»now the operatxon was handled durlng the life of President
Kennedy,
A aoth thc Ezsenhow@r and the Kenneéy Admxnlatratzmns had

major grwgrams ai d at the overthrow of anel Castro g

nd: clandest&ne actxvztzas in Cmba. It was in thlS context

Vposxtlon helé by the man. in tne Castro government e repreaented
1fa con&act with cans;derable p'tentxal whlch should be exploited

,l& p0051b1e. However, the assessment of the man was that he

“was not stable an& nat sub}ect to dlsc;pllne of the Qort

xequ red for a rewxultedkagen
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The decision we. “aken that the man could not pe dealt

with as:a principal ageﬁt and that an attempt woﬁld have to
be made to find éomeone in his organization wiﬁh whom the
nccessary ageﬁt xelationship céuld be established. The
problem thus became one of how to maintain the contact with
a man who claimed to have the organization and weaponry to
carry out a coup, while at the same time developing a way of
taking advantage of whatever eventuated.

Thg rgcqrd is ﬁneqﬂivccal in the conditional approach
that was seﬁtiaé'upmn forkdealinﬁ with the man. He would be
tpld that he would be given no advance support and that only
i€ he‘succeede& in a coup would he receive support. This ’
position was given him on 29 October 1863. Subseqguent reporting
from FBI and CIA sources made it clear that tbe man. unﬁeratao&
that  he. had been rebuffed and tHat -he was outraged., It was
clear that if CIA 4id not want to 1063@ the contact, which
had as yet to be ﬁ@veloped into anythlng tangxble, steps
had to be taken to mmlllfy him. AMLASH/1 was asked to have .a
meetxno w;th a CIA representatxve. A CIA case OfflCLr travelled
to Burope, arrlvxng the morning 0{”23 November 1963 and waaj\
meeting with AMLASH, passibly qﬁ the time of the assassidation
of the President. -

The Gurpose of this summary is simply to point out the
tenuous nature af the rclat;onshlp of h%LASH/l dur;ng the
le@ of ‘the' ?resmdent. xh;s tenuous quallty was &ellb@ra ely»

because of the assessment of the ablllty of the Agencv to vora wxbh

55-2
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the man.  As a matter of fact, the Agency never did develop
a firm relationship with the man although it did provide
what was intended to appear to him as tokens of its sUppOrt
in the form of weapons.
Consistent with its original assessment of the man, CIA
puﬁ AMLASH in touch with a Cuban exile leader, with whom
the Agency had a viable operaﬁiomal rglationship. It was
‘hoped that through the Cuban exile leader and his organization

CAMLASH/L might come to Tit into some future plan.

T
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1977 CIA 7Task Force Reéport

At pages 90-92, the HSCA Report migrepresents the 1977
CIA Task Force Repért. k

‘As stated in the HSCA Report, CiA responded to Book V
of the Church Committes Repor: by coﬁducting an interngl
inquiry. Essentially, the key consideratimn, so far a; this
internai inguiry was coﬁceineﬁ, wag the significance of what
has come to be khown as the "provocation theory,” i.e., CIA
plotted the assassination of céstro,‘Castro might have
learned of it, he might have diépatched assassins to kill
President Kennedy in‘reﬁaliation. As the provocation theory
applied especially to Cuba, the focus of the study was on CIA's
Cuban opératiaﬁs. '

The provocation theory had not been perceived in 1964

during the Warren Commission investigation. The various .

“aspects of the’tensians between the’xennedy Administration

and the Castro Regime were recognized in a broad sense as
possibly giving cause to extreme aqtian hy Castro against
ﬁhe President. Hbwever, that specifig operations might have
a more speQific effect simply was not conceived &t‘that
time. " In fact, the HECA: Report states that the provocation
theory was first advanced in 1967 by members of the criminal

syndicate. While CIa might be faulted for not percelving

the provocation theory in this form earlier, the fact is

that it did not. In any event, the concept is still a g~ 1D

theory.
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Statements to the effect that CIA "withheld" information

on specific operations divected againsgt Castro have the

sconnotation of a deliberate suppression of the informetion.

