V. DEVELOPMENTS AFTER THE WARREN COMMISSION

Before the Warren Commission issued its report on the assassination
of President Kennedy on September 24, 1964, both the CTA and the
FBI had assured the Commission that they would mever close the
case. When appearing before the Warren Commission, CIA Deputy
Director for Plans Richard Helms stated :

Q. . . . after the Commission completed its report you
would keep the matter open if there was anything new that
developed in the future that could be properly presented to
the authorities?

A. Yes. I would assumie the case will never be closed.!

FBI Director Hoover made a similar statement before the Warren
Commission :

. so far as the FBI is concerned, the case will be con-
tinued in an open classification for all time.?

A. 1965 Termination of the AMLASH Operation

Although 1965 developments in the AMLASH operation should
have raised questions about the possibility of a connection between
that operation and the President’s assassination, there is no evidence
that either the FBI or the CIA investigated such a possibility.

As the Select Committee’s Assassination Report noted:

Toward the latter part of 1964, AMLASH became more in-
sistent that the assassination of the Cuban leadership was a
necessary initial step in a successful coup.?

A fall 1964 memorandum states:

AMLASH was told and fully understands that the United
States Government cannot become involved to any degree in
the “first step” of his plan. If he needs support, he realizes
he will have to get it elsewhere.

FYTI: This is where B-1 could fit in nicely in giving any
support he would request.*

AMLASH and B-1 were then put in contact with one another, and B-1
kept the CIA informed of their plotting.®

In early 1965, the Agency began receiving indications that the
AMILASH operation was not secure. By that time a number of other

* Helms testimony, 5/14/64, Vol. V, Warren Commission Hearings, p. 124.
- *Hoover testimony, 5/14/64, Vol. V, Warren Commission Hearings, p. 100.

3 Assassination Report, p. 89.

4 Ibid.

5 Ibid., pp. 89-90.
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individuals outside the CIA had been brought into the operation,
and the Agency learned that one of these individuals was in clan-
destine contact with Cuban intelligence.

Several months later, “A,” a Cuban exile who had been involved
in transporting explosives to New Orleans in 1963, contacted the
Immigration and Naturalization Service with information about the
AMLASH operation. This information was turned over to the FBI
which informed the CIA. Representatives from both agencies inter-
rogated “A” jointly in June 1965.” The interrogation established that
the Cuban exile knew that (1) AMLASH and others were planning
a coup which involved the assassination of Castro, and (2) the CIA
had been involved with AMLASH and others in the plotting.

Although “A” claimed that he and AMILASH were lifelong friends,?
the reports of the interrogation do not indicate that he knew of the
fall 1963 AMLASH-CIA meetings.? The 1967 1.G. Report noted that
information given by “A’ suggested a link between the AMILASH
operation and the 1960-1962 CIA plots to assassinate Castro using
underworld contacts. In other words, the information “A” provided
raised the possibility that underworld figures who were aware of the
assassination plots in which William Harvey participated, may have
also been aware of the AMLASH operation.®®

On July 2. 1963, the FBI sent some of the details obtained from the
interrogation to the White House, the Attorney General, and then DCT,
Admiral Raborn.'* The CIA reaction to the information was to
terminate the entire AMLASH operation. Tt cabled its stations:

Convineing proof that entire AMILASH group insecure and
that further contact with key members of group constitutes a
menace to CIA operations. . . . Under no circumtances are
newly assigned staff personnel or newly recruited agents to
be exposed to the operation.*?

In an undated memorandum, the Chief of SAS Counterintelligence
wrote :

The AMLASH circle is wide and each new friend of whom
we learn seems to have knoweldge of plan. T believe the prob-
lem is a more serious and basic one. Fidel reportedly knew
that this group was plotting against him and once enlisted
its support. Hence, we cannot rule out the possibility of
provocation.!?

In mid-1965, the CTA interrogated AMWHIP one of the Cuban
exiles who had been involved with the AMLASH operation from the

¢ Cable from European station to CIA Headquarters, 3/18/65.

?Memorandum from New York Field Office to FBI Headquarters, 7/2/65.

:Memorandum from New York Field Office to FBI Headquarters, 6/2/65.

Ibid.

¥ 1.G. Report, p. 103.

* Memorandum from FBI Headquarters to New York Field Office, 7/2/65.

2 Cable from CIA Headquarters to various European Stations and JMWAVE
Station. 6/23/65 in AMWHIP file,

¥ Undated memorandum from Chief, SAS/CI to Chief WHD.

