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of the U.S. Intelligence Community.*
| As a visual aid to the analysis of thé matérials

contained in' the four compilations discussed above, a

chart has been prepared which illustrates the flow of

written information from the CIA to the Warren Commission

and the U.S. Intelligence Community concerning President

Kennedy's asséssination. This chart sets forth the C IA's

designation for each document listed and 1is£s the subject

matter of each document-and the date of each documenf's

dissemination. The chart also iﬁdicatés whether the document

was made available to the Warren Commissiop, the U.S.

Intelligence community or both. A seconaéry purpose of

this chart is to indicate for selected subjects the volume

.of information provided to the U.S. Intelligence Commpnity

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-
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 résolve 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

10/42-/6 6560



Mr. Rocca added that, to his knowledge, Mr. Helms.|
orders were followed to the letter by all CIA employees.
(Ibid. p. 24.) Mr. Rocca concluded that on this basis:
"the 'CIA was to turn over and to develop any information
bearing on the assassination that could be of assistance
to the Warren Commission." (Ibid., p. 26.)

A different view of the CIA's role regarding the
supply of CIA's information to the Warren Commission was
propounded by Richard Helms. Mr. Helms, who served as
the CIA's Deputy Director for Plans during the Warren
Commission investigation was directly responsible for the
CIA's investigation of President Kennedy's assassination
(Ibid. p. 23.) He testified to the Committee that the
CIA made every effort to be as responsive as possible to
Warren Commission requests. (Exec. Seéé. Text. of Richard
Helms, 8/9/78, p. 10.) Mr. Helms added further testimony
regarding the manner in which the CIA provided its infor-
mation to the Warren Commission. He stated:

An inquiry would cofie over (from the Warren

Commission). We would attempt to respond
to it. But these inquiries came in indivi-
dual items...Fach individual item that came

along we took care of as best we could.
(Ibid., pp. 10-11.)

However, it was Mr. Helms' recollection that the
CIA provided information to the Warren Commission primarily

on the basis of the Commission's specific requests. Under
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effect. The following exchange between Committee Gounsel
' . ax it
and Mr. Helms illustrates the acuteJﬂﬁélg% the Agency's

compromise:

Mr. Goldsmith: Mr. Hﬂghw, 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 testify 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.

w 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

Agency cease all such activities. (McCone deposition, p.13)



E!ﬁ@#@t,éﬁ*bn asked 22 whether

the CIA desired to withhold information from the Warren
Commission about the Agency anti-Castro assassination plots
to avoid embarassing the Agency or causinQ an international
crise$ he responded:

"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 gquestion. I have never been satisfied
as to why they withheld the information from me.
(McCone deposition, p.l1l6)

' Kha 4

Thus, the evidence indicates that £ Helms ée-ha—t
: +cdtuusud%nn. Yra
approached McCone wagtitiancmirme e

o antl Castro assassina-

& Warren Commission

. -'-l-_ Co)‘*'
tion plots might have _gésssssg Helms g
Todose woulA have v eant
his jObp e, 1nforma§5McCone that plots were still being
considered by the Agencyf Buk saeftelms “‘-""‘MM’G —5
Regardlng the relevancy of such plots to the

W&v‘ ren rrwrnid Sflomﬁmfﬁw\ S%goc\w

Commission's work,

such information g have been reported to the Warren

Comm1551on. See also Spector, ».46) (But see Liebelerﬁhﬁ?o.
Fremd ha Q’A‘SP&S‘{?QL Mﬁ

p E?l) Mr. Rocca testified that had he known of the anti-

Castro assassination plots, his efforts to explore the pos-

sibility of a retaliatory assassination against President

Kennedy by Castro would have been intensified. He stated:
"...1in light of what has happened a completely
different procedural approach probably would

and should have been taken. I mean, there
are any number of things that one can say in
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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-

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)