If one ig to accept the HSC&Vconclusion that the concept was
not developed until 1967, then objective fairness would
require a modification of the characterization accorded the
absence. of xeportingL

The 1977 Task Force Report accepted in principle the

hypothesis of the provocation theory. The report states, as

c¢ited in the HSCA Report, that CIA should have taken broader

initiative than it did. Contrary to the HSCA Repért, however,
the CIA Task Force Report did not fail to say what should be

done, What it did was to undertake what was not done in

‘1964. It reviewed all Cuban operations for any réferenae‘

to allegatiéns of assassination plotting, or that might have a

specilally provocative aspect.. There are many pages of

o

discussion of instances of reports found in the £iles on
agsassination plotting, the persons who were involved, and

what relationship if any, CIA had with them. Each 'was followed

”with‘an evaluation as . to whether it could have provoked a

retalitory attack on President Kennedy. This extensive

aiaéuaéian'waz seen by several members of the HBCA staff,
but apparently not by the author of the section of the HSCa
Report where it is said that CIA did not say what should
haﬁe been done about it. This assertion in the HECA Report

iz in error.




At page $1 ﬁhe HSCA Raport makas the followan state ment:

“The ’19?7 Task Foree Raport’frevxewed the quest&on
of Agency aperatxons dxreated at Cuba, 1nc1udxng, in
; partxeular, the Mafia and AHLAS& plots. Xn avery area’
the report concluded that the Agency 8 1963 1964 1nveétxgatxon

was adaquate and could not- be faulted, even thh ﬁhe

benefxt of hindsxght. The Task Force uncrxtlcally
Vacceotea the Senate Commmttee 5 concluszons where theyiv
were favorabla ta tha Agancy, and crxtxcaily rejecte&
‘the Senaﬁe Commlttae 5 cmnclusiona, as in the case af
‘AMLRSH whenaver some pcss;bie 1nvest1gatlve oversxght
was sugqested. , o , ' v
In- the first place, thls 15 not what the 1977 ¢a5k
Foxce Report dxd Tt took the provocatlon theory éeriously
and as Qotea revmewed all ﬁhosa acth;tles that aul

'iidéntiﬁiéé

An ﬁetaxl because a thxrd of the pages’ :

Report dealt thh it. Thé posxt;an of?tha,1977'Task %§rce,’
”;Raport was that the ‘operation with the sjndicate would have

b&en a better case beaause there was a élah‘tolaséassinage

'Castro, as dxstxngulshea rom the' AMLA$K aperaﬁiéh;"zn'féct,’

thaﬁ vxew<was stateé to the Churcn Commmttee members concerneﬁ

g e
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with Book Vv of its final report abt the time Book V was

draft, Tﬁ@'1977 Task Foree Report specifically records
view. (See comments concerning bage 97 of HSCA Report.)

‘ The 1977 CIA Task Force Feport, after presenting its critigque
of the relevance of the MAMLASH operation to the provocation theory,
nade the following statement concerning the significance of
its aﬁalyaié:

““The result this has on the present comment
on the SSC Final Report may seem anomalous. It

piaces CIA'in)the position of contesting the
intérpretatian givethhe AMLASH operation in the
$5C 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’
princiﬁle the possibility--not seriocusly considexed
ag a lxkellhocd durlng the Warren ”ommlsslon &nquxry~~

’fthat other operatmons couldxhaVe sufferea t%e '
defectr attrlbuueé to the AﬁLASH operation by the

 SSC Repmrt.\ In protestlng the presentatlon in one
;xnstance, ana the 6pQlelC conclusxons it seaks to
\vupmort the effect ig to dlsagree with a substantlal
portion ‘of the report as written. On the other /
han& we tend ta not contest a genexral thesis that

more Spe&lflﬁ attantmon could have been given by the
Warren Commission to the anti-Castro programs of the
U.5. Governmant; inciuéing CIa activities.”

The thrust of the Task Force Report is at material variance

from the HSCA characterization of it. 45 -3
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Page 92 of the HSCA Report states that the 1977 Task
Force Report made no inguiry into what was done in the
Florida Station. In fact, the 1877 Task Force Report specifically
described the frenetic and intensive activity there in
connection wiih the investigation following the assassinatidn
of President Kennedy. . '

The statement that the 1977 Task Force Report failed to
document or even discuss the details of efforts, or the
responses ofystations to CIia headquaitexa, ig in erroi. There
is an entire section in the Report devoted to intalligance
raportlnq disseminated to the xntellxgnnce community follow;ng
the death of President Kennedy .and during the investigation
of the Warren Commission. In addition, there is a section of
several pages dlscussxng the general nature of lnvestxgat;ons
in the fxeld, and reportxng back from the field, w&th selected
examples of that revorting. There is separate treatment of

information from Mexico City, where Oswald had visited. The

HSCA Report ignores (or the HSCA staff ignored) thé'dgtailéd

presentation in the 1977 Task Force Report.




vir

‘The 1977.-CIa Task Force Report on the Mafia Plot

At page 97 of the HSCA Repart the - statement appeaxs that
CIA, wzth the Senate report, held that the plot with the Mafia
wag lrrelevant ta ‘the anulry into President Kennedy s aaﬁasslnatlan.
»Thxs mlsrapresants the Task Force erart and CIA® s actual
view of the maﬁter.