“Provocation” in this context is the use of an agent by an intelligence agency
to induce a response from another intelligence agency.
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beginning; a person who knew about the meetings between AMLASH
and the CTA case officers in the fall of 1963. The report of the interro-
gation cautioned that analysis of the results was difficult since the
examination was conducted in English and the subject had difficulty
understanding the questions. The report recommended a second exam-
ination be conducted in Spanish. Nevertheless, the report tentatively
concluded that the subject was deceptive during the interrogation and
withheld pertinent information in one or more relevant areas.™

The report noted that the subject apparently lied in response to
certain questions dealing with AMLASH and with both the subject’s
and AMLASH’s ties to Cuban intelligence.’® During the examination,
the subject told the interrogator that AMILLASH had no plan to over-
throw Castro and that the subject had never considered AMLASH’s
various activities as constituting a plan for such an objective.l® The
subject said AMLASH never controlled a viable group inside Cuba
which could attempt a coup against Castro.)” The subject said
AMLASH had strong connections with Cuban intelligence and was
probably cooperating with it in various ways. Although AMLASH
had not mentioned these connections to his CIA case officers, the sub-
ject stated that AMLASH had mentioned them to him, and almost
everyone else AMLASH met.'® There is no record of a second interro-
gation. The last documents in the file on this individual are dated only
months after this interrogation, indicating that the CTA terminated
all contact with him,

Although the CIA had received information that the AMLLASH
operation was insecure and the possibility that AMLASH was a “prov-
ocation,” there is no evidence that the CIA investigated the possibility
of a connection between its fall 1963 meetings with AMLASH, and
the assassination of President Kennedy. Moreover, CIA files contained
at least some FBI reports on “A” the Cuban exile who was involved
in transporting explosives to New Orleans in 1963. These reports detail
his involvement with anti-Castro exiles and underworld figures who
were operating the guerrilla training camp in New Orleans in July
1963.

The FBI clearly made the connection between “A’s” 1963 activi-
ties and the fact that in 1965 he was knowledgeable of CIA
involvement in plans to assassinate ('astro.”® But there is no evidence
that either the FBI or the CTA made any investigation of this con-
nection. It was not until 1967 that both the AMLASH operation
and the President’s assassination, including the facts developed in
1965, were reviewed by either agency.1®

 Report of Interrogation.

' Report of Interrogation.

* I'vid.

" I'bid.

8 I'bid.

* Unaddressed memorandum from FBI Headquarters, 6/4/65.

It should be noted that the committee found no conclusive evidence that
Castro was aware of AMLASH's 1963 dealings with the CIA.

During Senator McGovern’s recent trip to Cuba, he was provided with a
notehook containing details of numerous assassination plots against Castro
which Castro believed were CIA inspired. AMLASH’s 1963 meetings with the
CIA were not mentioned within this notebook.
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B. 1967 : Allegations of Cuban Involvement in the Assassination

In late January 1967, Washington Post columnist Drew Pearson
met with Chief Justice Earl Warren. Pearson told the Chief Justice
that a» Washington lawyer had told him that one of his clients said the
United States had attempted to assassinate Fidel Castro in the early
1960’s,2® and Castro had decided to retaliate.?* Pearson asked the
Chief Justice to see the lawyer; however, he declined. The Chief
Justice told Pearson that it would be necessary to inform Federal
investigative authorities, and Pearson responded that he preferred
that the Secret Service rather than the FBI be notified.?

On January 31, 1967, the Chief Justice informed Secret Serviece
Director James J. Rowley of the allegations. Rowley testified:

The way he [the Chief Justice] approached it, was that he
said he thought this was serious enough and so forth, but he
wanted to get it off his hands. He felt that he had to—that it
had to be told to somebody, and that the Warren Commission
was finished, and he wanted the thing pursued, I suppose, by
ourselves or the FBI.2

According to Rowley, Warren and Pearson arranged for the lawyer
to see him on February 8, 1967.2¢ On February 10, 1967, Rowley told
the Chief Justice that neither Pearson nor the lawyer had called, and
that he would forward the information to the Bureau.*

On February 13, 1967, Rowley wrote Hoover informing him of the
allegations. Hoover immediately sent the Rowley letter to six senior
Bureau officials on an “eyes only™ basis.?® FBI files contain no record
of internal meetings or discussions concerning the allegations. Super-

2 The Select Committee found concrete evidence of at least eight plots involv-
ing the CIA to assassinate Fidel Castro from 1960 to 1965. Each of these plots is
described in detail in the Committee’s Assassination Report.

% Memorandum from Rowley to Hoover, 2/13/67.

Secret Service Director James J. Rowley confirmed the allegations detailed
in that memorandum in his testimony before the Committee on February 13,
1976. The Secret Service has informed the Committee that they do not have
copies of either the 2/13/67 Rowley memo or the 2/15/67 FBI response, or any
other materials pertaining to the Rowley-Warren meeting or the retaliation
allegation.

2 Memorandum from Rowley to Hoover, 2/13/67.

= James J. Rowley testimony, 2/13/76, p. 17.

Rowley also testified that the Chief Justice did not state whether this was the
first time he had heard that the United States Government had plotted to as-
sassinate Castro. (Rowley, 2/13/76, p. 16.)

% The lawyer testified that no such meeting was ever arranged or even dis-
cussed with him.

% Memorandum from Rowley to Hoover, 2/13/67 ; memorandum from Rosen to
DeLoach, 2/14/67.

It was Rowley’s understanding that either Pearson or the lawyer was to meet
with him on February R, 1967, or else contact him to arrange a meeting on
another date. Rowley still had not heard from either by February 10, 1967, and
he decided to forward the information to the FBI. (Rowley, 2/13/76, p. 20.)

Assistant FBI Director Cartha DelLoach later informed Marvin Watson
that Rowley had “made several attempts to contact” the lawyer, but the lawyer
refused to keep the appointments. (Memorandum from Del.oach to Tolson,
3/17/67. Neither Rowley nor the lawyer recalled any such attempts.)

* Bureau personnel have testified that use of the “eyes only” classification on
internally disseminated material was extremely rare. This classification was
employed only when material was extremely sensitive.
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visory personnel assigned to the assassination investigation have uni-
formly testified that they do not vecall ever disenssing or reviewing
memoranda which touch upon Cuban involvement in the assassination,
or the possibility of C'uban retaliation for CI.\ assassination attempts.
The supervisor in the General Investigative Division who was
assigned responsibility for the assassination case in Mareh 1964 drafted
the FBI response to the Rowley letter. Although senior Bureau offi-
clals had been told of (LA assassination dttompts against Fidel
Castro in 1962 this supervisor had never before heard even allega-
tions of such attempts.?” The supervisor testified that when the Rowley
letter came to his attention, he asked the Domestic Intelligence Divi-
sion whether there was any Cuban involvement in the assassination.®
He sumimarized its response as follows:

In connection with the allegation regarding the alleged Castro
conspiracy, the Domestic Intelligence Division advised that
during the investigation of Lee Harvey Oswald no evidence
was uncovered indicating the Cuban Government had any
involvement in the assassination. Sensitive and reliable
sources of the Bureau and CIA reported Oswald was un-
known to Cuban Government officials when he visited the
Cuban Consulate in Mexico City on 9/27/63, and attempted,,
without success, to get a visa for travel to Cuba. Sceretary
of State Dean Rusk testified before the Commission on
6/10/64, and stated there was “very considerable concern” in
Cuba immediately following the assassination as to whether
Cuba would be held responsible for the assassination and what
effect the assassination might have on Cuba’s position and
security.??

The supervisor testified that, on the basis of this response, he believed
the possibility of Cuban involvement in the assassination had been
thoronghly investigated, and that there was no substance to the allega-
tions Rowley had received.?®

On February 15, 1967, Cartha DeLoach received a memorandum
with a plopo%cd FBI reply to Rowley’s letter. The memorandum stated
that “no investigation will be conducted regarding the allegations
made . . . to Chief Justice Warren” # Both the memorandum and
letter were drafted by the General Investigative Division supervisor.
The Ietter thanked Rowley for the information furnished, and noted :

In connection with the allegation that a Castro Conspiracy
was involved in the aqsqqsmqtlon of President Kennedy, our
investigation uncovered no evidence indicating Fidel Castro

7 General Investigative Division Supervisor testimony, 3/31/76, p. 8.

® Ibid., p. 18.

®» Memorandum from Rosen to Deloach, 2/15/67.

3 General Investigative Division Supervisor, 3/31/76, pp. 19-20.

S Memorandum from Rosen to DeLoach, 2/15/67.

Alex Rosen, then Assistant Director in charge of the General Investigative
Division testified before the Committee ou April 30, 1976. It should be noted that
Mr. Rosen informed the Committee that he was hospitalized in the Spring of
1967 and therefore had no knowledge of the sequence of events described in this
section of the Report. In this regard Mr. Rosen testified that this memorandum
would have been written over his name by one of his subordinates.
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or officials of the Cuban Government were involved with Lee
Harvey Oswald in the assassination of President Kennedy.

This Bureau is not conducting any investigation regarding
this matter. However, should Mr. Pearson, [the lawyer],
or [his] source of information care to volunteer any informa-
tion to this Bureau, it would be accepted. Thereafter, con-
sideration would be given as to whether any additional
investigation is warranted.**

The supervisor testified :

Everyone in the higher echelons read this and there was a
decision made apparently some place along that line as to
whether there was any basis in fact for [these allegations]
or not. And to this day I don’t recall how or what decision
was made or who was involved in it but I had the responsi-
bility then [upon orders from superiors] of concluding it by
preparing this and stating that no further investigation was
going to be conducted.®

When asked why the FBI did not investigate such a serious allega-
tion, particularly in light of Director Hoover’s testimony before
the Warren Commission that the assassination case would always
remain open,* the supervisor responded :

I understand your thinking and I can’t truthfully and
logically answer your question because I don’t know.3

The letter was approved and sent to Rowley on February 15, 1967.
A copy was also sent to the Acting Attorney General and the Deputy
Attorney General, but the internal FBI memorandum from Rosen

to DeLoach stated :

Consideration was given to furnishing this information to the
White House, but since this matter does not concern, nor is it
pertinent to the present Administration, no letter was being
sent.®

Although the General Investigative Division supervisor testified
that he was instructed to put this language in the memorandum, he
cannot recall who issued these instructions, or their basis.??

President Johnson subsequently learned of the allegations and the
Bureau’s decision not to investigate. On March 17, 1967, Cartha
DelLoach received a telephone call from Presidential Assistant Marvin
Watson, who informed him that, “The President had instructed that

# Letter from Hoover to Rowley, 2/15/67.
® General Investigative Division Supervisor, 3/31/76, pp. 11-12.
* Hoover testified before the Warren Commission :

Well, I can assure you so far as the FBI is concerned the case will be
continued in an open classification for all time. That is, any information
coming to us or any report coming to us from any source will be thor-
oughly investigated. so that we will be able to either prove or disprove
the allegation. (J. Edgar Hoover testimony, 5/6/64, Warren Commission,
Vol. I, p. 100.)

% Geuneral Investigative Division Supervisor, 3/31/76, p. 16.
3 Memorandum from Rosen to Del.oach, 2/15/67.
¥ General Investigative Division Supervisory, 3/31/76, pp. 46-47.
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the F'BI interview {the lawyer] concerning any knowledge he might
have regarding the assassination of President Kennedy.” * Watson
stated that, “This request stemmed from a communication which the
FBI had sent to the White House some weeks ago.” 4° DelLoach ex-
plained that he believed this communication was actually supplied by
Secret Service. According to DeLoach. he briefed Watson on Drew
Pearson’s discussion with Chief Justice Warren and then,

told Watson that, under the circumstances, it appeared that
[the lawyer] did not want to be interviewed, and even if he
was interviewed he would probably not divulge the identity
of his sources who apparently were clients. Watson stated that
the President still desired that the FBT conduet the interview
in question. I told Watson that, under the circumstances, we
had no alternative but to make this attempt ; however, I hoped
he and the President realized that this might be putting the
FBI into a situation with District Attorney Garrison, who
was nothing more than a publicity seeker.*

DeLoach concluded:

Under the circumstances it appears that we have no alter-
native but to interview [the lawyer] and then furnish the
results to Watson in blind memorandum form.*?

The responsibility for interviewing the Washington lawyer was
assigned to the General Investigative Division. This assignment is
itself somewhat puzzling, because the Domestic Intelligence Division
had been assigned responsibility for possible foreign involvement in
the assassination.*?

The lawyer was interviewed by two agents from the FBI’'s Wash-
ington Field Office, both of whom had had supervisory responsibility
on the assassination case within their office. These agents testified
that they were briefed at FBI Headquarters prior to the interview,
but neither could recall the details of that briefing or who was pres-
ent.** Both agents testified that they were “surprised” during the
interview when the lawyer recounted United States’ assassination
efforts targeted at Fidel Castro.*® These agents stated that they could
not evaluate the lawyer’s allegations or question him in detail on
them, since they had not been briefed on the CIA assassination efforts.*¢

® Memorandum from DeLoach to Tolson, 3/17/67.

“ Ibid.

4 Ibid.

@ Ibid.

“ The FBI Headquarters supervisor in the General Investigative Division, who
was respongcible for the interview with the lawyer, could not explain why it was
assigned to his division, stating “I’ve often wondered about that myself.” (Gen-
eral Investigative Division Supervisor, 3/31/76, p. 30.)

“FBI Agent I testimony, 5/3/76, p. 8; FBI Agent 1I testimony, 4/13/76,
p. 10.

The Bureau’s response to the Committee’s March 18, 1976 request for documents
reflects that there are no memoranda in Bureau files relating to said briefing.

“FBI Agent 1 testimony, 5/3/76, p. 24; FBI Agent II testimony, 4/13/76,
p. 18.

The lawyer testified he had no recollection of having been interviewed by any
FBI agent about the information he gave to Drew Pearson. (Washington Lawyer
testimony, 3/17/76, p. 53.)

 PBI Agent 1 testimony, 5/3/76, p. 25 ; FBI Agent II testimony, 4/13/76, p. 16.
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Neither the agents, nor FBI Headquarters personnel could explain
why they were dispatched to conduct an interview without the benefit
of all relevant background material in FBI files,

On March 21, 1‘)67 the Washington Field Office sent FBI Head-
quarters ten copies of a blind memorandum reporting on the interview.
This memorandum can be summarized as follows:

1. The lawyer had information pertaining to the assassi-
nation, but that it was necessary for him in his capacity as an
attorney to invoke the attorney-client privilege since the in-
formation in his possession was derived as a result of that
relationship.

2. His clients, who were on the fringe of the underworld
were neither directly nor indirectly involved in the death of
President Kennedy, but they faced possible prosecution in a
crime not related to the assassination and through participa-
tion in such crime they learned of information pertaining to
the President’s assassination.

3. His clients were called upon by a governmental agency to
assist in a project which was said to have the highest govern-
mental approval. The project had as its purpose the assassina-
tion of Fidel Castro. Elaborate plans were made; including
the infiltration of the Cuban government and the pla,cmg of
informants within key posts in Cuba.

4. The project almost reached fruition when Castro became
aware of it; by pressuring captured subjects he was able to
learn the full details of the plot against him and decided “if
that was the way President Kennedy wanted it, he too could
engage in the same tactics.”

5. Castro thereafter employed teams of individuals who
were dispatched to the United States for the purpose of
assassinating President Kennedy. The lawyer stated that
his clients obtained this information “from” ‘feedback’ fur-
nished by sources close to Castro,” who had been initially
placed there to carry out the original project.

6. His clients were aware of the identity of some of the
individuals who came to the United States for this purpose
and he understood that two such individuals were now in the
State of New Jersey.

7. One client, upon hearing the statement that Lee Harvey
Oswald was the sole assassin of President Kennedy “laughs
with tears in his eyes and shakes his head in apparent
disagreement.”

8. The lawyer stated if he were free of the attorney—client
privilege, the information that he would be able to supply
would not directly identify the alleged conspirators to kill
President Kennedy. However, because of the project to kill
Fidel Castro, those participating in the project, whom he
represents, developed through feedback inforniation that
would identify Fidel Castro’s counterassassins in this country
who could very well be considered suspects in such a
conspiracy.*’

“ Memorandum from Washington Field Office to FBI Headquarters, 3/21/67.
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The transmittal slip accompanying this memorandum noted, “No
further investigation is being conducted by the Washington Field
Office unless it 1s advised to the contrary by the Bureau.” *® Had the
interviewing agents known of the (CIA-munderworld plots against
Castro, they would have been aware that the lawyer had clients who
had been active in the assassination plots.

The Washington Field Office memorandum of the interview was
rewritten at FBI Headquarters before it was sent to the White House,
the Attorney General, and the Secret Service.’® The cover letter sent
with this memorandum did not recommend any FBI investigation of
the lawyer’s allegations. As rewritten, this memorandum varies from
the original field version in two significant respects. Three new para-
graphs were added summarizing FBI file materials about CTA-under-
world plots to assassinate Castro.’* In addition the rewritten version
of the memorandum twice deletes the words “in place” from the
phrase “sources in place close to Castro.” 2 The supervisor who re-
wrote the memorandum could provide no explanation of the omission.®

Neither the Field agents who interviewed the lawyer nor the Head-
quarters supervisory agents assigned to the assassination case, could
provide any explanation for the Bureau’s failure to conduct any fol-
Jowup investigation.®* When they were informed of the details of CIA
assassination efforts against Castro, each of these agents stated that
the allegations and specific leads provided should have been investi-
gated to their logical conclusions.”

Although the Select Committee has not been able to establish
through direct evidence that President Johnson asked CIA officials
about the lawyer’s allegations, CTA Director Helms met with the Presi-
dent at the White House on the evening of March 22, 1967. Earlier
that day, the President had been furnished the FBI memorandum
which summarized CIA use of underworld figures in plots against
Castro and the lawyer’s interview. On March 23, Director Helms

# Memorandum from Washington Field Office to FBI Headquarters, 3/21/67.

% There was no dissemination to the CIA.

% According to the FBI Headquarters agent who wrote the memorandum, this
information was given directly to him by the Domestic Intelligence Division.

% (General Investigative Division Supervicor, 3/31/76, p. 20.

% Supervisor testimony, 3/31/76, p. 20. It is unclear whether the identity of
“the sources in place c'ose to Castro” was known to the FBI or whether the
Bureau attempted to develop information concerning them in either 1963 or 1967.

% It should be noted that neither the President, nor the Attorney General
ordered a follow-up investigation after receiving this memorandum.

It was during this time period that New Orleans District Attorney James
Garrison was conducting his own probe of the Kennedy assassination. Although
there is no evidence that the Bureau’s avoidance of any activity in support of,
or interference with Garrison’s investigation was the reason for its refusal to
follow up on the lawyer's allegations, certain documents suggest that this might
have been at least one of the factors that influenced the determination. For
example, DeLoach cautioned :

The agents interviewing [the lawyer] should make it quite clear that the
FBI is not interfering with any current investigation being conducted
by local authorities in New Orleans. (Memorandum from DeLoach to
Tolson, 3,15/67.)

% The Select Committee questioned the lawyer and the clients who were the
sources of the allegations. The “clients” told the Committee they had no recol-
lection of either receiving information that Castro retaliated or discussing it
with the lawyer. (Client No. 1, 4/23/76, pp. 12, 13; client No. 2, 4/28/76, p. 4.)



86

ordered the CIA Inspector General to prepare a report on the CTA
assassination plots.

On April 24, 1967, the 1.G. began submitting portions of his report
to Director Helms. The May 23 draft report which was the only draft
retained by the CIA, refers to the Drew Pearson columns and the
lawyer’s contacts with Chief Justice Warren, Rowley and the FBI,
but does not analyze the retaliation allegations.

Sometime between April 24 and Mav 22, the Director met and orally
briefed President Johnson on the 1.G.’s findings.’® When questioned
during the course of the Committee’s investigation into CTA assassina-
tion plots, Helms was not asked specifically whether he briefed the
President about the fall 1963 AMLASH operations. Helms did testify
that he did not brief President Johnson about the 1964 and 1965 phases
because he did not regard AMLASH as an assassination agent.®’
Although a note in Director Helms’ handwriting, which apparently
was prepared for use in briefing the President * only refers to covert
actions against Cuba through mid-1963, the 1.G. Report treated the
AMILASH project from 1963 through 1965 as an assassination
operation.

Even before work began on the 1967 I.G. Report, the CTA analvst
on the counterintelligence staff who had been the “point of record” for
the CIA work for the Warren Commission was asked to analyze
public allegations of conspiracy. This analyst was not furnished a
copy of the 1967 1.G. Report and was not asked to determine whether
there were any connections between CIA assassination operations and
the assassination of President Kennedv. CIA records disclose that
he did request a name check on “A,” the individual who had been tan-
gentially connected with an anti-Castro training camp in New
Orleans. Although “A’s” file at the CIA notes that he was aware of the
AMLASH operation in 1965, the response to the name check did not
disclose that fact. Indeed, it was not until 1975, during the Rockefeller

Clommission’s study, that this analyst learned of the CIA assassination
plots.5®

% Assassination Report, p. 179.

* Richard Helms testimony, 6/13/75, p. 135.

* Assassination Report, p. 179.

® Staff summary of interview of CIA Analyst, 3/15/76.
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