ITI. Introductory Section/SS+M

The length of timeirequired 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. and 2)the complexity of the issues pre-

sented by the request. On this point, Mr. Helms testified
that when CIA had been able to satisfy a Commission re-
\ quest, the CIA would then send a reply back:

"and some of these inquiries obviously toock
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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Rocca, as the day to day CIA working level
contact with the Warren Commission sta.téd that on the
averége it took less than one week for the CIA to tra_msmit
its information to the Warren Commission,

after such in-

formation had been processed by the Agency. {(Rocca dep.,

pp.66-67) (Add the opinion of WC staffers.)
oty eSS
However,  oifffesniasiiisimmg s, wemuee sl

qo'_&’(ﬂ'&rpfokd-u\j y 3

EEmp®R the CIA's sengtiv sources and methods,

caused
the Warren Commission to experience greater difficulty
_ . relevagX . .

in getting @@ information than when the protection of

such sources and methods was not at issue. J. Lee Rankin

c £for T

[« Yol
g to pro-

e

expressed the opinion that the Agency's

tect its sensitive sources and methods did GRS c

wkl.‘u‘\
ems of fect emmgmn the quality of the information to EEmEEesr

the Warren Commission and i

(Rankin at p. 23))_ }n some instancag -4 o
o~ o-d Ll N e S 2 g "\ ho‘&‘of , i .'(‘
Agency wemsisdssssim~ unilateral decisions e le-
e eSS £ /7R

ey @M naterials essng

b
&the Commission. (Scelso dep.

p-158)

ch | o

il

L Werkhel o
I‘H.?}\‘i ffhe photosurveillance and
) p

oy,

Of the CIA's Mexicoff City $tation

‘ efG ks of-
) As a related considerationIthe"controversy sur-
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A

rounding®photograph now referred to as that

of the "Mexico City Mystery Man"

Each of these concerns will be examined Uunswrmr

ﬁerein.

The CIA's concern for revealing the existence of

sensitive technical operations, as outlined above, was
&
. : n . . .
evident from the &ceptlon of the Warren Commission.
Mr. Scelso commented that "we were not authorized at first
to reveal all our technical operations." (Scelso dep.
p.158) Scelso further testified:

We were going to give them intelligence re-
ports which derived from all our source

S, in-
cluding ‘f~-r1¢¢ -sources, including thqg; )
nd the information -gott .

from the interrogation of Silvia Duran, for

example, which corresponded almost exactly

with the information from th )

( )(Ext to Scelso quote, all of p.5)

Mr. Scelso's characterization is supported by
examination of the backgrdund to the first major CIA
report furnished the Warren Commission r?garding Lee Harvey

- 3(:\;.(\MW
Oswald's trip to Mexico City. “(Cite.) Much of the informa-
tion provided to the Warren Commission in this report was
based upon sensitive sources and methods, identification
of which had been deleted completely from the report.
2 (A

Theaéolicy emeandgey 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 ©
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A M , \jjxcmder to protect your contin-
uing 6p3s .

"Will rely instead on statements
of Silvia Duran and on contents Qf Sovieg )
Consular file which Soviets gaveé }g’fcféb
(CIA cable DIR 97829 FOlA 498-204, 29Jani964)-

The basic policy articulated in the December 20,

1963 cable is also set forth in a CIA memorandum of

December 17, 1963. In that memorandum,

S pecil TrvesT1peX TosralpP™
of the CIA Counterintelligencef/$taff wrote that he had

been advised 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

Decmeber 9, 1963 submitted to the Warren Commission.