As atateﬁ alb;qhere, it was felt that the AMLASH operation
was 1rxelevant ﬁo the ‘nvmstlgatlﬂn, sxmply because the " !
relatxonshxp thh AﬂLhSH had not matérlalxzed lnto anythlng
3anolv1ng aomm;tments or’ agreements ﬁurlng Pr931dent Kennedy s
,1xfey However, in the comtext of the provocation themry,

CI& felt that the oparatlon 1nvolv1ng tha crlnxnal syndxcate

,came closer_to fllllng the bxll Xt contalned an actual plot,:

. obsérved that theoretlcally thexe was greater
7v90551hm11ty'0f leaks fram tha earlxet operatlons
it lnvolvxng »he crmmlnal un&erwarlé although,thera waé7n0

V;known evxﬁence of such laaks. Whlle genaral rathertthan”

rospecific, thxs could have' pxavzﬁe& more. reascnable 5upport

3615




for the Subcommittee's view that there were CIA Operatioas

that should have been reported to the WarrenkCOmmisaionf;

The SSC Subcommittes saw otbe&wise..;."

Turther, ihé 1977 Cin Task Force Report engaged in
considerable discussion of the Mafia pléts, which, interestingly
enough, seems to have heen adopted in toto by the discussion in
the HECA report, although the HSCA report would lead one to

believe there is no such treatment.
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~Gilberto Policarpw Lopez

At -page 98 of the HsCA Report thare ig a dxscuss&on of
4 man name& Gilberto Policarpo Lopez, an American citizen of
. L
Cuban extr&ctxon. Thls man who, flew,té é;ggqﬂéqan‘27 Yovenber.
CIA reported on the man's flight, and then over the succeeding
days reported adéltxonal lnformatzon concerning his travel

through Mexico and his departure. = This information was

passed to the FBI. Under the arrangements at the tlme, the

'FBI conducted exten31ve investigations of the man in the United

States. CIA had no investigative resources in Cuba, and

with ‘the exception of 1nt9rvxew1ng a refugee from Cuba who

. knew something about Lopez it was unab}@ to add to its earlier

reporting.
The confusion in this particular case arises out of a
report sone nonths after the man's departure from Wex;»e.

It was filled with erronecus detall on facts already reported

accuxately, and clearly was a report that could not be

accoraed any vall&zty. The report.was not disseminated

‘;becaase of thxs, although a CIa cable addxeased o the

‘smurce‘ln the fleld 'made the mxataken camment

that the lnformatxon 3lbeé w;th that already ava;lable.

 Ouxte frankly, that cable was in error. There was ne reason

to do anything further. The decision against its dissemination

at that time remains valid today.




IX

Luisa Calderon -

At mages 1~2 QIZw”Rng the HSCA repoxt dxsausseav
lnfornatlon concerlng a Cuban employae by the name af uuxsa
Calﬁeron. This dlscuSSLOn 13 based cn 2 memaxanaum wrltten_
in 19?5 by a CIA emploves for the Roakefeller Cmmmmsqlonﬂ;
It cxtes é field report of a conversatmon that Calderon had’
taken olace some five hours aftmr the assass;natian cf
9resxdent kennedy whle% quates hexr as statlng “l kna g
before Kenneﬁy.' {emphasla addea). ’

ny*he basig of this the HSCA Qercemves it as possxble
that the statenent aonthtutes an xndlcatlon of’ foreknowleage
of the assassination of Presméent Kanneﬁy on ‘the part of

Calderon.

“knew" was based on an lncorrect translatlon whexeby the

Furthex,

o she also

Ahﬁ
by a ClA
It also Omlta those alements oL the reporteﬁ convarsatlon
ﬁﬂat place the c@mment in cmntht ’xemov1ng the,;nfer@nce’placeﬂ

on the mlstranslatzon.




The evolution of thissection of the HSCA Report is

inte;asting'to the extﬂnt‘khat it reveals attihudes on the

part of the HSCA‘Stéff. Calderon had suspected DGI {Cuban
intelligencé.sérvicé} connections. An’eéfly HSCA draft

repoxrt allégeé that CTA withheld this information from the
kwarreh CQmmission. This was joined with'é presentation that
tried to make Calderon out as a CIA agent. The heavy iméiication
Qf CIn &écapﬁion was uncdpcealed. As the evidence proving

that these'stateﬁents were untrie vas Qroughﬁfforward, they

had to bea dropped, hot without reluctance. ’All that was

lcfﬁAof the original dﬁamatic presentation was a mistranslation

that omits gualifying facts.




X

Elena Garro

At page 3, DII~«PATS there is. treatment of statements by

Elena Garro. Information concerﬁing statements by this

person about Oswald's 1963 visit to Mexico City, came into
thGVQQSSQSSiOn of CIA in late 1964, after the Warren Commission
report had gone to press. It was éuly‘xeportad to the FBI.

It is)carrmét to say that there was a tendenay to discount

the source; but CIA had no direct‘éccéSS,to the person in -
question. I¢ iz obgerved that Footndte 16 at the bottom of
page 3 makes it obvious that CIA did collect some information

on the subject although the body of the text suggests that

it did not. Under the arrangamehts‘at the time, FBI headguarters

received additional information on the subject.
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Alleged Refusal of CIA ta nake Avaxlable Saurces In Iexlco

At page 3 DIXMPATS Foatnote 15, the HSC& Report stateg
that the “Conmlttee 8 lnvestlgatlon in Hexico Cxty was further
lnhlblteﬁ by the refusal of the CIA to make avaxlable 1ts
saurces on the ﬁlena ‘Garro allegat;on.

Thls statement is 1ncarrect.~ CIA had no 1nfluence over

the persons in quest;on {they were not establ;sh@d or contrallqp

ccont acts) and the Comnlttee had to rely on Mehlcan antharxtmes

‘who, also, abored under dxfflcultles in locatxng or compelling

cantacts by its citizens. or resmdents. The Committee was made

caware of this, and this mlsstatenent is desplte information

to the contraxy.




Contreras Allegations

At page 4, DIL-PATS, at footnote 17, the HSCA Report states that :
"(t) Contreras story . . . was not adequately pursued when it first caég:::::::::~—-;/

to the attention of CIA". Contreras alleged that he met Oswald daring

his vigit to Mexico in 1963. The Contreras allegation vas first reported
by the American Consul in Tampfco, Mexico, in May 1967, two and a hélf
years after the conc?usion of the Warren Cownission investigatién. CIA
representativés interviewed Contreras in June 1967, It was felt inappro-
priate for CIA to be further involved directly, and the Agency recommended
that additional inquiry be conducted by Mexican authorities. CIA
disseminated the information from its interview, as it did with the

report by Mexicdn authorities.




Maurice [Morris) Bishop

At pages 11-13, DIT-PATS, the HSCA Report discusses & wan by the
chu [N , :
hame of Antonjo Veciana Blang and a man named Maurice Bishop with whom

he says he had contact.  Veciana was involved wath a Cuban exile group

called ALPHA-66. Vec1ana«tofé tgil?suﬁ he knew the man for over 13

years and t&at he met with the~&an on over 100 occasiong. The HSCA
tried to estab¥1sh the identity of this man Btshop, and uis organizatzonal
affilia&ion. ?he HSCA was ccncerned that he m:ght be from CIA and the
Report Ieaves the quest?on scmewhat up m the air.
Cr 4 her

Fhene 4% a very specific requ1rement for review and approva? of
continuing operational cantact and f recruitment of agents. A record
on this is required to bé maihtained in detail. Obviously impromptu and
one-time contacts may not be subject to such a contro}!ed‘proce&ure, but
even those usually are reported. There is no way that a CTA employee
would have had operatidna?’contacts with a man such as Vec%ana, in the
way described by hin, “without there'befngia,xzkhe% Full record of it,
frem approval Of the relatwcnsh)p through detaxled reports on it.” :Not
only would th1s be’ 1n operatroaa? fx]es, buf 1t would be in fwnané1a?
records.  Any involvement uwth ;}; organvzatisn wouid be similarly
‘recarded; ; ‘/ . :
: Above and: beyond this there woqu have been some record of a man
"w1th the nama Maurxce (ﬁarr1s) ﬁishcp, 1f he were frﬂm ClA. CIA never

had an emp?ayee by that name nor has any of 1ts emp?oyees ever recezved'

approval fto use such a name as an alias‘br a pseudcnym. Addttiona]ly,

Veciana's organization, ALPHA-66, was not oae-of-thes tign

supported by the CIA.




Haurice (Morris) Bishop (continued)

s wo

The former CIA enp¥oyee who recollected know;ng of someone by the
hame of Maurice Bishop is haghly imprecise. He did not know the man
personally. He did not know where the man was assigned or whét his
responsibilities were. He only recollected that someone had psinted

him out tn him in the hall.

Given the controls and records of Agency employees and. the perscns
T 15 elows M
With whom they are authorized to deal, xhecQ»%aAna one by the name of
e
Maurice (Morris) Bishop, ogﬂﬁgzng that name; wl had a CIA connection.




13-00000

Trafficante-Ruby

At page és, DIT-PATS, the HSCA Répcrt er}oneousxy attributes to a
State Department cable :nformataan concernang a Br:t:sh 30urna?1st whao
said that in 1959 an Amer1can gangster»type named Ruby v1sfted an
American gangster inm prison in Cuba. The name given the imprisoned
gangster was “Santos®. This report was passed ta the FBI, and {subjéct
to Bureau veri?icatfcn) was included in ifs feporting to the Warren

. Y . s .
Commission on Ruby:l There was subsequent reporting casting considerable

doubt on the stabi]ity and reliability of the journalist. Contrary foA

the statement in the HSCA Report, to fﬁeVeffett tﬁat,CIA did pothing
furthe% on the subject, following a séarch of AQency sources, & siX page
report concerning the man was provided thé FBI.

Today, it is specu¥ated that the Santos menttoned in the report
f:am*boageg'may be the same as Santa Traff1canté; No oge made the

possab?e cennect10n 1r 1964 and these »ho knew about Trafficante L

znvalvement in the €astro p10t prﬂbab] dld nct see the cab]ed report.:

At'page &1 Qii ?ATS the HSCA Repcrt states that “Ruby may have met

thh Traff1cante“. It goes on to suggest that CIA knew that in 1964 and

; ohd
d\scounted it; the fact. 15 that theqreport about such an enccunter dzd

; fnat name Traff1cante, but a man by the name of Santos 1nstead. The

ftraatment by the Comm1ttee on thws po1nt A5 mwsleadwng.

SR e e
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CIA Becords on Oswald

At page 59 of DIl- PAT5 the HSCA Report emphasizes the possibility
that CIA may have a sxgnxfzcant record concerning Lee Harvey Oswald that
hes not been Found. While one must assume that this is 3 theoretical
possibility, it is a most uniikely possibility. Thereﬂobvious7y are
fany casual contacts with persons of no interest, on whom there ame will
not be g reéard simply because there was no reason to make a record,

However, in instances in which "an individual was affiliated with the

Agency™, as stated in the HSCA Report, there would be & record. There

Were records on Lee Harvey Oswald, but they show no contact with him,
Further, the Agency has conducted such an-extensive search for all
manner of records concerning him that it is safe to say that all significant
. réferences te him have been found., The Covnfttee‘s attempt to cover
the p0531b1?1ﬁy of tﬂere being such a record is more than slightly

overstatfﬁ.




Oswa1ﬁ’s FiYeA'

At page 62 DII PATS the HSCA states that "accordmng to the

' Aﬂency the Gswa?d f)Te was opened because as an Amer' an defector he

was ¢ ﬁwdered to be‘of cont inui g«lnte131gence 1nterest. This comes
‘¥r§m a*meﬁo ndum written in 1975. 1 fact, the Oﬁwa}d'fiie <

as a stnp!e matt ‘ Qf bureaucrat1c convehience in- response to @ réguest
from the Bepartment o tate, as is shawn Taver in thegég%éit. The\\\

“Agency 50 stated it to the HSCA, pointIng nu be errar iﬂ the 1975

Anemarandum.

AL page 63, GII PATS, the HSCA reports that no Agency witness could
explain why Oswaid 5 midd?e name shawed as "Henry“ instead of "Harvey".

The exp]anatwon WaS szmp?e -and was’ ngen, as stated in tba f0116w1ng
ﬂomﬂ&ﬂ@i:n the HSCA Report. It was &, bureaucratic error.

Jae, ¢ wspad
Attentwon is: g1ven to the mean1ng c% MAGTdt page. 63 OII~PATS on




Possibility of a Dua) Filing System

At page 685, DIT-PATS, the HSCA Report states that "the Committes

Was aware of the possibility that a dual fi]ing°system“’cou?d hiave been
1s0d to disguise the relationship with Oswald. This so-called awareness
stems from the fact that an instance came to the attention of HSCA
investigators in which two CIA employees contemplated establishing a
false file in order to conceal the true records of g sensitive operation,
The HSCA Report failed to acknowledge that what had been contempiated
by the twe employees wag)?n fact, not carried out. False or dual fi}es
viere not used, Any familiarity with the Agency filing system--whatever

popular views to the contraryé-wou1d make it clear why the contemplated

dual files were not employed and why it is net a rea1istic consideration.
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Debriefing Oﬁwa]d

At pages 67 an 68 DII-PATS, ﬁkhe HSCA reparts ¢ ns1{eratwon \
given: ta the possibily debriefing Oswald at the t}s% of Iis ratuem
from t;e Soviet Union. \The HSCA Report is correct in staﬁ}hy that
Oswald was not contacted o debrsefed. ItNomitted an intereﬁt}ng aspect
of the naé}er in which the of 3 { i & memorandum on t}?\psint

commented on ‘the apparent instabili ¥ of Oswald and the resulting

question about t Q\fosvrabi?wty of such a contact.




Red-flagging the File of a Foreign Service Ufficar /

At page 73, DII-PATS, the HSCA Report states fc%\cm perscanel -
, -

were unable "to exp?ain‘adé&qﬁﬁe?yﬁ the red-flagging of 4 file belonging

to a short time ewployee of Clh‘who left the Agsncy in 19%0 for the
%

. . 4 ‘\
Foreign Sé?w{ce. An.explanation was offered, which would be reasonable
to persons faﬁ%&iar with such considerations.  Following the i@dividuai’s

departure from CIA, the fact of his earlier brief ewployment w%{h’CIA

2
cxuld impair his fu%ure usefulness in théﬂgoreign Service, if it was
that he once was wWith CIA. It is an ébprbpriate concern of CTA to -
wer employees frzg\&géﬁ’embarraésmenf. 3318 this is a reasbna\ie
explanation, there is no record tpday that specifica supports it.
If this is éﬁ\inadequate explanation™by HSCA standards, then so be
it. That it probably is 60rrect; however, is the point that should be

kept in mind,




XX

CIA Reporting on Oswald Before the Assassination

fhe HSCA Report criticizes CIA reporting both before ané after the
assassination of Pres%dént’Kennedy. Because the point is made in that
way, it is impdrtént to keep in mind that prier to the assassination
thereAwas no gartfcu?ar reason to repbrt in depth on & man by the name
of Lée Oswald ho was’something of a nonentityzz
CIA Tearned ﬁhat a’man calling himself Leec Oswald {not Lee Harvey
sta;d,Aaé‘stated in the HSCA Report. at page 98, DIL-PATS) ccnta;te& thé
Soviet embdssy in Mexico City on 1 October 1963, [zhis was duﬁy repo;ted
to appv§priate Government agencies in washington. At that time CIA had
additidnal\infbrmation abqut contacts with both the Cuban and Soviet
facilities by unidentified persons. This %nformation vas in CIA
fi?es, Suﬁyiﬁ wa; not until after the assassination that it was'reviewed
R iéndaéome‘af it waé identified, by analysis, ‘as involving tee karvey
) Oswé§6.' The poinf‘ithhat prior to the assassination Oswald's name had
“been made known Dniy in connection with his contact with the Soviet
. émbassy on 1 October. There had been no research of the files prior to
the éSsésﬁinaﬁ?oq,*ahd'it was 631y by analysis after the assassination
: *ghqt»the‘étbericqétaotsiEééaméukﬁéén;» The ?act is that‘CKA‘did“?epobt :
,'whaé ft/knew at the'timé.i?%;@fffﬂllz ﬁ&xvﬁ @L9¢;a4*~ "~ ,*55 S}ﬁ~’fl S Y
' 'b,"“[fA‘t page 101, DII-PATS, of the HSCA Report, it is stated that

“the Committee was unable ﬁo'deterwiﬁe whether the CIA did in fact come
' A &4

Cinto @ photograph of Oswald®. The answer, categorically, is that E éif :

Lnot.




ngporﬁinq to the wérfeﬁ’toﬁﬁﬁsﬁion?;¢a

',f\t pags 102 au ?ATS of’ the HSCA Report there is dzscussfon
about report:ng tu the warren Ccmmlssion. In this d1 ‘ussfon, a statema § )
by Mr. He?ms that CIA respcndeﬁ on?y ta specific reque ts fs Joined ts e
a statement that the workwng level facal pornﬁ 13 the Agency fér V
dea?ing w:th the Cnmm1551on did not know about the ant1~castrc a?ottfng.

Two pownts shoa?d be maée on this, - Fzrst e Helms! recol?ecticn :
on th13 po:nt is part!y 1ﬂaccurate. Th9 recor& is rep?ete with report1ng i
by CIA ta the warren Comm1ssaan on its own init1ative and ‘not so?e?y in
0 spec1f:c requests.V Of course, 3t reparted exteaﬁéve?y to
the F8 wh ¢h in turn reported'to the warren Comnzssran.
Tha footnete 8. c1ted on thvs page seoms to accapt ‘the provocat%an

theo&y -as fact By not reparttng 0peratiana1 detaw?s, therefore CIA 13
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Reporting to the Warren Commission (continued)

~of the inquiries, With the advantage of h%n&éight, it would have been

desirable had the concept bern develéped then as it was later, according

to the HSCA Report, in 1967. And perhaps 1t would have been useful if

H5CA had inquired intogthose g activities as well. CIA conducted

its review following articulation of the provocation theory in Book V of
the Church Committee final report. The findings of that review are in

the 1977 CIA Task Force Report endfﬁé% available for review by

HSCA investigators.




Calderon

At page 102, DII-PATS, of the HSCA Report, the view of the Committee

on the significance of the Calderon conversation is raised agrin. This
time the'reﬁort states "the CIA was unable to explain the omission™ in
not reporting the Ca]derOnVCOﬁversation. The explanation that the
convefsation was meaningless by reasonable standards was offered, wﬁether

or not it was acceptable to the Committee.
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‘ 'Reparting fraﬁ Sénsitive Sourcesi

'At pgge pUER OIX-PAT& of the HSCﬁ Report, it 4 stated that "w1th
the except1on af that which was obta1ned fron sefﬁ»t1ve sources and
r.aethods, CIA mf‘amatmn, i genera? wasg accura’éely and exped:twus?yv

. pravtded to the Narres Comniss1on. In cases bf sens:t1ve sources’ and

L metnads rather téan prox:de the Commiss1cn with raw data which wau!d

'; -have meant revealyng\tha sources and_metﬁgds the substaace of the
infarmation was subm1tted in accurate sunﬁmry form. "
‘ Th1s statenent constftutes the/£h1n resadue of a series of compTicated
treatments of ear?y draft;\qn wh}éh the HSCA staff f}rst attempted to
demonstrate that CIA wuthhe]& 1ﬁfarmat:on 1n order to protect its

‘;sens1t1ve sources. In practicéﬁTy evety case, CIA demonstrated that the

7
f

 1nfornat1an wWas repcrted w}th eva}uatTGns of the va)1d ty uf
he reparted information. o : i \
e>1ssue rea11 &rwseﬁ fron thex}ac af fam1iiar1ty af theV"SCA

staff wtth 2 teYI?g néf procedures and a certain vxscera? disfavor on

be p?aced on the 1nformat1on, but 1t is the infarmatxan whxch is cr1t1ca¥

and itis provxded. '@;;= o LA =
1S providec,

WMWWW i@ page wz DUL-PATS, ; ,
W

g;ﬁ : d:scusses the handixng of CIA 1nformatwan on Oswa]d s contacts with the
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§gp0rtihg from Sensitive Sources {continued)

Soviet and Cuban igsta]latiané in Mexico City. The Warren Commission

waé not fully organized until the end of 1963. In mid-danuary 1964, Hr.
eTms 1nfarmed the Staff Director Qf the Warren Commission about this
information, It was provided in censiderab?e written detail the end of
that month, with an unusually emphatic endérsement of its aceuracy and
reliability. That a Warren Commission investigator seems not to have
absorbed this‘informatfon until April 1964 cannot rationally be attributed
to the fact that the source was not $peciffed.

In this particular "case”, the original PSCA draft on this subjest

\
ch&rged that the 1nformat\pn was not provzded\the Warren Cefm1sz1on

until April \@mphas121ng 1n‘£he harmful effects\of the QT}eged delay, 4

[ SURT———
and attribatzn it to the prctéct10n of sen31t1t;\sour5ﬂs. As the
éhq1s for the cr1%7c1sm co]?apseﬁ\wn the face of thé\facts, the d%aft of

N
the (epcrt was simpl \3?d2f1ed to ;\bv:de a new criticism, however

thin.




Characterization of AMLASH Operation

At paye 163, Volume X of the HSCA Report, the Committee emphasizes
the recollections of a former CIA employee called Langosch; to the
effect that the AMLASH operation was characterized as an assassination
operation during the period preceding the death of President Kennedy.

Langosch was not aware of ér privy to the detai}s of the AMLASR
operation during the period preceding the assassination of President
Kenneéy. While he had a staff responsszltty, as a counterznte}lagence
officer, for security aspects of the relat1onshxp, he had not been made
w1tt1ng of the substantive details of what went on. As has been stated
elsewhere AMLASH/1 had been evaluated as an unstable man who did not
have the self-discipline to accept directions or to serve in the role of
a controlled agent, As a reﬁult, the fecords show that the decision wes
ﬁade to attempt fo work through some of his colleagues while retéiaing a

contact with hip. As a senxor person in the Castro governmant h1s

A’JQQtentia? seened great whatever ﬁhe dxff1cu?t3es of dea?wng w\th

him.

The problem was one of how to hold/the contact open without ggtting
involved in activities that could not be controlled or influenced.

On 26 October 1963 Desmond Fitzgerald met with AMLASH/L and told
him he would be given no support inxprepératioh for & coup in Cuba. ﬁ1]w
of the planning papers showed that AMLASH/I‘was to bé told only that if
he succeeded would he receive support, and that after the fact. The
report of the meeting shows that the plan was adhered . to. Later reporting

showed that AMLASH/1 considered this as a turn-down. His strong reaction

25707




Characterization of AMLASH Operation (continued)

was such that the decision was taken to make some gesture that had
sufficient tasg1b]e appearances to keep the contact aTtve. This took
the form of a pen designed to contain a syringe to adm1nzster poison,
which was of fered to AMLASH/L at about the very time of the President's
assassination in Dallac,

The péint of‘this sequence of events s thai during the President's
Tife, CIA had no commitment to AMLASH/1, and had made no representations
of support to him. Reporting showed that he knew this. The’significance
of this 15 that-~ipn the context of the provocation theory-«~he had
nothing that he could report or leak concerning U.S. suppdrt. - s

When tangosch testéffed before the Church Comm1ttee he ﬁtatgg that
he could not recall the time frame of the act:vxty Yet, the time frame
vas key to the -analysis of the operat1ona] reTat1onsh:p w1th AFLASH/l
ipartacu?ar}y in the context of the prsvocat1cn theory. wjth;thevH$CA,
’hawever Langosch reca1]ed a tlre frame far events as wel% éé féété
that are ?ncans:stent with a?? the evidence about the developmenu of the
operatxon.<

The HSCA Report c1£es an. affadavit by a former CIA emp?oyee known

'as ?m¥]ock one of the two peaple ]wvwng today who know the deta Ts of

the AMLASH operataon at the time in questian. Re contrad1cts the'sﬁate~

ments made by Langosch as to how the AMLASH operation was characterized
during the period preceding President Kennedy's death.

2
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" Characterization of AMLASH Operation {continued)

It is of some interest that the HSCA investigators dfd'not’elect to
caii as witnesses the two living persons who knew the details of
the AMLASH operation at the time that it was going on. One of them, a
retired CIA emplayee, volunteered an'affgdavit by way of refuting'tﬁe
recollections of Langosch. The existence of the other ohe, vihose
testimony is cited in the Church Committee report, was not secret. An(::::::::::;—“-
HSCA review of the AMLASH files was not extensive, reviewing only one of
the folders of the entire file (14 in hum&er) which was made available
for them.
The handling of this phase of the investication by the HSCA staff

serves to confuse rather than clarify the issues.



1967 16 Regorc

At page 188 of Vo]ume X of the HSCA Report there is enphatié
crwtxcusm of a statemeat in the 1967 16 Report on the piott1ng against
Fidel Castro. The offen 1ng statement 15 quoted 1n ful]

;“?he gambiing $y étﬁate‘0§erat)on ‘had “been taken

from him (Colonel Edwgfﬁs), and; iﬁ retfospeét, he

prébab1y‘acted pfdpér1§\jn briefing the Atﬁofﬂey‘Generai

on onl& that aspect of th;y0p¢ration for which he had

been respoﬁsibie and of which he had dftec£,<persona1

»knowledgé." a N '
Edwardskwaatthe Directdr of Security, hnder’whom the so~ca7?éd Phase 1
of the Castro plot with the criminal syndicate was carried out.

?he braef1ng of. the Attorney Genera} was on ? May 1962.. A meworandun
on the briefing, sent to ‘the Attorney GeneraT\at h1s Tater request was
- dateaflé May. On. that same . date 14 May,<Edwa és wrote another’ wemarandum
ffer the Office of Securaty fz?e, statxng that Ha,vey (the man takwng

over what the 1967 16 Report termed Phase II cf t e operatwonal re¥ation :

: w?th the 3ynd1cate) had to?d‘hxm that he was dro 1ng the contact thh”

;Cthe members of the synd:cate. , - V :
= In 1967 when he was 1nterv1ewedi n cannectxongwwth the IG anuxny,’,‘
, Edwards cou1d nct recai? that he knew that h1s ass:é%ant was in Mlamzy
‘turning ovar. h1s ‘contacts to Harvey, at abaut the sa@é time that Edwards”
S.was brwefang Lhe. Attarney Geuerai. Thvs spectfic pcin? fs recorded. 1n

the IG Report, althuugx the IG Report expreases the view that Edwards

must have known at the time (}962}. It was not unt11 1@\ 5, in the






