met with A,WMMwMMmMWm Qmwdﬂumvsmﬁou Post columnist .
that a Washi ce Earl Warren. Pearson tol S Pea
United States bad siedeniad told bi d the Chief Jugrieq
1960’5, and meﬁ attempted to assassinate Fide] Cast
. : ro had decided to retaliate,? HumM%.ME the early.
: N as ’

investigative authoriti
that 1tles, and Pearson
0 e rvice Tather than the mmmw.ﬁﬁw%mmwmwwg preferred
Diiwasiios Qmum%% T wmﬁ the Chief Justice informe ds
- Rowley of the allega.ions. Rowley Mmmﬂﬁm m%jg.ce
» e Iy

wanted to get i i
. vwo omm mM off his hands. He felt that he had ﬁ.ol_ur ;
e T i e W Commit
ourselves or the F'B1.= d the t; pursued, I suppose, m%

booo&‘_bm to Rowl
NP riewy ley, Warren and Pearson arra ged -
. see him on February 8, 1967. Op, Ma&gwww .wauwmqmomwﬂmhm %,_mﬁm.
: ’ Vv to

On February 13, 19

: e 67, Rowl -
allegations, » 1700, Rowley wrote Hoover i :

gations. Hoover immediately sent the wgimw mwmwmwz mvﬂww MM:Gm
3 10r

; z mE. .mkm»bﬁ Qauﬁmw .05 an «amw“.mm °H~.~mu3 gmm.um "FBI files contain no record
u,. n m.nv nal E@mﬁ uuwm, S Or . _wmwnog;,gﬁomggm. the Mw,m.—mm.m..nu.OBw mzvmu.
. Vo . ’ .

' ” 3 }
+ 7 The Select Committee fc .
e i uomEa concrete eviderice of
ing h [ assassinate Fidel Castro from 1960 to uﬁwmﬁoﬂﬁﬁ%ﬁwﬂw nm_ Mo:.-
[ : , o,n»,n

uﬁhmwag. e
emorandum froin Rowley 3,
iy ‘ 1 Rowley to H
D A T N
it i pe ey ied that the Chief Justice did not state whether th
mpnhmnmﬂumno - eard that the United States Gove il gk
ssina Sﬂu&uo. (Rowley, m.\um\qa. iy EB».EU had plotted to as-
Q:Mmuo% & nan testified that no snch meeting was ever ‘arranged or even dis
‘ emorandum from Ro o H g -
Umﬁmw.%%tﬂ. : wley to ..ﬂooﬂw... 2/13/67 ; memorandum from Rosen to
, - : ~ ) : St 7 :
i a2 Bo ley’s n”hwwu.mamgw%mwm that either Pearson or the la
ebr , 1967, or else contact him to uw&%ﬂﬂﬂoﬂhmﬂwq
: n
er by February 10, 1967, and
- {Rowley, 2/13/76, p. 20.)
informed Marvin Watson
the lawyer, but the lawyer
from -DeLoach to Tolson.
any such attempts. ) s
3 0 .classification

clasgification was

i o

e
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8 isory personnel assigned to the assassination ‘investigation have uni-
Jormly testified that they do not recall ever discnssing or reviewing
. emoranda which touch upon Cuban involvement in the assassination,
or the possibility of Cuban retaliation for (1A assassination attempts.
The supervisor in the General Investigative Division who was
igned responsibility for the assassination case in March 1964 drafted
tthe FBI response to the Rowley letter. Although senior Bureau offi-
F vinls had been told of CIA assassination attempts against Fidel
before heard even allega-

astro in 1962 this supervisor had never
testified that when the Rowley

F tions of such attempts.?” The supervisor
F letter came to his attention, he asked the Domestic Intelligence Divi-
| sion whether there was any Cuban involvement in the assassination.?®
He mEEsw.w.wNom its response as follows:
In connection with the allegation regarding the alleged Castro
conspiracy, the Domestic Intelligence Division advised that
4 -during the gﬂﬁﬁ%w&.o& of Lec Harvey Oswald no evidence
B 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. Secretary
of State Dean Rusk testified before the Commission on
6/10/64, and stated there was “yery considerable concern” in
Cuba immediately following the assassination as to whether
Cuba swould be held responsible for the assassination and what
ht have on Cuba’s position and

effect the assassination mig

security.? it
The supervisor testified that, on the basis of this response, he believed
in the assassination had been

the possibility of Cuban involvement 1n tl
thoroughly investigated, and that there was no substance to the allega-

k tions Rowley had received.®
S On February 15, 1967, Carth
B with a proposed FBI reply to Rowl
S that “no investigation will be con
' made . . . to Chief Justice Warren. ;
: letter were drafted by the General Investigative Division supervisor.
The letter thanked Rowley for the information furnished, and noted :
In connection with the allegation that a Castro Conspiracy -
was involved in the assassination of President Kennedy, our
investigation uncovered no evidence indicating Fidel Castro -

a DPeLoach received a memorandum
ey’s letter. The memorandum stated
ducted regarding the allegations
751 Both the meorandum and

o

vision

General Investigative Di

R @mﬁdﬂ-.ﬂ.m. CosEs T i o 0

¥ = Memorandum fromRosen to DeLoach, 751y (R
% General Investigative Division Supervisor, /31,76, pp. 19-20.
= Memorandum from Rosen to DeLoach, 2/15/67.
Alex Rosen, then Assistant Director in charge of
Division testified before the Committee on April 30, 1976. It should be:noted that
) i the Committee that he was hospitalized in the Spring of
ad no:knowledge of the s e of events described in this
: : : hat this memorandum

YR8, oo i .

the General Investigative




The supervisor testified :

%%M%wﬂcm MBM the higher echelons read this and there

i Mw e apparently some ‘place along that Z:mSmm m

s %am was any basis in fact for [these alle %5 9
; o this day I don’t recall how or what mwmmm%%m

was made or who was Involved in it but T had the responsi
. Hl

When asked wh i gate se

A y the FBI did not investi i

tion, particularly in light of Director Wooqwmmwmov»%maswwﬁm Wommmwmm,
. . o

remai 34 i
a1n open,® the supervisor responded :

T understand your thinkin
logically answer your @:omaow because mm%owuwwnnwﬁzmw and

The letter was
% -approved and sent to Rowley on Febru. 7
AT e Astne Atomes Berenl )
H‘Um i , rna. HﬂwH memorandum from Rosen
%ﬂwmw%mwﬁou %wm given to ?gmmwmmw this Fmoﬂ:@aou to th
hbtadi Mowﬁwgzo Nm%um%wm matter does not concern, nor is %
St o one |2 e \dministration, no letter was being

DeLoach received a tele _
" phong call from Presidentia i i
Watson, who informed him. that, “The wammmmwa#%m%mwmwmwnwmﬁ%

- ® Letter from Hoover to Rowley. 5711

2 Letter. owley, 2/15/61. - ‘

s mbmwmnﬂ Investigative Division mun\an&moa 3/31/76, p ,
Hoover testified before the Warren Commission : ok 21

i, asure you so far as the FBI is concerned the case 5: be

'y

the FBI interview [the lawyer] concerning any knowledge he might
Pthave Tegading the assassination of President Kennedy.” ** Watson
F stated that, “This request stemmed from a communication which the
¢ FBI had sent to the White House some weeks ago.” *° DeLoach ex-
. plained that he believed this communication was actually supplied by
i 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 divalge the identity
of his sources who apparently were clients. Watson stated that
the President still desired that the FBI cond &t 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.**

t  DeLoach concluded: - B

: 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
: u\mmwm.n& to the General Investigative Division. This assignment is
t  itself somewhat puzzling, because the Domestic Intelligence Division
i 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-
i ent.** Both agents testified that they were “sarprised” during the
P interview when the lawyer recounted United States’ assassination
£ cfforts 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.*® .

o “ Memorandum from DeLoach to Tolson, 3/17/67.
Ibid. ;

“Thid. _ :

4 @ I'bid. . 4 A

i ©The FBI Headquarters supervisor in the General Investigative Division, who

- was responsible for the interview with the lawyer, could mot explain why it was

. assigned to his division, stating “I've often wondered about that mysélf.” (Gen-
“eral Investigative Division Supervisor, 8/81/76,p.80.) .. = = - |

““ FBRI Agent I testimony, 5/8/76, p. 8; ¥FBI Agent TI testimony, 4/13/76,

010, 0 : i ' ,
. The Burean’s response to the Committee’s March 18, 1976 request for documents

. reflects that there are no meémoranda in Bureau files relating to said briefing.
“ FBI Agent I ﬁmﬁEﬁbm. 5/3/16,-p. 24; FBI Agent II testimony, 4/13/16,

. 18. e
= 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

Eau.w\uq\a@u.u.w.v ;0. .f. ..
“ PRI Wmmbnﬂ testimony, 6/8/7 6, p. 25 ; FBI Agent IT testimony, 4/718/16, p. 16.
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i of all relevant background material i
: al in FB
On March 21, 1967, the Washington Wmmwmmmm._.om sent H.,wH

quarters ten copies of a blind memorax i -
) 1dum report i Shd
This memorandum can be summarized as mo%omqmpwm . interview.

1. The lawyer had informati ini
Mwnwo:v but that it was uquwomﬁﬂmwmmM%wmwg&-
y modbwwmw H.wom Mbwmmm the attorney-client privilege since M&Mﬂﬂw
s possession was derived as a result of that
2. His clients, who were on the fri
: : e on the fringe of th
WWMM.MSEEH. directly nor indirectly wbcmn.mém anwwmm.“mmlm
olEM mbm Kennedy, but they faced possible prosecution i °
. a2 w%m:wwﬁopﬂmwm%m:a%m Hm.mmwmmgwﬁod and through wmﬁmoww%
b &WM HVHMm.mmmym.utm wwmm‘wmwwgwwmu Rl et Somglion Eerang fo
- . His clients were called upon by a go ;
WMMMW wﬂ a project which was said m.v rm&wmmwmwﬂmmmwwﬂwo%%
s opgontal »%ﬂ.ﬂ&. The project had as its purpose the wmmmmmmnw-
N idel Castro. Elaborate plans were made: includine
o ration of the Cuban government and the placi o
Pl .Emou%w:am dﬁnr_sw key posts in Cuba g SIS
4. The project al most, reached fruition when Castro beca
gt ity s o sl e 2 L
“‘that was the way Preside; e Py g
. nﬂ%pmawbgo Wuwo &memmwa Xennedy wanted it, he too could
R mee. stro thereafter employed teams of individ
e MMMm nnmwﬁow& ‘to_the United States for »&Mwﬁwﬂwwmiwﬁm
e Hmbn.E% President Kennedy. ‘The lawyer stated that
: ﬁmmmw%wwwm mﬂﬂgﬁam%?m EW&B@QS “from ‘feedback’ m:w._
Som rees ‘close to Castro,” wh initially
. Embam MWMHM to MMS out the olma:& wﬂou.wcwa ec. Sagbinlly
. 6 His clients'were aware of the identity of
P Wﬂ%ﬂ%ﬂﬂﬁoﬂﬁ oMp%M%M the Qa..gm.. mﬁmﬁmm.%mcw %%WWMM@MMM
4 ».,mnwom%m.zwi,wgmm%. ik %.o such Gﬁﬁmdﬁm were now in the
i _{. One client, upon hearing the statement that
Mwmwwﬁmﬁ was the sole assassin of Huwmmwmmun,ﬁmwsw%% WWMAM.M
x IS in his eyes and ‘shakes his head in a < t
: wmmm.mwwﬂﬁsr L g o T hpparen
-8 Thelawyer stated if hie were free of the atto i
TR Wﬂ%wmmw%w% Mm@umaﬂmw ?ﬁwn he would be w&ﬁbwwlm:owwww
e directly identify the ‘alleged conspi s to kil
Sy %MMMQMM %ﬁé«%@ﬂm«mﬁ gﬁm.% of mﬁmﬁ%ﬁmﬂ% MM W“M
A hvh.?wnmmuumm i wwammd participating in the proiect, whom he
T, eveloped - through feedback information that
A wa identify Fidel Castro’s counterassassins in this count:
who could very well be considered suspeéctd’ in such ﬁM
. o5 Fheg IR »3@7 S $5

either ..&ww ﬁhmbom. wdm..,u.ﬂwH mg CAEF e

: : D e, . quarters-

why they were dispatched to conduct an Fgﬂﬁwwmmm%%wwfg
o e Denefit

85

Thé fransmittal slip accompanying this memorandum noted, “No
Further: investigation is being conducted by the Washington Field
I Office unless it is advised to the contrary by the Bureaun.” ** Had the
interviewing agents known of the CIA-underworld plots against
i 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 newpara-
graphs were added summarizing FBI file materials about CIA-under-
world plots to assassinate Castro.” In addition the rewritten version
of the menvorandum twice deletes the words “in place” from the
phrase “sources in place close to Castro.” 52 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-
lowup 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, CIA 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.

5 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 Supervisor, 3/31/76, p: 20. .

_® Supervisor testimony, 3/81/76, p. 20. 1t is unclear whether the identity -of
“the sources in place close to Castro” was known to. the FBI or whether the
Bureau attempted to develop information concerning them in either 1963 or 1967.

7Tt 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. &Euoamw
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 .mm?m& to
follow up on the lawyer’s allegations, certain docuinents suggest that this might
. . have been at least one of the factors that influenced -the determination. For
{. - example, DeLoach cautioned : - ; e Sy RSN s ]
! " ifhe agents interviewing [the lawyer] ghould 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, 8,15/67.) ot :

f  ®me Select Committee ‘questioned the lawyer and the clients who were the
B sources of the allegations.: The “clients” told the Committee they had no recol-
i ' lection of either receiving information that Castro retaliated or discussing it
,%%ﬁgmﬁ (Client No: 1, 4/23/76, pp. 12, 18 ; ‘client No. 2, 4/28/76, p. 4.)
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Sometime between Apri

: : pPril 24 and May 99, ¢ :
during chesocent Johnson on the 1.0, fers,oiretor met and ory,
i ittee’s i W uestioneg

tion plots, Helms Smmmuowsg ©’s investigation into CI >a :
ident . asked specifi assassing-
Huwmmao:ﬂ about the fall 1963 >ZH% H Mﬂwwm MWMMrM. Wm%%mw& the
y estify

Was prepared for use in briefi i \ o
byl : : ng the President, 5 op] :
= %mmeMo O:Mvwmﬁgzm: mid-1963, the I.G. Www%‘woﬂ. A
AML, project from 1963 through 1965 aq an pmm»mmmmnmmﬂ.:s
10N

- Sileans, Although “A%” file at tae G s notes that ho was aegrsof
e

AMLASH o ion i
SH:operation in 1965, the response to the name cheek did not

i+ - . disclose that fact. Indeed, it w,
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APPENDIX A
Tae FBI axp Tur Oswarp SecurIT

A. Oswald’s Defection

On October 31, 1959, after learning that Lee H
defected to the Soviet Union and informed officia’
Embassy in Moscow that he intended to provide “r
Soviet Union, the FBI opened a “security case” w
subject.* As part of the investigation, the Bureau m:

Navy and discovered that Oswald did not have kno
information that would benefit the Soviets. The FF
stop should be placed against Oswald's fingerprir
from obtaining a passport and entering the Unitec
name.?

About six months later, the Bureau interviewec
who believed that he had taken his birth certifica:
Soviet Union.* In a memorandum subsequently sex

partment, the FBI raised the possibility that 4
attempt to return to the United States using Oswa

B. Oswald’s Return to the United States

Despite this concern that an imposter might af
United States using Oswald’s identity, the FBJ
Oswald until almost three weeks after his returmy
There is no indication that any of the FBI agd
Oswald case were ever warned that an imposte
assume Oswald’s identity. In particular, Special §
the FBI agent responsible for the Oswald cases
Office, testified that he had neither seen a Ccopy ;
memorandum, nor attempted to determine whe
sumed Oswald’s identity.? :

On June 26, 1962, Special Agents John W. Faj
interviewed Oswald in Fort Worth, Texas. Acd
.. report, Oswald was cold, arrogant, and difficult
denied that he told State Department officials §
bassy in Moscow that he was going: 1
MC was going to renounce his American;

- (2) apply for Soviet citizenship; and

(8) reveal radar secretsto the Soviets.”

Belmont to Soviet Section Supg

* Memorandum from

? Ibid.

®Report from Dallas Field Office to FBI Headquarter

“ Memorandum from FBI Headquarters to Departmel
' ®Memorandum from New York Field Office to FI
Oswald-was interviewed at the dock by an Immigi

Beryice Inspector on his return to the United States.
° Hosty, 12/12/75, p. 119.
The Committee has found no evidence that an

States in Oswald’s stead.
" John W. Fain testimony, Warren Report, Vol. IV,
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