Papich provided with this report which indicated
that some United States Agency/ : )
9
in Mexico. Papich queried whether the FBI could
supply the Warren Commission withf\source q{l ,)
(h )(The FBI had knowledge of CIA
ﬁ;n Mexico City, see CIA ga&;~3/779/510)
memorandum nEEEENGEER that he discussed this matter

with Scelso who in turn, after a discussion with Helms,

\ was directed by Helms. to prepare CIA material to be passed

to the Warren Commission. wrote:

He (Scelso) was guite sure .it was not the
Agency's desire to make available to the Com-
mission at least in this manner--via the FBI-
(sensitive infoxmation which could relate to

v | | Memo for File,
20 Dec 63, Subj: Lee Harvey Oswald)
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The opinion expressed by Scelso as of December 17,

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

O your Bureau.

BP1 dissem ® FBI, CSC1-3/779/510)

wL—Q/V\ Helms, @il

expressed his
concern regarding exposuréLof Agency sources

by the FBI

B e s prs———

to the Warren Commission. Helms wrote that the CIA had
become aware that the FBI had already:

called to the attgetion of the Commission,
through its attorney, that we have informa-
tion (as determined from Agency sources) coin-
ciding with the date when Oswald was in Mexico
City and which may have some bearing on his
activities while in that area. (CSCI-3/779/510)
e \@
Mr. Helms further indicated that the CIA g be

called upon to provide additional information acquired
from checks of CIA records and agency sources. He -siusw
suggest@ﬁthat certain poliéies be employed to enable CIA
to work with the Commission and with the Commission's

cooperation protect CIA information, sources and methods.

Among the policies articulated e two which

enabl#® the Agency to control the flow of information
4 ha c‘ACb
originated by it;aﬁ!ﬁfﬁ this way”check the possibility of

revealing its sources and methods inadvertantly. The poli-

clies articulated were:

H—e‘rv_\S Aot 2 Lo srde
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i) Youf Bureau not disseminatﬁﬁgrinformation re-
ceived from this Agency without prior concur-
rence

.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 compliments or otherwise is
pertinent to information developed or received

by yoﬁr Bureau through other sources and 1is being
provided by you to the Commission, you refer

the Commission to this Agency. In such 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‘td meeting its

needs. (CSCI ~3/559/710)

Thjﬁcgglicy wi eliminatin3 @8 reference to
Agency sensitive sources é;a methods is further revealed
by examination of an Agency cable, dated January 29, 1964,
sent from CIA Headquarters to the CIA Mexico City Station.
.That cable indicated that knowledge of Agency sources and
techniques was on that date still being withheld from the
Warren Commission. Therein, it 4@Sstated that on Saturday,
February 1, 1964, CIA @#Jto present a report on Oswald's

Mexico City activities to the Warren Commission. However,
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csaste boein abe cm Fhotwsould
the form of thlS presentation mw pro-

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

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

Iv(r /lnd Photo Surveillance

3

Mr. Helms offered testimony regarding the CIA's
reticence to inform the Warren Commission, at least during

of e Sorivmi S§ gon 5@34&/
the initial stage of the CIiv’ \and photo sur-
’

veillance operations in Mexico City. e ©

Helms testified:

The reason\for the sensitivity of theﬁéf ‘)
»nd surveillance was not onty be-

l cause it was SG?Slthe from the Agency's

standpoint, but

2t would have caused very bad feel-
ings betweeh Mexico and the United States,

and that was the reason. (Helms Exec Session
hearing, pp.51-52, = — s o

)H

Nevertheless, the CIA had provided information to
the FBI regarding the Mexico City surveillance operations
prior to the assassination and durlng the post—assassination

57777/--16 1)t/ Furthtrmare
lsmndurarbems, as

- it f

period

of November 28, 1963 the White House, through information

made avallable by DCI McCone to National Security Council?
ST | )

Director McGeorge Bundy, aware that the CI
&

1;7gainst the Cuban and Soviet Em-
bassy/Consulatesand tha£ through these(' swald's pre-

sence in Mexico City prior to the assassination had been

corroborated. 2: 14€ M COA& il Yh Mo 6‘U~AFK
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The CIA'sS upsissssmesg@® tO0 inform the Warren Comm1551on

of the above-described surveillance operations

Svestigation’tA~f>

~ -..,,—’/

{in the ea;iy éééges of W in-

Is{is-a -source

Agpry
of-concern to tqls Committee. It is indicative of an’ dgksusm

“’61 kes kew.mﬂf&vofﬁu’g"
.tudamen-ehe—ﬂgeﬁeﬁ*g*parmito b K

%_.(_Cl A Lt ung.m‘(‘(—fkb'Q

substance eém@EFrEETIETEEY information 3 prov1de§3
the Warren Commission. (See Scelso deg-T This process \
might well have hampered the Commission's ability to pro-
ceed in its investigation with all the facts before it,
even those Jﬁ?ch might have meant exposing certain sensi-
tive operations to the Commission.

As noted previously, on Jénuary 31, 1964, the CIA
provided the Warren Commission with a memorandum that
chronicled Lee Harvey Oswald's Mexico City visitf during
September 26, 1963 - October 3, 1963. That memorandum
(1\&

no%entlon*&‘ Oswald's various conver—-_
sations with the Cuban and Soggit Embassy/ConsulateShad
}nd subsequently transcrlbed. Furthermore,
that memorandum ad* nd’ ention uasseEElee® that the CIA
.7Fnd transcribed conversations between Cuban
Embassy employee Sylvia Duran and. Soviet offigials at
the Soviet Embassy/Consulate nor:was mention made of the
conversations between Cuban President Dorticos and Cuban
Armae$ s - \
Ambassador to Mexico whic )and_

transcribed.
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On February 1, 1964 Helms appeared before the

Commission (see above) and likely discussed the memoran-

dum of January 5/ , 1964. On Feburary 10, 1964,. J. Lee

Rankin wrote Helms in regard to the CIA memorandum of

January 31. A review of Rankin's letter indicates that
/\ i e 4*0/\5

dlmaaaest oS Of wiwwwbaisbeweemiedss, the Warren Commission

had no substantive knowledge off

\.
)or the production i.e., the tapes and trans-

- cripts, from that operation. Rankin inquired in the Feb-

AY

ruary 10, 1964 ‘R"‘“U' whether Oswald's difect commuhica—
tion with employees of the Soviet Embassy (as stated in
ii___;‘_ of the January 31 memorandum) had been facilitated
by telephone or interview. Manifestly, if the Warren Com-
mission had been informed o{f - ‘)

-

)Oswald this inqgquiry

- by Rankin would not have been made.

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-

cripts resulting from the CI /)

)n Mexico City. (RS8cca dep. p.89) However,

\‘Mr. 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

Commission learned of these operations.
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On February 19, 1964 the CIA responded to Rankin's
inguiry of February 10. The Agency response did indi-
cate that Oswald had phoned the Soviet Consulate and‘v&as
also interviewed at the Consulate. However, the Agency did
not reveal the source of this information in its response

to the Commissio [fox indicate that it would be revealed

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

\

V. During the period of Mérch - 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 CI{ )
91 Mexico City. A review of
BIHES these memoranda tend to support the Committee's belief
that the Warren Commission, through Mssrs. Slawson, Coleman,
" and Willens did not obtain access to CI/ )
( %ﬁerials until April 9, 1964. At\ that time, Coleman,
lwson and Willens met with Win Scott, the CIA's Chief
‘ Scett ,
of Station in Mexico City wi provided them with various
transcripts and translations derived fro )
\)f the Cuban and Soviet Embassy/Consulates. (Slawson
- memorandum of April 22, 1964, subject:

T
Aperi -
.y, Erior to m_ it appears doubtful

that the Commission had been given even partial access

to the referenced material. Nevertheless, by March 12,
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1964, the record indicates that the Warren Commission
had at least become aware that the CIA did maintain
}F the Cuban Embassy/Conqu__atéT
" (Slawson memorandum, Mari:h 12, 1964, Subj: meeting with
. CIA representatives). