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the Warren Commission did not gain access to the CIA's
production fro

in Mexico City until an advancei/stage in its investiga-

tion. The record reflects that Mssrs. Willens, Slawson,
Fomtt R Sarpeillanc e .Pm:’.* Cwnd
and Coleman did not review “he production®until they

visited Mexico City on April 9, 1964. At that time,. they

reviewed a number o\, om the Soviet and Cuban
Embassies. These '\ﬁncluded one call to the
Soviet Embassy on September 27 believed to have been e

made by Oswaldy two calls made by Silvia Duran from the )ézZAﬁg

Cuban Consulate to the Soviet Consulate, and one call fro?

the Soviet Embassy to the Cuban Embassys made by an uni-

dentified caller. (Cite SA)lyson memo of April 21, 1864.)
On September 28 thé | K;ZOrd&ia 62k/§/f7
o siles | e sovien N PR
call by Silvia Duran at the Cuban Consulate to the Soviet [, ‘
: . Lt

Consﬁlate. (Cite.) _ : , \ /2wy,
On October 1 tJ cecp e <r ;%cor&Q’two 7.
calls made by a persoé‘la - .i1fied as ._ee Harvey

Oswald to the Soviet Embassy. (Cite.)
The Commission representatives were also supplied
two conversations that

dﬁggkween the Cuban President Dortic@®and the

}V ‘¢’ Cuban Ambassador to Mexico, Armas. These conversations
Al '

fconcérned Silvia Duran's arrest, whether Oswald had been
p e ey
wJ
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ﬂz' offered money while at the Cuban ﬁmbassyland'the general
state of .affairs at the Cuban Embassy in Mexico City
following the assassination. (Slawson memo of April 2?,

1964, pp. 45-46).
Jﬂ rL¢Conmd4¢£I

- e o

~ # review of CIA files

ombs randiom plolirg
rfﬂvﬁubﬂ boratedﬁ o Slawson's gzaenshhqpiz?

)provuied to and reVJ.ewed by th\e Comm1851on. =z OnL
s EP,;{*., Slasdsonls record (S

blind memorandum yﬂfentltled "Materlal

T eamEeNaranat: | o =TSN,

corro-

J” 4°
J)JJ L,CIA document,

Tﬁﬂ}ﬂ/' from P-8593 shown to Warren Commission” (Statlon Oswald

r
cd File) and is dated Aprll 10, 1964. (FOIA 653-828). This

%
/JVJ&» document records that‘the Warren Commission was shown calls
ﬁ% YJP made by Oswald to the Soviet Embassy. These includedthreeo¥ha
/\.bV‘Nb . Cor A Lo
: L%‘ earyERststomenent. Septenber 27 listed above, one call of
September 28, two calls of October 1, and one call of
e : et ,
, Hf October s oY <::
L‘ O . dmcmﬂ“n%SQ
L)Ex E While thif does not correspond to the listing of
J
34 3 calls set forth Dby Slawson, it does independently establish
S / - Mo m .
November 22, 1963 were shown to '

that\Po calls

QYI he Warren CommlsEigg;",__;:——f”‘“"dﬁr—

-~

'Jr In addition, this document corroborates the showing o~
\

¥P‘p of the two Dorticas-Armas conversatlonSof November 26,

F v
"
ny;‘ representatives in an effort to determine if a transcript

NJ of the Calderon conversation was ever sh&@n to the Warren



Commission. The response‘én both accounts nas uniformly
been that the Célderon con&ersatien was never.made avail-
able to the Comm1551on nor was 1ts existence ever made
known to the Comm1551on. (Rankin dep; Slawson interview,
Willens response to 1etter, but see Rocca deposiﬁion
vwherein he sfates that he is sure,the‘Commission_knew of
it, Helms hearing.i In addition, the Calderon 201 file
bears no reference to-the conversation'nor_does it indi-
caﬁe that it was ever made known or provided to:the War-
Vren‘Commissiontfor its analysis.

+n;ze;’ﬁﬂé available evidence supperte'the conclu-
sion’that the Warren Commission was never_givenvthe informa-
tion or the opportunity by which it could evaluate Luisa
Calderon's significance to the evenﬁs surrounding Presi-
dent Kennedy's assassination.. Had the Cemmission been
ekpeditieusly provided this evidence of her intelligence.
background, association with‘Silvia-Duran,'and her com—
mentary follewing the assassination, it may well haﬁe

Potentsud

glven more serious investigative consideration to her gmesd
;Q\ob»luuLﬁx N CDSuanJK Chr. Yboa Q*4AQJ\45cwe/an~Q&xI

F;vﬂﬂlﬁqﬁinvolvement in a conspiracy to assassinate President

ot

- Kennedy.
(Quote Rankin on i would have been done.)
TQO difficult issues remain which are raised by

the Cemmittee's finding. First, why didn't the Agency




provide the Calderon conversation to the Warren Commis~

51on, secondly, why didn't the Agency reveal to the War-
rd
ren Comm1551on_thear full knowledge of Calderon's 1ntel—

eligence background, her possible knowledgexof Oswald and
her possible'connectien to the CIA or some other American
Aiﬁtelligence apﬁaratus. |
tlvnx [P) - The first questlon can be explained in benlgn terms.
C) rAIt is reasonably possible that by sheer over51ght the |

b}}k’ conversatlon was filed away and not recovered or recol-

e,
Fé S lected until after the Warren Commission had completed : /’gz? <
\qu o its investigation and published z;?”ESEEEE% However, this 7 {.
_ . conversation could have also beeYwithheld feliberatelyx

has losan wnalol ¢ P e mm &S gr\t'h M
The Committee A See—deter e —trebasadkdpagser.
Qﬂ?lé\.r\cd(\ af\’gbf i Fegpriggs o nackiony D .
therepeaasbibity. The Committee can state, however, that ﬁ)
T — Cola@ro~ & COCAY

%00 Jég;gpatever theAEEEQQJEQZEE;Dthe conversation did eee U¥
- peegmre- and the transégg}t was not proVided the Warren Com- n
nission. ‘ ] : I
As for the—questiegfgzgggaﬁééﬁg-Eﬁ%‘&ithholding L %béwbuJ
of information concerning Calderoh's intelligence back- |
v ground, the record reflects that the Commission was nmerely
informed that Calderon may have been a member of ﬁhe DGI.
(Cite 5 May memo.) -The memoranda which provided{more ex-—

tensive examination of her intelligence background were

not made available for the Commission's review. Slgnifi—,

cantly, the May 8 memorandum written by

following his debriefingéﬁ AMMUG-1 indicatedthat AMMUG-1
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Culdeen
and a second Cuban Intelligence officeIAbelieved'EBE to
be a CIA-operative.' It is possiblg that this information L
was not provided the Warren Commission either because &“/
there was no basis in fact for the allega;ion or becau; (ov
the allegation was in fact'true. ‘If the allegation /:i+#ﬂ'
were true, the consequenées for the CIA would have been )/r%
serious;écr:IE woulguﬁfhonstrateAxhat a CIA operative, fﬁ i
‘well placed in the Cuban Embassy, may have possessed in—pﬂﬁd l4
formation prior to the assassination regarding Oswald

and/or his relationshié to Cuban Intelligencé?ugggéf;at

. .
ﬁgervices possible involvement in a conspiracy to assassinate

President Kennedy.
¢
on' S .
Regarding ﬁ%ybpossible association with the CIA,

the-Committee=hasexaminmed—Catderontas—£file. W .h;Aaw-»«;
v evi .
reveal# no ostensible connection between Calderon and

the CIA. However, there are indications that such contactv
between Calderon and the Agency was contemplated. A
‘September 1, 1963 CIA dispatch from the Chief of the Spe-
cial Affairs Staff to the CIA's Chief ofAStation in Mexico
City stateé in pért:

»...Luisa Calderon has a sister residing in

identify the sister, our domestic exploita-

tion section might be in a position to follow
up on this lead...Please levy the requirement

n (CIA asset) at the next opportunity.
(fo IAL935, Sept. 1, 1963)

ﬁﬂ Reynosa, Texas, married to an American of '
7 Mexican descent. If (CIA asset) can further



An earlier CIA dispatch from the CIA Chief of
Station in Mexico City to the Chief of the CIA's Western
Hemisphere Division records that: B

Wilfredo of. the Cuban Consulate, Tampico,

reported that Luisa Calderon has a sister

residing in Reynosa, Texas...Luisa may go

up to the border to visit her sister soon--

or her mother may make the trip--details

not clear. §21849, July 31, 1965}

At the very least, the above dispatche&;evidenceJ\
an interest in Calderon's ‘activities and those of her .
family. Whether this interest took the form of a clan-
destine-agent relationship is not revealed by Calderon's
201 file.
The Committee has queried the author of the above-

cited dispatch requesting that Calderon's sister be con-

tacted by the CIA's "doméstic exploitation section;:::b\

(/fB;;EE“;;;is, the—dtspateir*s—axuthor, was a member
of the CIi's Special Affairs staff at the time he wrote
‘the dispatch. He worked principally at CIA headquarters
and was ﬁﬁﬁm responsible for.recruitment andghandling
of agents for collection?fntelligence'data; Mr. Ronis,
when interviewed by this Committee, stated that part of
“his responsibilitvaas to scour the Western Hemispheré

division for ogerational leads related to the work of

the Special Affairs staff. Ronis recalled that he normally

would send requests to CIA field stations for information

or leads on various persons. |-&&ESe he would receive no

UJL%F' /1@p%n/N/L/ LS | ‘SZ:

raﬁiﬂﬁd L}Z #JLJ% P = RN B



h@“ﬂ LY response to these request%;/ It was Ronis' recollection
that the above-cited domestic exploitatibn section was

a task force within the Special Affairs Staff. He also

stated that in 1963 the CIA's Domestic Contacts Division
might have been requested to locate Luisa Calderon's sis-—
ter. Ronis told the Commﬁfee that he had no recollection
of recruiting any person associated with the Cuban Intel-
ligence Service. He did recall that he had recruited
women to perform faéks for the Agency. However, he did
not recall ever recruiting any employees of the Cuban
Embassy/Consulate in Mexico City. Finally, Mr. Ronis
stated that he had no recollection that Luisa Calderon
was associated with the CIA. (HSCA Staff Interview August
31,.1978)
Various present and former CIA representatives
&}~ were queried whether Luisa Calderon had ever been asso-
\ '~ ciated with the CIA. The uniform. answer Qas that no one
recalled such an association. (Cites: Hélms, Hearing, August

. bearaje S
JY'X 9, 1978, p. 136; Rocca, Dep.~p.148, July 17, '197§; )

Interview of August__ , Piccolo, Interview of )
» aCuldera™
v Thus, thelégency)flle and the testlmony of former
Yyi CIA employees reveaE?%o connection 3% Calderon-65‘tbe
CIA. Yet, as indicated earlier, this flle 1ncomp1ete
the most glaringemission belnngTTW-&amunn-ngmnuﬂiChﬁb&s:ca—s

kﬂ@(%ryptic remarks following the assassination of President

Kennedy.




is a bona fide defector or that.he has
furnished us with accurate and valuable
information concerning Cuban intelligence
operations, staffers, and agents. (Langosch
memo to Director of Security, 23 June 1964)

As an officer of the DGI, A-1 from August of 1963

until his defection was assigned to the DGI's Illegal
4 u‘o"/“ .
Section B '}N 68894 24 April 64).. This—seection.
was responsibile for training agents for assignment in
Latin America. His specific responsibility pertained to
handling of agent operations in El Salvador. (Personal
Record Questionnaire 4 June 1964; Otta In 68894 24 April
64) Whe CFR
i&ﬁhdn%&ﬂdwgﬁf-' - .

A-1 knrew—wiro—were the Cubanfiﬁtelligence officers
assigned to Mexico City. 1In th;iﬁﬁggasd he intially

ot

w-*"‘"g
identified Alfredo Mipabal, Manuel,

‘IQQ&‘Rogel’ ddriguez
and thdgmmﬁéfcial attache as DGI offipefg'bbsted at the
Cuban E ¢ in Mexico City. (supra) Langosch described

- A-1's knowledge of DGI operations in Mexico as follows:

In Mexico City, he knows who the intelligence
people are. One is the Cuban Consul Alfredo
Mirabal. He is called the Chief of the Centre.
That is his title but he is actually the
intelligence chief, or at least he was until
the 16th of April at which time a replacement
t was sent to Mexico to take over. This fellow's

' name is Manuel Vega. The source says that the
Commercial attache whose name is Ricardo Tapia
or Concepcion (he is not sure which is an intel-
ligence officer) and another one is Rogelio.
(I might say that some of these names are familiar
to me.) (p. 5 or reel 4, 23 April 1964, debrief-
ing of A-1, 30 April 64) :
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for Presentation to the Warren Commission outllnlng various
positions adopted by the CIA vis a vis its 1nvest1gat1ve
efforts and assistance to the Commission. (Brief, May 14,
1964, FOIA 695-302A).

i ) fL'.‘;\.

‘At Tab E of MeGeners brief it states:

Within the past week, sighificant information

has been developed by the CIA regarding the re-

lationship with Oswald of certain Cuban intel~-

llgence personnel in Mexico City and the reac-

tion in Havana within the Cuban Intelligence

Service to the news of the assassination of

President Kennedy. The Commission Staff is in

-the course of being briefed on the Cuban as-:

pect (cite supra May 14, 1964 FOIA 695-302A).

The 31gn1f1cant 1nformatlon referred to thereln is
the 1nformat10n A-1 prov1ded. ~T @“ch“&"7

On May 15, 1964, the day of stiye *iﬁ**“£; ‘interview,
the Warren Commission received its flrst formal communica-
tion regarding A-1l. However, the Agenfly did not at that -
time identify A-1 by his real name nr cryptonym nor did
the-Agency indicate'that-the'source ofrthiS'information

was. a defector then residing under secure condltlons in

the Washlngton, D.C. area. (See May 15 Letter from Helms

" to Rankin FOIA ). The May 15 communication did state that

S

o

the Agency had established contact
"with a well-placed individual who has been
in close and prolonged contact with ranking
officers of the Cuban Direcion General de
Intelligencia." (Cite)
Attached to the May 15 communication was a copy of

Langeseh's above referenced memorandum of May 5, 1964 re-

.........

t
{



gardingtA&l's knowledge of Oswald's probabl€ contact with
the DGI in Mexico City. (Cite above.) The attachment
made no reference to the source's status as aAdefector"
from the DGI .~ f'jl/{”’“"a/? |

| As set forth in the section of the report concerning
Tuisa Calderon, on June 18, 1964, Howard Willens of the
Warren Commission reviewed Langosch's May 5 memo and
the questions upon which the information set forth in the
memo was elicited. Neither the questionqgg'the memo shown
to Willens made reference to the source's status as a de-

e e

fector collaborating with the CIA: '(Cite Arthur Dooley
T ' 10 A S
memo, 19 June 1964, FOIA 739-319). I i ’“‘M/“"

7—'4/-{/%/&7?

Based upon review of the Langosch memoranda, the Com-

mittee has determined thatzgzgggficant infcréggz§§:xegard-

ing Luisa Calderon was withheld from the Warren Commission }ﬁf%'

(Cite Calderon section). This information was derived A“ka/
from ... debriefings of A-1l. (Cite May 7 and 8 Langosch - ;auMHzJQ

memos.)' From the Committee's review of the A-1 file pro- /e ] ,
- ’ CeV Oy
vided by the CIA, the Committee has not found any credible e on

evidence indicating that other information provided by A-1l /9h7
to the CIA waS'relevant to the work of the Warren Commission.
However, in its review the Committee has determined that

arg
specific documents referenced in the A-1 file & not present

in that file.
One

'
PHE missing 1temtof considerable concern to the Committee .




CYA HAS NO 0Bz |
DECLASSIFiCAT R N TO
RELEASE OF s pnt

ﬂzb% , e -7 -

e d

T is a debriefing report of A-1 entitled "The Oswald Case."
(Dispatﬁfﬁ 035, 23 March 1965) On March 23, 1965, a
CIA dispatch records the transmittal of the report, along
with eleven other A-1 debriefing reports. (Cite supra.)
Next to the listing of the "Oswald case" debriefing repbrt '
is the handwritten ﬂ&ation "SI." A CIA employee who has

. L . . . dol A o Comm:

worked extensively with the Agency files system boli-ened

Clabtmlmpersind™ i Symb ] far PRI
this notation 4# s&and-fer the CIA component~ Special In-

/iﬁa .~~~ telligence. ~Otﬁ§i:EE57fEprgEE2;ativgg:be&isffgychezpéizi

ﬁ‘& b_tiQn,te~&£§pd=£02:£§g;glﬁ:eGMEEgﬁ%ﬂ?ékﬂﬁﬁkf&w&ﬂﬁﬁ%@%@égéb.

¢
ﬁ”j‘,_ Other CIA representatives believed the notation was a re-
-f’ ference to the Counterintelligence component CI/SIG. In
-+ .
ﬂhiji a CIA memorandum dated , it s stated
'lP"11 Quote Barbara's memo.
Yl
A , " , (
PAY '.‘u"»)b
f$” The lLgericy has been unable +0 locate this document

. and therefore the Committee cannot pass judgement upon the
substance of the missing materials.

The Committee has gueried A-1l's case officersregard%zg
. .  abouX
additional information that A-1 may have supplied r .

Oswald. Joseph Lanogsch when interviewed by the Committee
stated that (HSCA staff interview Joseph Langosch, August .

21, 1978) he did not have contact with the Warren Commission
P ,
_} and does not know what information derived .from A-1l's de-

briefings was supplied to the Warren Commission. (Cite also
Ry » foer BN PG S heatdsatticabl e St bt e TS PRt © )
Hidalgo and Piccolo.) He also stated that he does not
tA¥riaan S

€.



g NO OBJECTION TO
. %?cmswm«rm ANDYOR
RELEASE OF THIS DOCLENT

A 12doZlid) e

LA ‘ |
recall thatf@#®#g provided any other information oy Oswald's ]
‘ wwb}\}igﬁ Fneg S, U vorhs
»; a

contact wﬂith the DGI other than hé-memoranda
RSN el dsasein 0}
hexsinps (Clte WS I N snterview.)

In a furth,er effort to clérify the substance of informa-
| A—] |
tion that-»AM&& provided to the CIA regarding Oswald, the 1}
r -
. .w'Committee has attempted to locate ﬁ;‘&!e The CIA has also
RS A

e M -
© .- 'jattempted to locate..b.mesé (give date of separation from CIA)
Sl ; - :

L vt ‘
E»/;i:-‘“'but has been unable to determine his present whereabouts.
’.~'-.¢"‘ L ¢ . ﬂ_ I
LA R Thus, gaps do exist regarding information AMMYG may

/ ¥ have supplied the CIA

T CLEE'S 7 Ut N
' N g tho-hgeney , exceptfm the Calderd

. e ¥ e T L e

~Bwt O the basis of

®
T ATuee 0 LI 1wt om Pt Va7, s e

d a7
episode|, provided the Warren ormation
L - N

investigative significanceWA broader question remains
however. The Agency{ as noted earlier' did not reveal to

the Warren Commission that A-1 was present in the Washington,
D.C. area and under controlled conditions ,accessible to the

- de 1\/
Sivirgant conssdersdoan
Commission. Exen—eeonsidering. the CIA's serious concern
for protecting its sources, the fact that A-1's status was

. Lo L
AJ,"’.A:’L!\’ - P
not disclosed $foreclosed. the Warren Commission from exercising

(Cite Langosch's quote supora), D111t )
his depth of knowledge of Cuban intelligence activities ASE

;o OpTien Cosell ot By, (o ks ALFCL hog, Ve (30 000 Carenritia-
T/JL»/Y\;;;}‘}&,M ot vy 10T, Aad o oppo! ”5&/;:4%??55;4

b a possible option, i.e. to take the sworn testimony of aA-1
\_«,<v .
\‘z ¥ . as it concerned Oswald and the Kennedy assassination. ©On
o . :‘ 'l'--h.'z
grf;“»* *V this issue, as the written record tepds to show, the Agency
b+ I ¥y o F € crag gt K)
oo . uSSER? - 4
w2l unilaterally rejpcted thep option.
.. r. ‘ - .
4 . . Ly P AR S A
T d-not—fadl;~in-A-~1"ETCAEE "The
o ,.;“U' blems-establishing-bora-fide as 1t~d:tﬁ"W1‘EH“‘NU‘S‘é”m§o.
L — -2 C A oam L. [ A S (PO s, R LY SR L
R A AN AR -
:;-' . "‘"*r‘—-'" P B - : .
Wyﬁ light of the establishment of A-1's bone fidzx*
o his proven reliability and




THE AMLASH OPERATION .

During 1967, the CIA's Inépector General issued a

report which examined CIA supported assassination plots.
Inéluded in this report was discussion of the CIA-Mafia
pldts and an Agency project referred to as the AMLASH
operation (67 IGR pp. 1-74, 78-112). The AMLASH ocperation

involved a high level Cuban official (assighed the CIA

' cryptonym AMLASH/1) who during 1962 while meeting with a

/
CIA representati#g expressed the desire to assassinate
Fidel Castro (1967 IGR p.84). As a result of AMLASH's
expressed objectiVe and the CIA's desire to find a viable

political alternative to the Castro regime, the Agency sub-

sequently provided’AMLASH with both moral and material

liﬁiqg;e;gadel Castro. (1967 IGR

<’““§ﬁppert;desigggd t

%ua pp. 80-94). The AMLASH operation wés terminated by the
e CIA in 1965 as thé result Qf security léaks (1967 IGR

Wl{ . pp. 104-106). Dufing 1965, AMLASH and his conspiratdrs

.fhwf -~ were brought to trial in Cuba for plotting against Castro.

+ﬂ”JA AMLASH was sentenced to death/but at Castro's request the
sentence was reduced to twenty-five years imprisonment.
(1967 IGR pp. 107-110). | |
| In its éxamination of the AMiASH operation ¢ the 1967
IGR concluded that the CIA had offered both direct and in-

" direct support for AMLASH's plotting (1967 IGR p. 80).

The most striking example of the CIA's direct offer of sup-

port to AMLASH reported by the 1967 IGR states:




IR T

it is likely that at the very moment Presi-

dent Kennedy was shot a CIA officer was meet-

ing with a Cuban agent in Paris and givin§him

an assassination device for use against

CASTRO. (1967 IGR p. 94)

The 1967 IGR offered no firm evidence confirming

or refuting Castro's’knoWledge of the‘ggLASH operation prior
to the assassination of President Kennedy- The Report

does note that in 1965 when AMLASH was tried in Havana

: J\ajc{u—ko
court, November 1964 was given as the tﬁrtt&};gee<¥ i%

. i
Lisreregbiidpi-eoh AMLASH's actlons.waxemt&eé-to cia support.

(1967 IGR p. 111)

The Church Committee in Book V of ité Final Report
examined the AMLASH operation in great detail. (SSC,
Book V, pp.2~7, 67-69) The Church Comﬁittee concluded:

The AMLASH plot was more relevant to the Warren

Commission work thafy 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~couid clearly be traced
to the CIA; and unlike fhe eariier plots, the CIa
had endorsed AMLASH's proposalbfor a coup, the

first step to him being Castrofs assaésination,

despite Castro's threat to retaliate for such
plotting. No oﬁe directly involved in either
invesiigation (i.e. the CIA and the FBI) was told

of the AMLASH operation. No one investigated a
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connection between the AMLASH operation and

President Keﬁnedy's assassination. Alﬁhough

Oswald had been in'contact with pro-Castro

and anti-Castro groups for many ﬁonths before

the assassination, the CIA did not conduct

a thoreugh investigafion of questions of I
Cuban government or Cuban'exile involvement in

the aSsassination. (Church Committee, Book V,

Final Report, p. 5)
In 1977, the CIA 1ssue#ed a second Inspector
4General‘s Report conderning the subject of CIA sponsored

assassination plots. This Report,in large part was in-

tended as'a rebgttal of the Church Committee's findings.
The 1977 IGR states:

The Report (of the Church Commlttee) assigns

it (the AMLASH operation) characteristics that

it did not have dﬁring the period preceding

the assassination of JFK in order to support

the SSC view that it should have been reported

to the Warren Commission. (1977 IGR.p. 2)

The 1977 IGR concluded that/prior to the assassination
of President Kennedy, the AMLASH eperation was not an
assa551natlon plot and that the treatment of the issue

by the Church Committee was both imprecise and misleading. jﬁg%f&b

. . Lo b
(19771 IGR Tab D, p. 28) ' . 7

Nevertheless, the 1977 IGR did state:




it would have served to reinforce the credi-
bility of (the Warren Commission) its efforts
had it taken a broader view of the matter (of
normal avenue of investigation). The CIA,
too, could have considered in specific texrms
what most then saw in general terms--the possi-
bility of Soviet or Cuban involvement in the
assassination because of the tensions of the
time. It is not enough to be able to point to
erroneous criticisms made today. The Adgency
should have taken broader initiatives then as
well. That CIA employees at the time felt--
as they obviously did--that the activities -
about which they knew had no relevance to

the Warren Commission ingquiry does not take
the place of a record of conscious review.
(1977IGR p. 11)

:It—shcut&"ﬁe*ﬁuteﬁ*that‘Richard Helms, as the highest
level CIA employee in contact with the-Warren Commission
ofla regular basis, testified to the Rockefegller Commission
that he did not believe the AMLASH operation be—h;;é~been
relevant to the investigation of President Kennedy's death.
(Rockefeller Commission, Testimony of Richard Helme, 4/24/75
pp. 389-391, 2) . In addition, Mr. Helms testifiea before
thé#gommittee that the AMLASH operation was not‘designeo
to be an asSassinetion plot (Richard Helms, Exeoutive'Ses~
sion testimony, 8/9/78 pp. 26-27),

A cOntrasting.view to the testimony of Mr. Helms was

offered by Joseph Langosch who in 1963 was the Chief of

Counterlntelllgence for the CIA's Special Affairs Staff _[fo;7ubb

(hereinafter SAS). During 1963, the Special Affairs Staff

was the CIA component responsible for CIA operatlons di- /‘-/‘4";’/3

rected against the Government of Cuba and the Cuban Intel-

ligence Services (Hsca Affidavit of Langosch, Sept. 14,




1978, p.l) The Special Affairslgtaff was headed by
Desmond Fitzgerald and was.fesponsible for the AMLASH
Qperation {Church Repert, Book V, pp. 3,A8, 79)%3 LangoScﬁ
as ﬁhe Chief.of Counterintelligence for the Special Af-
fairs Staff was responsible for safeggarding SAS against
penetration by foreignlintelligence services, partieularly'
the Cuban Intelligence Services. (HSCA staff, v supra)
it was Langosch's;recollection

that the‘AMLASH‘operation prior to the

assassination of President Kennedy was

characterized by the Special Affairs

staff, Desmond Fitzgerald and other

senior CIA officers as an assassination

operation initiated and sponsored by the

CIA. |

Langosch'further recollected that as of 1962 it
was -highly possible:that_the Cuban Intelligence Servicee
were aware of AMLASH and his association with the CIA and .
that the_information upon which Langosch based hisrconclﬁe>v
sion that the AMLASH operation was insecure was available
to senior level CIA officials including Desmond Fitzgefald.
(HSCA Langosch Affidevit p- 4 supra) |

However, the issue before this Committee‘is not -
simply whether the AMLASH operation was an assassination
plot prior to President Kennedy's death. The broader
and more significant issue, as the 1977IGR has identified

it, is whether the AMLASH operation was of sufficient

relevancy to have been reported to the Warren Commission.
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In the case of the AMLASH operation thegdetermina—
tion is a most difficult matter to resolve. Reasonable
men may differ in their characterization’of the Agency's
operational objecitves.

_Based upon the presently available evidence it~

is the Committee's position that such information, if made
. . t ‘f‘.é.*
available to the Warren Commlssuxbwmy have stimulated

the Commission's'/investigative concern for possible Cuban
_ 1nvolvement or compllclty in the aSsassinatiOn._ As J.
Lee Rankin commented before this Commlttee-

...when I read...the Church Committee's
report--it was an jdeal situation for them
to just pick out any way they wanted to
tell the story and fit it in with the '
facts that had to,be met and then either
blame the rest ozit on somebody else Or
not tell any more Or polish it off. I
don't think that could have happened back
in 1964. I think there would have been
a much better change of getting to the
heart of it. It mlght have only revealed
that we are involved in all these things
and who is involved in it and who approved
it and all that. But I think that would
have at least come out. (Rankin p. 91)

The Committee is in agreement with Mr. Rankin

. that had the AMLASH operatlon been dlsclosedﬁto the Warren

dan £S5 10T N 18
Commission, —at=wey" have been able to foreclose th ecu—
koS $uuﬁfowim&ﬂ dﬁﬁﬁe A t
lation and conjecture that G the past decadekhasu%wwnr

a o : ; footnote to the turbulent relatlons

between Castro's cuba and the United States.
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- the findings of the SSC pertaining to alleged CIA sponsored

Mt fhoy st pipacg fl ouplie

On April 23, 1976 the Senate Select Committee to/Au&v,?q):?

Study Governmental Operations (hereinafter SSC) issued its/b%ta4/

: . " . . ' . . . L>
report regarding "The Investigation of the Assassination YT .
of President John F. Kennedy: Performance of the Intelli- \
gehce Agencies." This report set forth a limited study

of those federal agencies, primarily the Federal Bureau

of Investigation and the Central Intelligence Agency, that
provided aséistance to the Warren Commission in its investi-
gation of the circumstances surrounding the assassination

of President Kennedy. 1In particular, the SSC examined

the relevancy of certain information pertaining to alleged
assassination plots by the CIA against Fidel Castro and
the withholding of this information from the Warren Coﬁmis—
sion. The SSC conclusions pertaining to these alleged CIA
sponsored assassination plcts have generated additional

public and private inquiries regarding the substance and

quality of information reported by the CIA to the Warren
Commission.

buring i§77, the CIA issued a report prepared by
the Agency's Inspector General (hereinafter 77IGR). This

report was intended to be, in large part, a rebuttal to




assassination plots. The 7q&GR response concluded:

1) That the SSC Book V final report "contains nu-

" merous factual errors, both in the extensive

treatment of a selected operation (AMLASH) and
in a number of separate incidents that it pre-
sents";

2) "While one can make the point in principle that
the Warren Commission could well have broadened
its réview to include the anti-Cuban programs
of fhe U.S. Government, in trying to make the
case for that concept, Book V of the Senate Se-

lect Committee 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.* (CIA 77IGR, p. 9)

The 70&GR further concluded that the SSC Final Report
conve?ed an imprgssion of limited effort by the CIA to as-
sist the Warren Commission in its work. The 77IGR was in
fundamental disagreement with this characterization of the
SSC findings and noted that "CIA did seek and collect in-
formation in support of the Warren Commission. " Additionally,
it conducted studies and submitted speciai/analyses and

reports." (Introduction to Tab E of 77&GR).

* The 77 IGR comments regarding Warren Commission lack of .
knowledge of anti-Cuban programs of the U.S. government
will be addressed ai: l¢ni: in another section of this report.
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v In order tq:fgfgﬁggggggggﬁzziggjthe scope of support

provided by the CIA to the Warren Commission, the 7W&GR com=-
piled a comprehensive listing of CIA generafted material
provided to both the U.S. Intelligence Community and the
Warren Commission regarding the assassination of President
. vrespect }

Kennedy. In this rugznd, the Committee agrees with the
77 TGR wherein it is stated that

"This compilation (of CIA generated mater1al}

is appropriate to considération of the extent

of the cIia effort, to the extent that it reveal$

something of the results of that effort." -

(77 IGR, Introduction to Tab E)

Therefore, in order to examine the broad issue of
the CIA's scope and quality of support to the Warren Com-

mission in both an objective and disciplingkgfnmnner, the

Committee has rev1ewed in detail the 77 IGR's listing of

s oe e A —

informatio rtalnlng to the assa551n;223\ rovided the

Warren Commission and the U.S. Intelllgence Communit The
Committee has particularly_foCused its attention on the
specific issue owahether the CIA or any employee or former
employee of the cIa misinformed, or withheld information
relevant to the assassination of President Kennedy from

the Warren Cemmiésion. In addition, the Committee has
attempted to determine whether, if the Warren Commission
was misinformed or not made privy to information relevant

to its ‘investigation, whether the misinforming or withhold-

ing of evidence from the Warren Commission was the result

of a conscious intent to do so by the Agency or its employes,




In examining the Agency's comprehensive listing of

CIA generated material referenced above, the Committee has
paralled its review to the structure given to these'materials
by the 77 IGR. 1In this regard, the 77 IGR details four
interrelated compilations of Kennedy assassination material.
These four compilations are:

1) Agency dissemination of information to the Intel-

ligence Community (Formal and Informal Dissemina-

tionq)
2) Dissemination of material to the Warren Commission
3) Agency dissemination to the FBI et al régarding

rumors and allegations regarding President Kennedy's

assassination
4) Memorandum submitted by CIA to the Warren Commis-
sion on Rumors and Allegations Reldting to the -
V President's Assassination <In‘\’r‘owioc\ hTOb‘Ej 11 'I?Sﬁ\ B
S\P Qy o . ~ Gompilatiog")m above was reviewed by |
\Ur y—;' a staff member of:this eommittee. This review focused
ﬁaﬁ; upon tﬁose.documehts identified in the compilation“as hav-

J ing been made available to member agencies of the U.S. 3n-
\&

0:5 telligénce ebmmunity but not having been made available

»~] to the Warren Commission for its reviewfqilt should be noted

‘ﬂ$r*ﬁ that merely because a specific document was not made available
'

/x

to the Warren Commission does not necessarily imply that

substantive information relevant to the Warren Commission's

work was withheld from it. The substance of such informa-
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tion may have been made available in a subsequent com-

munication or report to the Commission. Nevertheless,

these materials have been analyzed to determine if =
and
<3 substantive’relevant information related to Presi-

dent Kennedy's assassination was provided by the CIA to mem-

. . 4haktwas '
ber agencies of the U.S. Zntelligecne Gommunities 88 not

provided by the CIA in some manner to the Warren Commis-
sion. : : —

) L
Gompllatlon set forth above consists of

those materials provided by the CIA in written form to the
Warren Commission. These materials were reviewed, analyzed,

and contrasted against those materials related to Presi-

dent Kennedy's assassination provided by the CIA to member
agencies of the U.S.:fhtelligencefaommunity.

: Gbmpilation (3\)

Those:materials set forth in the

Ch,p listed above were in fact included in the first compilation
X ,

PSU% cited hereinf{gerefore these materials were subject to the
fq same standards of review applied to the m:‘eompilation03
A

r/af Those materials set forth in the meompilationcq)
o s Compila-
AJJK

Therefore, these materials were sub-

*

¥%Fﬂ ject to the same standards of review applied to
BT
Q*W:J* éompilatior(;}—)
i it .

b
s

A As a visual aid to the analysis of the materials

Aﬂ -
3:yb contained in the four compilations discussed above, a chart e
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has beenprepared which illustrates the flow of written in-

. i : . —
formatio é:} the CI Goncernlng_gre51dent Kennedy's assassina-
i —

tiog Lo the Warren Commission and the U.S. 1ntelllaence

’ % s-els Gtk : A
community Th1§c;hart - the CIA S dlnu.nni de51g—
-Qr X&d\lutnmﬂ*l itsYhe
nation®gP and subject matter of each documen;r the date oﬁLéﬂtle

- s currerchis . Thechartalso ndicailk
waaﬁﬁiﬁﬂnu-ﬂ_dcssemlnatéah qui‘whetherj!!lwas made available
Hu TITTW, =W 4

to the Warren Commission @ the U.S. _,Lntelllgence communltyor'ico%

| seconhaty Purpest ot 15 Fe
$his chart i’ § indicatEgm

for selected sdbjects the volume of information provided

to the U.S.:Ihtelligence community as opposed to the Warren

Commission.

During the course of this study, additional Agency
files have been reviewed. These files have been examined
in an effort to resolve certain issues Created by the re- ' E
view of the Agency's compilations discussed herein. Where
apparent gaps existed in the written record; files have
been requested and reviewed in an effort to resolve these
gaps. Where significant substantive issues have arisen
related to the kind and quality of information provided
the Warren Commission, files have also been requested and
réviewed in an effort to resolve these issues. As a resuit,
approximately thirty files, comprising approximafely ninezz

65+ E rmember okthis
volumes have been examined and analyzed by g Commltteakﬂﬂ“Qfﬁﬁ*7’

fwwg%.’E%e findings set forth herein

are subject to modification due to the following considera-




tions. During the course of the past fifteen years, the

CIA has generated massive amounts of information related
to the assassination of President Kennedy. In spite

of the Agency's sophisticated document retrieval system,
certain documents requested by this Committee for study

and analysis have not been located. Whether these docu-

-e.\‘HserekS 'H\-cr w 4

b ?n filed incorrectly or destroyed,

»1nd1v1dual whi

KO &

regulation or

de
in the written'record still exist.

¢+ 9aps
lavt amy goifeqca
./ +~hoer = _T_/ fo,
Secondly, due to dissimilar standards of relevancy . .. ic
.4Wngﬁ‘aqvki4“€Ckwh¢na+*: ~

adopted by certain files requested by the Committee for ;;‘Q
review have either not been made available by the Agency &
or have been made available to the Committee in a sani- w/

tized fashion.> Therefore, to the degree reflected by'the S
Agency's denial of access and/or sanitization of certain
materials, this study's conclusions are based upon the Ao hon.
best evidence available to the Committee though this may
not be all releﬁ%ant evidence to which thej&gency has
access.
One must,‘moreover; give due consideration to the
role that oral discussions, oral briefings, and meetings
of Warren Commission and CIA representatives may have

played in the supply of assassination-related information

by the CIA to the Warren Commission. The subject and
substance of these discussions, briefings, and meetings

ey :
4% not always reflected by the written record made the



subject of this study. Therefore, the Committee has

conducted interviews, depositions and executive session
sh£€ andmembers
hearings with key Warren Comnlss1on and former or present
{‘, /J.g [v‘-.f" Py e b G g
CIA representatives in an effort to ft%%-thergap“created
o ;.L/JAJJMJ e LI £ e PP
by Ealm e »..;.._;'.-f,-'-,:,w-l;..w:,»-. e

rma%“means~of~communieation.
The results of the Committee's efforts to chronicle this
aspect of the working relationship between the Warren

Commission and the CIA will be‘a_subject for discussion

herein.
L o
TL-.—(C, I'-f LD [_.(uffg“‘ .ﬂ: A) .Z R '. st ool +0 W 1 ).

CIT. a) Warren Comm1581on relationship with CIA regarding in-

sy R

.formatlon made avallable by CIA to Warren Comm1s51 on

e < L 7 T e A e T F P T e L e e v T

The Commlttee has, querled)both representatlves of
/

—=—""the Warren Comm1551on staff and those representatives of

rr

/ \\Fhe CIAvwho played significant roles in providing CIA gen-
y ¥ e;aEéd\lnformatlon to the Warren Commission. The:§§§§;a?%§
[ {)’} \WSQ? ST SENTY -3 SRS N DR i

Vol consensus of thgé§:§éer%e was that‘the Warren Commission
\"'L . .
Ehe $ and the CIA enjoyed a successful working relationship dur-
o* - !!iill'lll
w : .
g U,Vying the course of the Commission's investigation /\‘Z‘
W i ' h““;’ e
(P A . o .
Depo of R. Rocca 7/17/78, p. 18) William Coleman, a senior Aﬂ>
» . v 7
® staff counsel for the Warren Commission who worked closely afjfb
. . ‘o
with Warren Commission staff counsel W. David Slawsonj on b

matters which e = gF the CIA's

@M resources, characterized the CIA representatives

with whom he dealt as highly competent, cooperative, and

intelligent. (See HSCA staff interview 8/2/78). Mr.

Slawson expressed a similar opinion regarding the Agency's




cooperation and quality of work. (Executive Session Testi-

mony of W. David Slawson, November 15, 1977, p. 17, see
also.JFK exh. 23.) |

J. Lee Rankin, General Counsel for the Warren Com-
mission, testified that the Warren Commission and its
staff were‘assured‘that the Agency would cooperate in its

work. (HSCA deposition of J. Lee Rankin, August 17, 1978,

Classified, p. 4).
John Mccéne, Director of Central Intelligence at

the time of President Kennedy's assassination and during

the Warren Commission investigation, supported Mr. Rankin's

testimony in this regard by characterizing the CIA's work

vis a vis the Warren Commission as both responsive and

comprehensive. (HSCA deposition of John McCone, August 17,

/(&HS r. McCone testified that he was personally
‘j¥ R, esponsible for determiningbwhether'pee Harvey Oswald was
?p*r ever associated with the Agency. Mr. McCone was rthe
VJJ}" responsible for e?suring that all relevant mattiyé/were i
conveyéd by the CiA to the Warren Commission {McCone ézj
deposition pp. 5-6) Mr. McCone estified that: —+» \;
Gwor

The policy of CIA was to give the Warren Com-

mission everything that we had. I personally “oty
asked Chief Justice Warren to come to my of- s

fice and took him down to the vault of our S
building where our information is microfilmed o
and stored and showed him the procedures that )

we were following and the extent to which we R
were giving him--giving his staff everything &a~J¢uu¢Kﬂ~
that we had, and I think he was quite satis- G
fied. (McCone Deposition p. 9) S

doke




Mr. Raymond Rocca, one of the CIA's key represen-

tatives to the Warren Commission during its investigation,
aliso characterized the Agency's role as one of full sup-
port to the Warren Commssion. 'Mr. Rocca, who served as
the Chief of the Research and Analysis Division for the

Counter-Intelligence Staff of the CIA recalled under oath

that Richard Helms had difee%eé—%haﬁj=bl*— *h'/yubw;s Jlmbfuer

All material bearing in any way that could be ks
of assistance to the Warren Commission should e
be seen by CI staff and R and A and marked
for us. He issued very, very strictly worded
indications—-they were verbal in so far as I
know--that we were to leave no stone unturned.
(HSCA Deposition of Raymond Rocca, July 17,
1978, p. 24)

Mr. Rocca added that, to his knowledge, Mr. Helms'

orders were followed to the letter by all CIA employees. g

date :
(Rocca deposition, p. 24) Mr. Rocca concludedj LA
On +51 bari, P2 CIA was to turn over and to develop any De LA/?
“[-VJ./?information bearing on the assassination s st T
u that could be of assistance to the Warren o Al
Commissio?ﬁ'(Rocca deposition, p. 26) 5 ﬁ;,;p

A somehwat different view of the CIA's role regard-
ing the supply of CIA's information to the Warren Commis-
sion was propounded by Richafd Helms. Mr. Helms, who
served as the CiA's Deputy Director for Plans during the
Warren Commission investigation and who was directly re-

sponsible for the CIA's investigation of President Kennedy's

assassination (Rocca dep. p[23b,testified to the Committee

that the CIA made every effort to be as responsive as pos-

o

sible to Warren Commission requests. (HSCA Executive Session

‘d— . )

T Lo N Q. *ﬂ . ‘ww' :{;w"'
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testimony of Richard Helms, August 9, 1978, p.10) Mr.
Helms added further testimony regarding the manner in
which the CIA provided its information to the Warren Com-
mission. . He stated:
An inquiry would come over (from the Warren Com-
mission). We would attempt to respond to it.
But these inquiries came in individual bits and
pieces or as individual items...Each individual
item that came along we took care of as best we
could. (Helms hearing p.l1l0-11)
It was Mr. Helms' recollection that the CIA pro-
vided information to the Warren Commissionjon the basis

’L..‘A,.'(t’
of the Commission's specific requests. Under o;;; he

supported this proposition:

Mr. Goldsmith: In summary, is it your position that
the Agency gave the Warren Commission
information only in response to speci-
fic requests by the Warren Commission?

Mr. Helms: ‘That is correct.

I want to modify that by saying that
memory is fallable. There may have been
times or circumstances under which some-
thing different might have occured, but
my recollection is that we were attempting
to be responsive and supportive to the
FBI and the Warren Commission. When
they asked for something we gave it to
them.

As far as our volunteering informa-
tion is concerned, I have no recollection
of whether we volunteered it or not.

 Mr. Helms' characterization of fulfilling Warren

Commission requests on a case by case basis rather than
uniformly volunteering relevant information to the Warren

' Commission stands in direct opposition to J. Lee Rankin's




Mr. Rankin was

sponsibility was simply to respond to questions that

L T, Ao
were addressed to CIA by the Warren Commission. Mr. Rankin

testifiedr & [ollows: [ckuck Qs L3 gooi pun o +
fmcguupe sk peeceds’ o codon.

Not at all and if anybody had told me that I
would have insisted that the Commission com-
municate with the President and get a different
arrangement because we might not ask the right

. questions and then we would not have the informa-
tion and that would be absurd (Rankin deposition

p. 4) .
Qank)n.s
Mr. Slawson added support to ¥ position testi-
: Warren Commission
fying that &# requests to the CIA were rarely specific.

"The request was made intially that they give us all in-

formation pertinent to the assassination investigation.”

(Slawson Dep. p.29) \\rLfgciLL.
+7  «d
The unfortynate consequences BE e -
A c,‘m q g e f—‘—«,JM.d
wixgd of not asklngﬁmhe right questions #sse graphically 5%%% 7o)

‘V4¢ illustrated by the subsequent exposure of the CIA's anti- o ”'7%;
’Pq. c‘TCLD)t icall

Castro assassination plots (SSC Book V).

' : . . : L ;
vﬂip no knowledge at the time of the Warren Commission investiga- g oL ~Tn
- & _ .

'%D tion of Agency efforts to assassinate Fidel Castro. (Rocca du$¢“%)L
' I ;
L fha .
\Y X, R ‘ /-)/AV ,)d_(

Je cho~,
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it .hrc.s %t‘d\ ond re g{;:m ity ,“ m%""%*““-“" ! vvo Sal sFuadi) v

e oS, Rewas
,p"}" Spereki ons G “i‘LLl’ g,,u,x,m.’g Faal

T#

o*J'he CIAndesk of-

ficer who was initially given the responsibility by Mr.
Helms to investigate for the CIA, Lee Harvey Oswald‘ 6% d\?‘;tzjg-f

&no h i mﬂs"’ 3 s
and the assassination of President Kennedy. ( A dep051- .
tion of John Scelso, May 16, 1978, p.73, 111-112) Mr. | e
Scelso testified tha;/had he known of such assassination

plots;r s UPL*_ /MW““\] &(/'f"‘-u\ would (AU'L_v 4 oaun Feuloonm -

"we would have gone at that hot and heavy.

We would have queried the agent (AMLASH) about
it in great detail. I would:have had him poly-
graphed by the best operative security had to
see if he had (sic) been a double-agent, in-
forming Castro about our poison pen things,

and so on.r I would have had all our Cuban
sources queried ahout it."

investigated

disetvered b%

ﬁs*f’hr&w& '-""fk Hha A

, these plots wére known by few,]ﬂ! Mr.

Helms' testimony regardlng these plots reveals that the
rcf"\‘a +°

'Agency compromised its

PO.\Q\N.h“' . R . i .;__h_ v
«f#f information to the Warren Commissiong

+his policy
McCone and General Counsel Rankin had believed”® to be in



effect. The following exchange between Committee &ounsel

‘ .- a +
and Mr. Helms illustrates the acuteJﬂﬁéns% the Agency's

compromise:

Mr. Goldsmith: Mr. HdE%&, I take it from your testi-
mony that your position is that the
anti-Castro plots, in fact, were rele-
vant to the Warren Commission's work;
and, in light of that, the Committee
would like to be informed as to why
the Warren Commission was not told by

~you of the anti=Castro assassination
" plots. '

Mr. Helms: I have never been asked to ﬁestify before
the Warren Commission about our operations.

Mr. Goldsmith: Ifithe Warren Commission did not know
of the operation, it certainly was not
in a position to ask you about it.

Is that not true?

Mr. Helms:. Yes, but how do you know they did not know
about it? How do you know Mr. Dulles had
not told them? How was I to know that?
And besides, I was not the Director of
the Agency and in the CIA, you did not go
traipsing around to the Warren Commission
or to Congressional Committees to to any-
place else without the Director's permis-
sion. '

Mr. Goldsmith: Did you ever discuss with the Director whe-
ther the Warren Commission should be in-
formed of the anti-Castro assassination
plots?

Mr. Helms: I did not, as far as I recall.

Mr. McCone testified that he first

became aware of the CIA's anti-Castro assassination plots
involving CIA-Mafia ties during August 1963. He stated
that upon learning of these plots, he directed that the

Agéncy cease all such activities. (McCone deposition, p.1l3)




~

Eﬂﬂevﬂk,éﬁﬁbn asked &

the CIA desired to withhold information from the Warren
Commission about the Agency anti-Castro assassination plots
to avoid embarassing the Agency or causing an 1nternatlonal
.crise§ he respeﬂ&ed;dW“’ + /QAinzj At
"I cannot answer that since they (CIA employees
knowledgeable of the continuance of such plots)

withheld the information from me. I cannot an-
swer that question. I have never been satisfied

as to why they withheld the information from me. ‘ S

(McCone deposition, p.16)

a A
Thus, the evidence indicates that, &8 Helms iremieme

"(cdd s s, wc‘m"“ L

ﬁLapproached McCone

B ,,\ it c,l
V 5 P dﬂ‘?aézz -Castro assassina-

V' Wle Warren Commission enmeesssin
se‘ / in\ ‘ .an-i*
" | tion plots,might have Helms s S
odese world havt r~eanl
~g£;:i§§:;u=a-us 1nforma§5McCone that plots were still being

) considered by the Agencyf Bux sae fhelms "‘-‘"""“""{)  — _B

. Regarding the relevan of such plots to t gggqx, A
a_rren &:mmlffl-ws&ou/ ?S& MSMO/Y\-{A,

were in agreement( (Slawson dep

- B-27, that

have been reported to the Warren

R il Commission.%{See also Spector,'g 46) (But see Liebeler,dl.?c.

/’yp paﬂ))?-‘nwlhcm'f?m?“'

Mr. Rocca testified that had he known of the anti-

)éf Castro assassination plots, his efforts to explore the_pos—.
sibility of a retaliatory assassination against President
.Vw Kennedy by Castro would have been intensified. He stated:
59 yxw : "...in light of what has happened a completely
ngﬁ different procedural approach probably would

% OAay) \nand should have been taken. I mean, there
v’ are aqg number of things that one can say in

L
s
<




III.

the light of history.
What I can't accept is that leads were

deliberately or otherwise ignored. (Rocca dep.,

p.45)

John Scelso, the above-cited CIA desk officer
who ran the CIA's initial investigation of President Ken- éﬁf
nedy's assassination until that responsibility was given
to the CIA's counterintelligence staff, offered a highly
critical appraisal of Helms' non-disclosure to the Warren
Commission: ; -

Mr. Goldsmith: Do you think Mr. Helms was acting properly
when he failed to tell the Warren Commission
about the assassination plots? :

Mr. Scelso: No, I think that was a morally highly re-
prehensible act, which he cannot possibly
justify under his oath of office, or any

other standard of professional public service.
(Scelso dep., p.153)

Aptmcs  comame v + ;;Aw@v/

Introductory Section/SS+M

The length of time'required by the CIA to respond
to the Warren Commission's requests for information has

been shown to have been dependent upon 1) the availability

- of information., ané 2)the complexity of the issues pre-

6k 1) T etk o Lhatt Lt oA Tt
sented by the request, Oigthie point, Mr. Helms testified 77-<te?

/“'J“ ® et o
that when CIA had been able to satisfy a Commission re- S Q- Shue S
< A

quest, the CIA would then send a reply back:

o rm

"and some of these inquiries obviously took
longer than others.

For example, some might involve
checking a file which was in Washington.
Other inquiries might involve trying to see
if we could locate somebody in some overseas
country.

Obviously, one takes longer to per-
form than the other. (Helms Exec. Session
hearing, p.25) : ‘
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Mr. Rocca, as the day to day CIA working level

contact with the Warren Commission stated that on the

average it took less than one week for the CIA to transmit

) . o\amé"'fuoUJ
its information to the Warren Commission, after such in-/ &+
formation hag been processed by the Agency. (Rocca dep. “‘““"’"‘vr.
PpP.66-67)

/?/.r:: S
(Add the opinioq of WC staffers.)
e+ ity

However, ey S —— - L~ T
}a‘ ’ Contbirtn Fof oratc ot jm 'y -5 '
p’j/ NGl the CIA's sens’tive‘

sources and methods, caused ﬂc-fwe,,
the Warren Commission to ex

. e of A Feol
pPerience greater difficulty
reltvn ot : coa
W‘ in getting e information than when the protection of r~ontis

such sources and methods was not at issue.

»

-
J. Lee Rankin pbhe = .‘g/

o
[ B 8 s
expressed the opinion that the Agency's venmmmres to pro- “hop pann

Y
tect its sensitive Sources and methods did R
which 2o~ #L
e Qffect empmmm the quality of the information to

. >
y 5 Smmwer  o-e
> ﬁ the Warren Commission and i gn access. ::::_“”:L
> : y IS % - bt b
- h‘nf‘D, (Rankin at 'p.23)£ In some instancéd a resulf:_ ‘Ff"ﬁ olery
;q-s . modr “wha . B - f..':v'ﬁ)c"’"\ho‘#of'tm|+

Agency wembemsme unilateral decisions haa .-V~ WS NN P

VYI<H accesSioc/A . by - '
£ }f -_q--ﬂ."\m.atériabw *the Commission. (Scekso dep.
%-3 ' e '."’{J yl" L. - // /"‘/“" ~fo ‘J“-ﬂ""\"“*'", 6-{ an
t g o8 p-158) 05 r - s Q‘_ ;../La) (4sl¢-.¢w“¢‘{yd %UJ .

I 4 R VO AT AT Ao
58
92 o
.Cgo
3- < ~
£€§ -

v . ’ e i e ' 3 R ol ::’-‘:‘1 '1‘ » A . .
Eég f; i i’/‘f 1k bl : B UD ~Fe B AR 185 s St
Yo }\;ét&( INf§he photosurveillance an '
Y 7
CEJ 5y ) ) . . _ . . 2
Staﬁ—g X - operations of the CIa's exicog City Station
o | efl cts af-Vhe
ggg 2) As a related considerationlthe"controversy sur-

D - ,

3 %% (il Adn phewsioe Alro. glas Jr st
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L

rounding”™photograph now referred to as that

of the "Mexico City Mystery Man"

Each of these concerns will be examined s

ﬂerein.

The CIA's concern for revealing the existence -of

sensitive technlcal operations, as outlined above, was
~evident from the A.ceptlon of the Warren Commission.

Mr. Scelso commented that "we were not authorized at first
to reveal all our‘ﬁechnical operations.” (Scelso dep.
'P.158) Scelso further testified:

We were going to give them intelligence re-

J ¥ v ports which derived from all our sournces, in-
W ‘i. V(‘ N cluding technlca} sources, 1nclud1ng3C . l)
Q X o ) L nd the information gotten _
g \ﬁ' from the interrogation of Silvia Duran, for
A . N example, which correspond almost exactly 4
W ., Wwith the information froqij’, :>
\g? Qi( )(Ext to Scelso quote, all of p.5)
17

J W Mr. Scelso's characterization is supported by
examination of the background to the first major CIA
report furnished the Warren Commission r gardlng Lee Harvey

2 don mewe
Oswald's trip to Mexico Cltgi (Cite.) Much gf the 1nform§—
tion provided to the Warren Commission in this report was
based upon sensitive soﬁrces and methods, identification
Y of which had been deleted completely from the report.

The éollcy PEERsigeey liniting Warren Commission know-
ledge of CIA sources and methods was articulated as early
as December 20, 1963, at which time a cable was sent from

CIA headquarters to the Mexico City Station which stated:

Our present plan in passing information to the
Warren Commission is to eliminate mention o
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\)ln order to protect your contin-
\ulng op> . Will rely instead .on statements
of Silvia Duran and on contentsz?f Sovi 5721:;

Consular file which Soviets gav

(CIA cable DIR 97829 FOlA 498-2 29Jan1964)"

The basic policy articulated in the December 20,
1963 cable is also set forth in a CIa memorandum of
December 17, 1963. 1In that memorandum, Birch O'Neal

' S pecial ’fmeshgb* i °“>éf°~*{’

of the CIA Counterintelligence/§taff wrote that he had
been advieed by Sam Papich, FBI liaison mem to the CIa,
that the FBI was anticipating a request from the Warren
Commission for copies of the FBI's materials which sup-
ported or complimented the FBI's five volume report of

7—L._/~ L.J (\LLV\
Decmeber 9, 1963rSubmitted to the Warren Commission.

Papich provided O'Neal with this report which indicated

that some United States Agency wa#{ e e e )
in Mex1co, P&p&eh~ques&ed—6*ﬂeat whether the FBI could
W
supply the Warren Commission withfsource of
) (The FBI had knowledge of CIA( )
J fﬂ \operatlons in Mexico City, see CIA S I 3/779/510)
P\Ab&f )

/‘I/.L/y O Neal's memorandum Mthat he dlscussed this matter

: e
ﬂﬂ;ﬂ;“ with Scelso who,in turn, after a discussion with Helms,

/ =k
\ \was directed by Helms to prepare CIA material to be passed

////"7 to the Warren Commission. [ O'Neal wrote:

{ He (Scelso) was quite sure it was not the
T Agency s desire to make available to the Com-
F?’ mission at least in this manner--via the FBI-

(Blrch O'Neal, Memo for File,

ﬂyﬁdup)J} sensitive lnformatlon which could relate to
( ./h}? (Tzo Dec 63, Subﬁ Lee Harvey Oswald)

sus /,,,j

v



The opinion expressed by Scelso as of December 17,

1963 was set forth on January 14, 1964 in a formalized

fflty of sources,

your Bureau.

to the Warren Commission. -Helms wrote that the CIA had

become aware that the FBI had already: ;:g: ,}ddk
called to the attggtion of the Commission, 1
through its attorney, that we have informa- 0)*{
tion (as determined from Agency sources) coin- ' 03

City and which may have some bearing on his

ciding with the date when Oswald was in Mexico '3Z;Lw/¢"
activities while in that area. (CSCI- 3/779/510£§t 40

mt@ {
Mr. Helms further indicated that the CIA @mp be ‘+L1MA‘
_ ~
uﬁQ’called upon to provide additional information acquired Lp“}f

) ‘JUJ¥Jafrom checks of CIA records and agency sources. He izsw I leavr

Y g& cheang e, T8

Wad suggestBAthat certain policies be employed to enable CIA | _ -7 .%~
j"f meh % A o e, WL\/V< [ Py ,\_‘__.“_’3?

v to work with the CommLSSLOn and—-with-the—Commisstorr s ,{5QM%,Q
Ry S g
YA

prelms claim2A o euds

> éﬁ{u¢f' coopexat*on protect CIA information, sources and methods.
: s ad
Among the policies articulated ¥ two Wthh i

. Ay 4 e .
enablgd the Agency to control the flow of 1nformatlon
+hs Q1A C® \>

-zFr\in this way/check the possibility of

revealing its sources and methods inadvertantly. The-poli-




PR Fe P, %
CLULk: /Jﬂ//ﬁ_ M“"”@"\j’ . M ./-"9 &2«%/\/4‘7 %qu-u_,

’ o Yor epprsmecd + - 21 = > penleny G “y %
e . /;‘;/(/t/\“-u ,(i—l,v\ at FUrn, oot qé 4/‘-(_, /“L/-c-/v

1) Your Bureau not disseminat#mmy information re-’ /bfé/%’

. 7 . . . P Iy g B 2 el B
ceived from this Agency without prior concur- /ﬁpﬁdﬁyﬂu
rence ijad

GEAYL

.2) In-.instances in which this Agency has provided
- information to your .Bureau and .you consider
-that information is pertinent to the Commission's

interest, and/or complimentéjg;\otherwise is

pertinent to information developed or received

by your Bureau through other sources and.ié being‘
provided by you to the Commiésién, you referA

the Commission to this Agency. In suéh cases

it will be appreciated if you will advise us

of such referral in order that we may anticipate
the possible further interest of the Commission

7
and initiate certain preparatory to meeting its

needs. (CSCI —3/559/710)

C,[A . -/
This policy eueesmin eliminatin3 @8 reference to

Agency sensitive sources and methods is further revealed

1964, $f e

\ by examination of an Agency cable, dated Januafy 29,

sent from CIA Headquarters to the CIA Mex1co City Station.

s
;;at'cable indicated that.knowledge of Agency sourcgs and

technlques was ea—that—d3te still belng withheld from the
Warren Comm1551on, Therein,’ LGéhés%ated that on Saturday,

— \ ........ -

February 1, 1964 CIA.&FJto present a report on Oswald s

o . Mex1co City activities; 'to the Warren Commissione——Hewevert, SL,
) M MA [ Q- \f'LS"Q +\1r‘—3 ”‘e v 2”

3 N TR SN LI LTI OISR T 0T T
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\< Iind Photo Surveillance

/»f/'fw /f;_‘ﬁ/@

- 22 ;":s_,*w—LQ v N-G:. Con *Hod'm:r.(

tect the CIA's Mexico City Station's sources and techniques.

(CIA cable Dir. 90466, FOIA 420-757, 20 Dec 63) -

@ oJee oo L.

7
Mr. Helms offered testimony regarding the CIA's

reticence to inform the Warren Commission, at least during
& %&MSSp;\Sdﬁ%ﬂ-ﬂf/
the initial stage of the CIA' ’ :knd photo sur-

veillance operations in Mexi City" ;
A

The reason for the sensitivity of these/ )
*aaf surveillance was not only be-
! cause it wds sensxtlve from the Agency's
) standp01nt, but
( l)and therefore, if this had become public “* :
knowledge, it would have caused very bad feel-
ings between Mexico and the United States,
+' and that was the reason. (Helms Exec Sess:.on

Vz}))\ hear:mg, pp 51 52, Ty

L)
QDJX\ J: Nevertheless, the CIA had provided information to

" .%

/,Q'vx the FBI regarding the Mexico City surveillance operations
\

'3’ prior to the assassination agd during the post- sassination
\ ‘.3 3}777/:» 1o 'F*HNPNN
\J N period _ ). I-—ii-!&—-

X o
& of November 28, "1963 the White House, through information

4

o

made available by DCI McCone to National Security Council?®
" had baoin rmmad2
Director McGeorge Bundy, s aware that the CIA ha
in operation against the Cuban and Soviet Em-
| -
bassy/Consulatesand that through thes )Dswald's pre-

sence in Mexico City prior to the assassination had been

orroborated. i.(,) ke McCona Ml Yo McGeo fa?aw»wbﬁ
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g&ngda“nnﬁpmrif
The CIA's Ililn-nu-to inform the Warren Comm1551on

.sfis—a—source

A |
ofconcern to tQLs Committee. It is indicative of an’ iz
?D'“Lw? QQ—“ "‘Q‘\ ske.u.) nnt‘f’S’&uVO"‘fLQ %IMW
t O skt B
%_Q,Clﬂ Leait ung.«\'&(-fub)(
substance oEEgEFEEETREEEY 1nformatlon Il-!p prov1de§3

the Warren Commission. (See Scelso dég-T .This process
might well have hampered the Commission's ability to pro-

ceed in its investigation with all the facts before it,

o chos D kit . . .

c«/e,d lavs Ao poe Cxemple.
‘e, L1C (ues /vucao(/‘-y os

As noted prev1ously, on January 31, 1964, the CIA conp!

M-’J?‘*’ﬁk

tlze_opefatlons to the Commission.

provided the Warren Commission with a memorandum that Ctloim Ty

chronicled Lee Harvey Oswald's Mexico City visitf during % <0

‘n Vas i &

September 26, 1963 -~ October 3, 1963. That memorandum - o fo
Aivd +hoX £~
wmepa nolnention wirvsrrrTms Oswald s Varlous conver- Rals

ey ﬂ « -{-v.'/v
sations with the Cuban and Sogktl Embassy/ConsulateShac b
bee{, jfnd subsequently transcribed. Furthermore, o

A\

,qb«-,,uuj
that memorandum ;** nd'/élentlonm that the CIA Lt

(’ transcribed conversations between Cuban /%b«v/zf
: ; | s
> Embassy employee Sylvia Duran and Soviet officials at N/ A{?‘Ja
the Soviet Embassy/Consulate nor was mention made of the ‘o~
. . VJC._
conversations between Cuban President Dorticos and Cuban 3/30
o ) , i de-bb-
~ Ambassador to Mexico nd L=
o 2
s

transcribed.



v g : - 24 -

yy _
Aﬂfﬂb Commission (see above) and likely discussed the memoran-

on Febrﬁary 1, 1964,Helms appeared before the

dum of January 3/ , 1964. On Feburary 10, 1964, J. Lee
Rankin wrote Helms in regafd to the CIA memorandﬁm of
January 31. A'review of Rankin's letter indicates that
a Ars weriting

Stk 23S Of iusssmipbeswmdewe, the Warren Commission
had no substantive knowledge o{r\ )

gﬁ ~>r the produdtion i.e;, the tapes and trans-

~ cripts, fégm-that operation. Rankin inguired in the Feb-
ruary 10, 1964 [2+ter whether Oswald's di£ect communica~
tion with employees 6f the Soviet Embassy (as stated in
‘1;___N_vof the January 31 memorandum) Had been facilitated
by telephone or interview. Manifestly, if the Warren Com-
mission had been informed th' Y /)

AN
(‘ Qqnd its succes

/Oswald this inquiry
by Rankin would not have Been made-J'(;geS\ &va;kjk‘
Raymond Rocca's testimony tends to support this
conclusion.’ It was Rocca's recollection that between -
the time period of January 1964 - April 1964, Warren Com-

mission's representatives had visited the CIA's headquar-

ters in Langley, Virginia and had been shown various trans-

\ . e '
cripts resulting from the CIA'i ' ‘>
/ Mexico City. (Rocca dep. p.89) However,
“\‘MrL Rocca did not personally make this material available

to Commission representatives and was not able to state

under oath precisely the point in time at which the Warren

-4

. rJ+
Commission Egé;ned of these operations.

p
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On February 19, 1964 the CIA responded to Rankin'é
inquiry of February 10. The Agency response did indi-
cate that Oswald had phoned the Soviet Consulate an was
also interviewed at the Consulate. However, the Agency 4&id
hc \* V} . . . . . . .
rot revealt*the source of this information in its response

. +Lr il
to the Commissiopgifpr indicatejthat it would be revealed

by other means (e.g. by oral briefing).

q i . "B {_ Lw— /
e L7 a A e 7/ : :
/I'H‘- - J‘/xo_/[o‘(\)" s o ™ f )
v. During the period of March - April 1964, David- '
Slawson drafted a series of memoranda which among other
issues concerned Warren Commission knowledge of and access
\ ,
}\. to the production material derived from the ')
T}n Mexico City. A review of
\ these memoranda tehdj to support the Committee's belief UJL?' :
[2lan o

that the Warren Commission, through Mssrs. Slawson, Coleman,JJQWAJ

ahd Willenis did not obtain access to CI{’ ) éfiu»
' A

_(\ >ntil April 9, 1964. At that time, Colemran, s

glwson and Wiliens met with.Win Scoti ., the CIA's Chief /UJ
of Station in Mexico City/tﬁg provided them with various
transcripts and translations derived frﬁ/'
}of Lae Cupan and'Soviet_Embassy/Con;ulaLes. (élawson
memé;andum of April 22, 1964, subject: r)
HEaR.r , Frio;‘r to m it appears doubtful

that the Commission had been given even partial access

to the réferenced material. Nevertheless, by March 12,
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ﬂ@/uykﬂc | 1964, the record indicates that the Warren Commission
" had at least become aware that the CIA di )
‘ N . _
/\ 3} the Cuban Embassy/Consulate.
" {Slawson memorandum, Ma;ch 12, 1964, Subj: meeting with
. CIA representatives). Slawson's memorandum reveals
~bdpe#® the Warren Commission had learned that CIA s s
possess!dt transcripts of conversations between the Cuban
Ambassador to Mexico, Armas, and the Cuban Preéideht Dorticos.
Portices~ frirmag | |

Thees® conversations, requested by the Warrén Commission

representatives at a meeting with CIA officials, including

Richard Helms, misswmemonp concerned Silvia
Du{ﬁh's arrest and interrogation by the Mexican Federal

o Svin o®
Police (cite?). CrEEEEEEEEEry Helms responded to the Com-

sfrat, g
mission's request for access, yumssbasssiesm that he would

attempt to arrange for the Warren Commission&representativej“
{’D review 6 this material. {Slawson memo, March 12, 1964)

It shouldpe noted that the records reviewed do not
reveal the manner in which the Commission leérned of the
Dorticos—Arm%{ .)*As detailed abo&e, both the FBI
and White House (through McGeorge Bundy) were aware of the

\ CI . :>n Mexico City.
(Clé%gﬁ50ne or the other could well have provided the War-

- ren Commission with this information. Nevertheless, Ray-
mond Rogas' testimony as cited herein (Rocca dep. )
lends some support to the position that the Commission had
been informed of the Dorticos-Armas conversations through

the CIA's initiative.
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concerned Oswald's trip to Mexico. Slawson therein stated

. . L YR 1. Y L] -
that the tentative conclusions -:%-:ht-u-g-tc-Oswald?s

Another Slawson memorandum, dated March 25, 1964

Mexico trip,(that he had reacheg were derived from CIA

memoranda@ of January 31, 1964 and February 19, 1964,
anc.‘_l/in addition a Mexican federal police summary &g of
interrogations conducted shortly after the assassination
with certain Cuban Embassy émployees. Slawson wrbte;

A large part of it (the summary repbrt) is

simply a summation of what the Mexican police

learned when they interrogated Mrs. Silvia

Duran, p an employee of the Cuban Consulate

in Mexico City, and is therefore only as accu-

rate as Mrs. Duran's testimony to the police.

These comments indicate that Seﬁkson placed limited
reliance upon the Mexican police summary. Moreover, there
is no indication that quason had been provided the Duran

N lkranscripts. In fact, by virtue of
Slawson's comments conerning the Mqéﬁ%an police report,
it would appear that the Warren Commission,as. of March 25

/ /

had been provided little substanﬁive information pertaining
to Sylvia Duran. *ﬁ in ISE?

The Committee's belief that Slawson had not been
given access to the Duran franscripts is further supported
by reference to his memorandum of March 27, 1964 (Cite)
wherein he states his conclusion that Oswald Had visited
the Cuban Embassy on three occasions. ‘This conclusion

W wef
he wissaemsiss based upon an analysis of Sylvia Duran's testi-

: . his rramecandnm lotars
mony before the Mexican police. zm-g-!-.-‘h--*‘ no -



@Q‘M - indication that he_h&reviewed any of the Duran
transcripts. Fur_thermore,een given access
to these transcr%pts, certainly their substance would have
been incorporated into his analysis and accordingly noted
for this purpose. His analysis ebould havEE?EET;:zed

the fact of this rev1e ither by its corroboration or

i aboviell Ftnsaipag
criticism of the Mex1can police summary report.

states that

o .
® : - -
/ > g#flarch 25, 1964, the r

]

gV o

“tlgalte

”'éd not been given
< Sdadson rbeds, . 7

he Cormmission had be

reference to the surveillance operations,and Ummary. po-

lice report. Thus, the Agency had been successful for
over three months in not exposing the surveillance opera-
tions to the review of the concerned Warren Commission

staff members. As was stated in the CIA cable of Decem-

ber 20, 1964 to its Mexico City Station:

B P v S

Our present plan in passing information to

thg Warren Commission is to eliminate mention
oqz in order to protect your
continuing operations. Will rely instead

on statements of Silvia Duran and on contents
of Soviet consular file which Soviets gave

cjhere.
(CIA dable, DIR 90466, FOIA 420-757, Dec. 20,

1964 CIA p.2144)

sT-(



kR ’ ' & .
léjéxtimes. He statedgfhat this c@nclu_fenﬁyas based upon his

4 | & N
review of Sil Duran's tesg “,."'7 on to i-he " _e .

(Slawson megforandum, Mar f;éﬁ§'1961 CIA p. ':f?) pre'ér,

Slawson ¢gles not stad; hat h% onclu51o-: were alsqgfdrawn

from refriew of zf the p fluction f:‘m the Mexj# ‘o City

e

statidn surfeillnce open-{ 0 ’",'1WSon doss—fndicate,

i g Y e g t"\‘.", cAd Tt
howevqr, th.;'”;s“fgasoning o as o 0" regardimg, Oswald's
™ gy St
visit to.-the Cuggnﬁﬁﬁggssy. Logically, access to the

_fjbroduction would have clarified some
ambiguities. For exampie,ton September 27, at 4:05 p.m.
Silvia Duran telephoned the Soviet Embassy,6 and stated
that an American was presently at the Cuban Embassyg're?
questing an in-transit visit to Cuba. This American was [(«<¥*~
determined by CIA analysts to be Oswald. Again‘on Septem-
ber 28, at 11:51 a.m. Duran.telephoned the Soviet Consulate
stating that an American?véggﬁiﬁ%;ed by CIA analysts as .
Oswald ‘-&bsat the Cuban Embassy. Thus,— ot

& definitively established that Oswald Had
visited the Cuban Embassy-en—at—least—two octasions.

Moreover, the specific d@teSand_exac%~t&me%of~hts~pEesence
Loert

1n‘;_g_Cuban~Embass¥41an—estab%tsheé—asmthe—fesult_of*rhg“

;>Had this information been made
available to Slawson, hisvcalcuations of Oswald's activities
in Mexico City would have been more firmly established

than they were as of March 27, 1964. These—transsripts
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= v mmission
af—its~¢J%eeption.bu%—asﬁfhe—reccrd—indicates~they=were
not  thep-made—available. ' T
The regord supports the Committee's finding that
as of April 2, 1964 the Warren Commission had still not

been given access to the above-referenced series o%{ 4)

vu&-\/

d" J( )In a m/)norandum of that date by Coleman 1
«

o5

on@ question to the CIA and

and Slawson, the

e

LfL two requests for information from the Agenéyc (Ambassador

ann file memo April 2, 1964, CIA p. 1975) (my notes?) Q"Qm"‘\‘\"'“

U" M’Sbt‘dﬁs.f\ w fote

fﬂ‘ 1) What is the information source referred to in

y 0 the November 28 telegram that Oswald intended
LA |

A

to settle down in Odessa; v _ -t

L/
2) We would like to see copies of the transcripts/ fx,q;:b

of th \Xanslated 1f possible, in
. v

all cases where th€‘ }Eéie to the

assassination or related subjects;

3) We would especially like to se

'
i

A “> in whicﬁlthe alleégtion that money was passed
o
J ) at n Embassy is discussed '
\:f Y})\ L™ RMM
A ¥y The question y posed’ in the above-referenced
\)
Q@ emorandum of April 2 concerns the CI /)
e '
\f)\y* of September 27, 1963 at 10:37 a.m. WSOn memo, Aprll

22, 1964, CIA p. 3223) @:slarlly,)lf Slawsonu@-M“

<ngc-css§'? Forequest T

the source of the lnformatlon, he had not_ been

‘70\”:? s (e




: Thg first eman—-Slawson request ST
“ +C¢\A— %\ b 89 +he (nmma S“:u«. N:{;
TS that w : e g EE e e ee*\

concerning the assass1n kion (asy

keaﬁy"t xted
wde j A W M.

octes M\_ G mm;sﬁ iy M (38 L M

i DS Glenddidd e YRR T V R PO t

g2 ,cr‘rfs
0 Xa Tt i 'iill' 'b é?f ’%‘ﬁ‘*ﬁWﬁ
T R e SRRy g e Boy .
<7 .
The equest,ﬁtem number three of the above
listiné? reveals that of the Dorticos-Arman

conversation of November 22, 1964, in which the passing

of monies (@& discussed had not as of April 2 been provided
to_the Commission. The Commission had specifically requested
the Dorticos-Armas transcripts. eﬁt'the March 12, 1964
meeting between Commission‘représentatives and Agency re-

we . ~ B

, , Heefn T
presentativess (Cite.) PR

'MMJ
On April 3, 1964, Coleman and Slawson~grtéeﬁiated
their concern for‘recéivingncomplete access to all materialS
relevant to Oswald's Mexico City trip: They wrote:
The most probable final result of the entire
investigation of Oéwald's activities in Mexico is
a conclusion that he went there for the purpose

of trying to reach Cuba and that no bribes, con-

spiracies, etc. took place.



...In order to make such a judgment (that all reasonable

lines of investigation that might have uncovered other

motivations or possible conspiracies have been followed

through with negative results), we must become familiar

with the details of what both the American and Mexican

investigatory agencies there have done. This means

reading their reports, after translation, if necessary,

and in some cases talking with the investigators

. themselves.
W |
o The thoroughness of investigation which Coleman and

Slawson articulated as a vital concern to the Commission's.

1 thwarted by the CIA's @SSe-concern @ta

2

sources and methodsf'relevant

: AP Cong drim

to the Commission's investigation, the llmlted number of persons

engaged in an investigation of a gravity and historical signifi-
ulfl\o“‘{\ixéf

' cance unprecedented in this nation's history 4'L“ $
. R Sromtia L errea Commissieasiangp w“‘ [eo
On April 9, David Slawson, Howard Wil FRa=31le < 4

(MfM/n.ﬁ

William Coleman flew to Mexico City, Mexico to meet with the
representatlves of the State Department, FBI, CIA, and the
Government of Mexico. Prior to their departure, they met with
Thomas Mann, U.S. Ambassador to Mexico during Oswald's visit
to Mexico City and at the tlme of President Kennedy's

+al ¢
assassination. Ambassador Mann i the Warren

Commission representative§that the CIA's Mexico City Btation

was actively engaged in photosurveillance operations against

the Soviet and Cuban Embassy/Consulates (Slawson memo,

April 22, 1964, p. =)
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Upon the group's arrival in Mexico City, they were met
by U.S. Ambassador Freeman, Claire Boonstra of the State
Department, Clarke Anderson of the FBI, and Winston Scott of
the CIA.

That same day during a meeting between the Commission
representatives and Win Scott, Scott made available to the
group actual transcripts of the (*+ - ;; A

CLdvmpini et IRy L lecvyerty - Dy~
- English translations ®f th§~§§5§:> In addition,
e provided the group with reels of photographs for the
time period covered by Oswald's visit that had resulted from
photosurveillance of the Cuban and Soviet Embassy entrances$
David Slawson wrote:

"...Mr. Scott stated at the beginning of his narrative

that he intended to make a complete disclosure of all

facts, including the sources of his information, and

that he understood that all three of us had been cleared

for TOP SECRET and that we would not disclose beyond

the confines of the Commission and its immediate staff

the information we obtained through him without first

clearing it with his superiors in Washington. We

agreed to this." (Slawson memo, April 22, 1964, p. 22)

Mr. Scott described to the Commission representatives

the CIA's course of action immediately following the assassination,
gamnmo&.aixdg )
Scote indicaté? that his staff seessewsssssst began to compile

dossiers on Oswald, Duran, and everyone else throughout Mexico
whom the CIA knew had had some contact with Oswald (p.22).

Scott revealed all known Cuban and Russian intelligence agents

tﬁad immediately been put under surveillance following the
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"Scott's narrative plus the material we were shown dis-
closed immediately how incorrect our previous
information had been in Oswald's contacts with the
Soviet and Mexican Embassies. Apparently the
distortions and omissions to which our information had
been subjected had entered some place in Washington,
because the CIA information that we were shown by Scott
was unambiguous on almost all the crucial points. We
had previously planned to show Scott, Slawson's
reconstruction of Oswald's probable activities at the
embassies to get Scott's opinion, but once we saw how
badly distorted our information was we realized that
this would be useless. Therefore, instead, we decided
to take as close note as possible from the original
source materials at some later time durlng our v151t."
V[f?ﬁ?Ju%fﬁ

Slawson s memorandum of April 21, 1964 records the results

of the notetaking from original source materials that he did

following Scott's disclosures. These notes dealtexclusively

with . ) rtaining158rsea?ectiveiyjhkhe

Duran and Oswald conversationsw‘#‘?(mo&SQ‘(“’" &7‘0‘#’ ,HG.?,.,

It is evident from Slawson's record that the Agency's

denial of original source materials, in this cas /)
N
seriously impaired the Commission's
6. LLsh ad & » d
ability to draw“bonclusioniigegarding Oswald's sojourn in Mexico

City,

~ : ——
S

of April 10, 1964, nééfing the halfway pointMof the Warren
Cbmmission investigation, the Commission was forced to retrace
the factﬁal path by which it had structured Oswald's activities
in Mexico éity; It further revealed that the Agency had
provided ambiguous information to the Commission when, in fact
"on almost all the crucial points" significantly more precise

coutd have hosn

materials eweme available for analysis by the Commission.
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Thus, the Agency's early policy of not pfoviding the Commission

with t9k vitally relevant information derived from certain
sensitive sources and methods had seriously undermined the
‘investigation and possibly foreclosed lines of iﬁvestigation.A
that might have been more seriously considered had this wfﬁ\

material been expeditiously Provided;(é;g;iwfuban invOi%emenEE§
e LAl felibinon ot b T

e A ST muorolD

Mexico City Mystery Man

On November 23, 1963,‘Margﬁerite Osﬁald was shéwn by
FBI Special Agent Odum é photograph of a man bearing no |
physical resemblance to her son'.g’~ Tqﬁh photograph had been
supplied to the fBI on November 22 by the CIA's Mexico City
Station after Agency representatives had searched their files
£n

in an effort to locate information on Oswald. This photograph

was one in a series

s - L~ ; .
o L] »
assassinigignffiunLee Harvey Oswald. Richard Helms, in a sworn

affidavit before the Warren Commission, stated that the
photograph shown.to Marguerite Oswald had been taken on October 4,
1963 in Mexico City and mistakenly linked at that tlme to
Oswald. (ut'{&uﬂhﬁbfﬁtwd' in (AC-&)

On February 10, 1964, Marguerite Oswald testified before
the Warren Commission and recounted the circumstances under
which she was shown the photograph. Mrs., Oswald testified that

weRil T
" she believed this photograph to have been of Jack Ruby. (p. 153)
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Thereafter, on February 12, 1964, J. Lee Rankin wro;e\\\

Tl\énvu K orcamesnes AQM'P'DP‘ oty Bodl
ool ] -ﬂ-‘-—h—-—-—-—-tftzeg;;ding the

g wdh s (hed btenpuggidetnaren
T eeE this photograph“by the

On that same-day, in a separate letter to DCI McCone

. . : ] | ) We-3
depicted in the photograph vaila :i;)

§yRank1n wrote that the Commission had been informed by the Secret

CFine® Novembt I, 163~
£y SerV1ce\ that{phe CIA had disseminated™several reports or
SN

.ﬂvﬁ»70"? qﬂ!{qYQMEZq ﬁVnOQ ?ﬂ*‘

communications concerning the assassination to the Secret

Qﬂy* 9 Serv1ce S s f%d. . Rankin requested copies of these
Q’)a TR I A T Tt arete il  ac
r“u) .rp W <
reports and other materials. *ﬁree‘ﬁ-- cables Gimsesrar
l)p:'l‘ a(“qtnku*‘}léﬁl\.ﬂ.‘FIMV
¢ concerned wespbes the photograph of the 1nd1v1dua1 et
b‘ VR‘\\{ﬁ(‘a C MSM..AOS
9 e  Oswald anqigébsequently shown to Oswald's motherULJQ _
\
WL../ [ /chv\-\— ﬁ/”""‘ e s f“f‘- N
A S R e R R i, [ A iAot

Y T fMCJPs
" dlssemlnated“to the Secret Service was a November 26

o
‘dw>\¢)- dissemination (DIR85177), a:éepyue£~uhéehwwm§~ummnﬂﬁmxmﬁvto

 dices
J@:} bhowbeeret=Seryitee., That cable concerned the Dorimsss-Armas

ﬁpi% conversations and disclosed the existence © ) ;)
. R X
Gﬂ : )operations in Mexico City*at the time of the
7. . . . . .
r . T assassination and Oswaldfs earlier visit.

John Scelso testified regarding the circumstances
surrounding the eventual explanation given to the Commission

of the origin of the photograph in question. Scelso stated:



"We did not initially disclose to the Warren

Commission all of our technical operations. In other
words, we did not initially disclose to them that we
had photosurveillance because the November photo we had
{(of MMM) was not of Oswald Therefore it did not mean
anything, you see?"

Mr. Goldsmith: ...So the Agency was making a unilateral
decision that this was not relevant to the Warren
Commission.

Scelso: Right, we were not authorized, at first, to reveal
all our technical operations.

\ (Scelso deposition, 150)
= Febrwaty /:u,t"f-“f'
the Warren

> g_un#r\zsdzrglg mwrw

Commission e RERe S Ee® access to
}) G_Sr_su_fue_ ol ¢ anc€ln d-a ¥-fre C/"’v
roduction’ (2s discussed in the + L
s
YRR A% e fa5ue @ %Mow w LF I.{O-/'N) /

p{fggg;gg,section)1 ﬁhe-i-p-b of the photosurveillance operations, _
do fha L e CommmPSSion ha f “ e Lovgen.,

MMS to cause concern within
_the Agency.

On March 5, 1967, Raymond Rocca wrote in an internal
memorandum to Richard Helms that "we have a problem here for

/
your determination." Rocca outlineJ.Angletonfs desire not to

respond directly to Rankin's request of February 12 regarding
CIA material forwarded to the Secret Service since Novemler 23,
v 1964. Rocca then stated:

"Unless you feel otherwise, Jim would prefer
to wait out the Commission on the matter covered by
Axf(~ N\ paragraph 2 (of the above-referenced February 12
letter). If they come back on this point he feels
that you, or someone from here, should be prepared to
W go over to show the Commission the material rather than
th ﬁ pass them to them in copy. Incidentally, none of these
Vﬁ 1tems are of new substantive interest. We have either
pﬁssed the material in substance to the Commission in
@Mr esponse to earlier levies on the items on the 1tems
refer to aborted leads, for example, the famous sgx
photographs which are not of Oswald...”
\_JW \ (Rocca memo 5 March 64, FOIA 579-250)



qﬁﬁ{%ﬂ ' On March 12, 1964, representatives of the Warren
Commission and the CIA confered regarding the February 12

-request for the materials forwarded to the Secret Service by

the Agency. (See Rankin lettér of March 16, 1964 and Slawson
memo, March 12, 1964) _ |
The'recordfindiéates that the Commission at the March 12
meeting pressed for access to the'Secret Service materials.
Rankin wrote to Helms on March 16.that it was his understanding

that the CIA would supply the Commission with a paraphrase of

each report or communication pertaining to the Secret Service
materials "with all indications of your confidential communica-
tions techniques and confidential.soﬁrces deleted. You will
also afford members of our staff working i@ this area an

opportunity to review the actual file so that they may give

assurance that the paraphrase are éomplete." (Rankin letter of
March 16, 1964, #2)

Rankin further indicateJ.that the same procedure %gsto
be followed régarding any material in the pbssession of the
cIA prior to November 22, i§63 which hadh ngéjyet been furnished

Concerndd _
because it ivwmmls#®® sensitive sources and methods. (Rankin
\ letter of March 16, #3)

Helms responded to Rankin's March 16 letter on March 24
(DDP4-1554, CD631 and DDP4-1555, CD 674) by two separate
communications. CD631 provided. the Commission with a copy of
the October 10, 1963 CIA dissemination to FBI, State Dept.,

INS and Navy Dept. (SS on 22 Nov.) regarding Lee Harvey Oswald

‘and his presence at the Soviet Consulate in Mexico City. The

response further revealed that on October 23, 1964, CIA had




requested two copies of the most recent photograph of Oswald in
order to check the idantity of the person believed to be -

Oswald in Mexico City. Furthermore, the CIA stated that it

'had determined that the photograph shown to Marguerite

Oswald on November 22, 1963 did not refer to Lee Harvey Oswaldfﬂhf§
pas A”" by checking the photograph against the press photographs of

Oswald generally available on.November 23, 1963.

CD 674 reveals that on November 22, 1963, immediately

following the asSassination, and on November 23, 1963, three

cabled reports were received at CIA headquarters from the CIA
Mexico City Station regardiﬁg photographs of an unidentified man
who had visited the Cuban and Soviet Embassies during October
and November 1963. Paraphrases of thgse cables, not revealing

sensitive sources and methods, were attached to CD 674. The

Agency further statezlthat the subject of the photo referenced

wes
in these cables was not Oswald. It =2 further stated that:

"In response to our meeting of 12 March and your memo

of 16 March, Stern and Willens will review at Langley

the regional copies _of these 3 disseminations to the

Secret Service and the cables on which they were based,as
- well as the photos of the unidentified man." (CIA,

p. 116444 of notes)

\ On March 26, William Coleman wrote in a memorandum for

the record:

"The CIA directed a memorandum to J. Lee Rankin on March 24,19
(Commission Document No. 631) in which it set forth the -
dissemination of the information on Lee Harvey Oswald.

I realize that this memorandum is only a partial answer

to our inquiry to the CIA dated March 16, 1964 and I hope
that the complete answers will give us the additional
information we requested."
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Coleman went on to state:

"As you know, we are still trying to get an
explanation of the photograph which the FBI showed
v Marguerite Oswald soon after the assassination. I
}. hope that paragraph 4 of the memorandum of March 24,
1964 (CD 631) sent Mr. Rankin by the CIA is not the
b e answer which the CIA intends to give us as to this
Y X R inquiry."

?ﬂ/{? The following day, as agreed by Warren Commission and
Ageqcy representatlves, Samuel Stern of the Commission visited
CIA headquarters in Langley, Virginia.

obhis visit =
///~ sterngd memorandum®™reveals that he reviewed Oswald'

ile with'Raymond/Egsggy//Stern\indicated that Oswald's file
contained those materials furnished previously to the Warren
Commission by the CIA. The fil@ also contained:

P

////// 4%?'”Cable reports of November 22 and November 23 from
¥

\eJ the CIA's Mexico City Station relating to the photo-
graph of the unidentified individual mistakenly
®' believed to be Lee Harvey Oswald and the reports on
Nm those cables furnished on November 23, 1963 to
Y% the Secret Service by the cIa.

Stern noted that thgée messages were/accurately para-
——
phrased in the attachments to CD 674 provided the Warren
\ Commission on March 24, 1964.

‘ﬁ' yStern also reviewed

e October 10, 1963 cable from

\}léfh CIA® exico City Station to the CIA headquarters

porting Oswald's contact with the Soviet Embassy

in Mexico City. He @lso reviewed f£he October 10,

1963 cable from CIA headquarters to the Mexico City

Station reporting background information on Oswald.
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Stern noted that these messages were also paraphrased

accurately as r-gnutui in the CIA's January 31 memo to the

Warren Commission reporting Oswald's Mexico City trip.~b0 (1i:?q¢ﬂ:7
Lastly, Stern noted that Rocca provided him for his

review a computer printout of the references to Oswald«t]d*gal

documents located in the Agency's electronic data storage

system. He stated "there is no item listed on the printout

which the Warren Commission has not been given either in full

text or paraphrased.”
Thus, by the 27th of March, a Warren Commission representa-

tive had been apprised of the circumstances surrounding the

¢

mysterlous photograph.

é?b*— /4ﬁLCA¢4~cL 753 °~)L*A‘ e C:‘}%‘A“4j7eﬂca
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~VII. Allan Dulles' Role vis—-a-vis the CIA-Warren Commission

Relationship

It has been alleged that Allan Dulles, former Director
of Central Intelligence and one of the $even members of the

M’f (CL Df(—r
Warren Comm1551on cruc1al 1nformatlon m.the Warren

Commlsstin;;>8pec1flcally, the Senate Select Committee
conclude

: U}W& /Qk‘+&gﬁjd "With the exception of Allan Dulles, it is unlikely

that anyone on the Warren Commission knew of CIA

assassination efforts...Allan Dulles, who had been

Director of Central Intelligence until November 1961,

was a member of the Warren Commission and knew of the

CIA plots with underworld figures which had taken place
Lﬂ£%4/0 during his tenure at the Agency." (SSC, Book V, pp. 67-68)

However, the SSC did not explore further the relationship an
allegiance®of Dulles as a Warren Commission member and Dulles
as a former DCI of the CIA. The Committee has consequently

reviewed files maintained by the CIA related to Mr. Dulles’




+

service on the Warren Commission. In the course of this review,

a memorandum was uncovered which indicates Dulles wems

Lk :
providimm® information to the CIA regardlni Warren Commission
19 mémufandic s ¥endg e chown

activities and investigative policies.

atle gﬁ'ar\
that Dulles acted as an informant on®~occasion for the CIA.

1S pr@rmoara cdsirs

concerned

S5 e B it e Sl el R the ContrO"
e g) e dTem. o

ver51al case of the Russian defector Nosenko. The memorandum

was written by David Murphy+~9h1ef of the Soviet Russia DlVlS%éﬁ::>
MTZMZEM@:?K “tfia | I

whoe-was

s interrogation.

David Murphy's memorandum, of July 8, 1964/?oncerned

his discussions with Alla 1 sEpmaEEmmNosenkoy s knowledge

of Oswald. i um was prepared for DDP Helms
: A /\.(,(‘—uu\f Y - —

Murphy wrote:

J

"Mr. Dulles, with whom I spoke today recalled his

earlier conversation with you on this subject and said
that there were still some members of the Commission who
were concerned lest they suppress the Nosenko information
now only to have it surface at a future date. They
expressed concern that this could possibly prejudice

the entire Warren Commission Report.?

Murphy responded to Dulles' statement by stating that

the Commission's concern was understandable but that the Agency

felt the Commission's final report should make no mention of
Nosenko's information. Murphy indicated that a possible
alterhative would be to uée languége "which would allude to
the existence of other, unverified informatibn on the Oswald
case." This language, Murphy contendéd, would permit the
Warren Commission to state, if challenged on this point at a

future time, that it had given consideration to the Nosenko

information.
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continued:

"It was agreed an effort would be made to find such
language if Mr. Dulles is again unsuccessful in
persuading his colleagues to eliminate any reference

to the Nosenko information from the report. To attempt
this, however, we would have to know precisely in what
context the Warren Commission intended to make use of

- the Nosenko information. This, Mr. Dulles will have to
determine from Mr. Rankin. He will do this as soon as
possible. He knows that I am leaving this week and
therefore, will contact you as soon as he has the informa-
tion he needs from Mr. Rankin." : '

Whetherbby design or as an unintended result,'the
\ ,
quoted language indicates that Mr. Dulles, as a member of the

Warren Commission, was prepared to compromise his position
with the Commission in order to supply the CIA, specifically

¢~ba-;'

Murphy and Richard Helms, with sensitive information cmcessamzkac

the Commission's attitudes towards the Nosenko case. Lot

appears that the AGency had communigg;j';

FFEcion position on Nosenko, and

28 July 1964.

“use of Nosenko's
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Approximately five hours after President Kennedy's

assassination, a Cuban government employee in Mexico City named

“Luisa" received a telephone call from an unidentified man

speaking Spanish. ~ (MEXI 7105, 27 Nov. 63, FOIA 173-615, attach-

ment) This call had be{E bt ere e e lw'the CIA's
Mexico City Station as the result of ifs S L})
//K :rop cit) The Mexico City Station identified the
A

Luisa of thé‘conversation as Luisa Calderon: who was then
employed in the Commercial Attache's office at the Cuban
Consulate.

During the course of the conversation, the unidentified -
caller asked Luiéa if she had heard the latest news. Luisa
replied in a joking tone:

"Yes, of course, I knew almost before Kennedy."

G“:%/ The callerwent on to tell Luisa that the person
mﬁyf apprehended for Kennedy's slaying was the "Prgéident of one of
the Committees of the Fair Play for Cuba."..Luisa replied that
she knew this also. Luisa inquired whether the person being
held for the killing was a gringo. The unidentified calier
replied, "yes." Luisa told her caller that she had learned
nothing else about the assassination; that she had learned
about the assassination only a little while ago. The

unidentified caller commented:



h/”

We think that if it had been or had
seemed...public or had been one of the
segregationists or against intergration
who had killed Kennedy, then there was,

let's say, the possibility that a sort
of civil war would arise in the United
States; that contradictions would be

sharpened...who knows

Luisa responded:

Imagine, one two, three and now, that makes

three. (She laughs.)

Raymond Rocca,

f ., ,:v,:“_-,-. i S

,.:"A—f‘ S e e

# in response to

A

a 1975 Rockefeller Cosmission request for information on

a possible Cuban conspiracy to assassinate President

Kennedy wrote regarding Calderon's comments:

Latin hyperbole? Boastful ex post facto

suggestion of foreknowledge. This is the
only item in the intercept coverage of the
Cubans Soviets after the assassination

at contains the~SUggestion Of forakn

ion. [ Regca-memo—Tor DC/0PS,
L/,l/“ {~ 23 May 1975, p. 15)

G”Mﬂ Standing by itself, Luisa Calderon's cryptlc com-

ments do not merit serious attention. Her words may in-

i

deed indicate foreknowledge of the assassination but may

also equally be interpreted without such a sinister impli-

cation. Nevertheless, as will be

Committee has determined that Luisa Calderon's case

discussed herein,

merit serious attention in the months following the assas-

sination. However, Calderon's comments were not reported

to the Warren Commission,(gﬁggzently an agency overSLg§E:::>

———
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name first surfaced on Noveﬁber 27, 1964 in a-cable'sent

self a Cuban Intelligence Officer who supplied valuable

and highly reliable information to thelCIA‘regarding’
Cuban Intelligence Qperations. Calderon‘s.ties to Cuban
intelligence were reported to the Warren Commissioncw\zg?w%
(Did the State Department sﬁpply ;he cable to the Warren
Commission?  Have we reviewed their(Mann file?) However,

Leormits 'F‘ lereditw
the Committee has determined that the CIA did not provide

Calderon's conversation to the Warren Commission, thus,
even though the Warren Commission was aware that Calderon
had connections to intelligence work, as did other Cuban

Embassy officers, the vital link between her background

and her comments was never established for the Warren Com~
mission by the CIA. The Agency's oversight in this re-
gard may have fdrecL&sed the Commission from actively
pursing a lead of great significance.

ST jk’ . In that cable Mann stated:
...Washington should urgently consider feasi-
bility of requesting Mexican authorities to
arrest for interrogation: Eusebio Azcue,

Luisa Calderon and Alfredo Mirabal. The two
men are Cuban national and Cuban consular
- officers. Luisa Calderon is a secretary in Cuban

by then Ambassador.Man ta the State Department. (DIR 85573

‘m e ? “ - < R R A i v g N R s g

4 K edotondote oy B RERY I e e HER

WH, FBI and CIA). . wh e : b oA otegisicmensn ) F
Wt Stwke Deph h\vkﬂé(mﬂéillﬁéwj%%ﬁmmﬂﬂM@ykéﬁak%%x ﬂﬂa'&W$w%ﬁ§§uTZ

.- Information was reported to the CIA during May 1964, Y= =rresT

(e

In connection with the assassination, Luisa Calderon's

-

C LlATrun
from a Cuban defectoqﬁ tying Luisa Calderon to the Cuban Eﬁ;“ 2 i
i 4
Intelligence apparatus. The defector, AMMUG-1l, was him- ﬂif%bﬁi

\§, Vel

v € o
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-Consulate here."

This cable does not state the basis for arresting
Calderon. However, the CIA's copy of this cable bears a
handwritten notation on its routing page. That notation
states: "Info from Amb Mann Sef Seg. Rush re: ...persons
involved with Oswald in Cuban Embassy.

Mann went on to state in urgent terms:

"They may gquickly be returned to Havana in ordef

to eliminate any possibility that Mexican govern-

ment could use them as witnesses."

According to CIA files, Calderon returned to Havana
on December 16, 1963, less than four weeks after the as-
sassination.

Calderon, Azcue and Mirabal were not arrested nor
detained fbr questioning by the Mexican federal police.
However, Silvia Duran, a friend and associate of Calderon's
and the one person believed to have had repeated contact
with Oswald while he was in Mexico City, was’arrested and
questioned by the Mexican police on two-sepgrate occasions
(Cites). During her reinterrogation, Dura?Q%if questioned

e [envou .
regarding her association with Calderon. " No explanation is uquAL

given in this report for the question$concerning Calderon {Zb
[
(Cites). The information regarding Duran's interrogation (ﬂd —_
L A
was passed to the Warren Commission on February 21, 1964 bJL‘k-

{(DDP4~-0940), more than two months after Calderon had re- J/DﬂPL :

turned to Cuba. 1¢yp53h
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ﬁw“ A&A; AN Calderon's 201 file reveals that she arrived in
ke Mexico City from Havana on January 16;v1964, carrying
Cuban Passport E/63/7. Her date of birth was believed
to be 1940 (Dlspatcl{F }1615) Calderon's presence in
Mexico City was first reported by the CIA on July 15,
1963 in a dispatch from the CIA's Miami field office to
the CIA's Mexico City S&&tion and to the Chief of the CIA's
Special Affairs Staff (for Cuban operations). That dis-
patch had attached to it a report containgApiogrqphic'data.
on personnel then aésigned to the Cuban Embéssy in Mexico
City. At page three of the attached repoft Luisa Calderon
was listed as Secretary of the Cuban Embassy's commercial
office. The notation indicated that a report was pending
on Calderon. The Agency has attempted, without success,
to locate the report.
On Septembér 1, 1963, a dispatch was sent from
the Chief of the Special Affairs Staff to the Chief of
. ﬁﬁp‘hahgt

M6 Station in Mexico City (Dispatc%f 1935).

Luisa Calderon's association with the/Cuban DGI
was first reported by the CIA on May 5, 1964. At thét
time, q)Chief of Counterintelligence for the
Special Affairs Staff, recorded the results of his de-
briefing of the Cuban defector, AMMUG-1. The memorandum
states that AMMUG had no direct Fnowledge of Lee Harvey
Oswald or his activities but was able to provide items

of interest based upon the comments of certain Cuban In-

R TAS d/ff«f&c&\ ,((f/af%o{, V7 o
Ccdelw /\’
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teiligence Service‘officers. Spécifically, AMMUG-1 had
been asked if Oswald was known to the Cuban intelligence
services before November 23, 1963, AMMUG-1 told Swehson,
as recorded in the May 5 memorandum that "Prior to October
1963, Oswald visited the Cuban Embassy in Mexico City on
two or three occasions. Before, du:%ng and after these
visits, Oswald was in contact with the Direccion General
De Intelligencia (DGI), specifically with LuisavCaide:on,
Manuel Vega Perez,enuiRogelid‘Rodriguez Lopéz.

)thereafter wrote that Calderon's precise

" relattlonship to the DGI was not clear. As a comment to

this statement he set forth the CIA cable and dispatch

traffic which recorded her arrival in Mexico and departure, d«/i~g

wgfn‘}w predq

for Cuba .

On May 7, 196¢, :ﬁec0rded additional informa-
tion he had elicited from AMMGZ—l regarding Oswald's
possible contact with the DGI. Paragraph 3 of this memoran-

dum stated in part:
"a. Luisa Calderon, since she returned to
Cuba, has been paid a regular salary
by the DGI even though she has not per-
formed any services. Her home is in
the Vedado section where the rents are

. high.

b. Source (AMMUG) has known Calderon for
several years. Before going to Mexico,
she worked in the Ministry of Exterior
Commerce in the department which was
known as the "Empress Transimport."

Her title was Secretary General of the
Communist Youth in the department named
in the previous sentence.
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On May g ¥urther disclosed AMMUG's know-
ledge of the Oswald case. <? }mraphrased AMMUG's
knowledge of Calderon as foilows: ‘ . -

I thought that Luisa Calderon might have
had contact with Oswald because I learned about
17 March 1964, shortly before I made a trip to
Mexico, that she had been involved with an
American in Mexico. The information to which
I refer was told to me by a DGI case officer...
I had commented to (him) that it seemed strange
that Luisa Calderon was receiving a salary from
the DGI althought she apparently did not do any
work for the Service. (The case officer) told
me that hers was a peculiar case and that he
himself believed that she had been recruited in
Mexico by the Central Intelligence Agency al-
though Manuel Pineiro, the Head of the DGI, did
not agree. As I recall, (the case officer) had
investigated Luisa Calderon. This was because,
during the time she was in Mexico, the DGI had
intercepted a letter to her by an American who
signed his name OWER (phonetic) or something
similar. As you know, the pronunciation of
Anglo-Saxon names is difficult in Spanish so
I am not sure of how the name mentioned by Hernan-
dez should be spelled. It could have been "Howard"
or something different. As I understand the matter,
the letter from the American was a love letter
but indicated that there was a clandestine-
professional relationship between the writer and
Luisa Calderon. I also understand from (the
case officer) that after the interception of
the letter she had been followed and seen in the
company of an Americafi. - I do not know if this
could have been Oswald...

On May 11, Raymond Rocca wrote a memorandun
! to Director Richard Helms regarding.the informatio{i;
’had elicited from AMMUG. Rocca proposed that "the DDP
in person or via a designee, preferably the former, dis-
cuss the AMMUG/l sitaution on a very restricted basis
with Mr. Rankin at his earliest convenience either at

the Agency or at the Commission headquarters. Until this
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- takes piace, ittis not desiréble to put anything in writ-

ing. (11 May 64, Rocca memo, FOIA687-295 with/4 attachments).
On May 15, 1964, Helms wrote Rankin regarding.

AMMUG's information about the DGI, indicating its senéi—
tivity and operational significance. Attached to~Helms'

communication was a paraphraséd accounting ozf

May 5 memorandum. (Helm's memo, May 15, 1964, FOIA 697-294).

In that attachment the intelligence associations of

Manuel Vega Perez and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez .2xa set

forth. However, that attachment ﬁZ;::‘no feference,what—

soever to Luisa Calderon.

Howard Willehs of the Warren Commission, requested

Gcressfe
as a follow-up to the May 15 memorandum, to—teel—at the

questions used i{ }nterrogation of AMMUG. (Dooley
memo to Rocca, 19 June 1964 FOIA 739-310). On June 18,

1964 Arthur Dooley of Rocca's counterintelligence research
and analysis group took the questions and AMMUG's responses
to the Warren Commission's officers for Willen's review.
Willens say .ay 5--memorandum. The/ only mention

of éalderon was as follows: "The precise relationship of
Luisa Calderon to the DGI is not clear. She spent about

six months in Mexico from/yhich she returned to Cuba early

in 1964? HoWever, Willens was not shown th /)memoran—

dum of May 7 and May 8, 1964 which contained much more

detailed information on Luisa Calderon, including her possible




- association wiﬁh Lee Harvey Oswéld and/or American intel-
ligence.

It shou;d be noted that these memoranda of May 5,
7, 8, 11 and June 19 with attachments, are not referénced
in the calderon 201 file. Their éxistence was determined
by the Committee's independent review of other agency
files.

Thus, the Warren Commission b=t as of 19 June 64,}¥¢%&
little if no reason to pursue the Luisa Célderon lead.
e It had effectively been denied significant]background
information which méy have impeded or prevented its pur-
suit of Calderon's potential relationship to Oswald and
the assassination of President Kennedy.
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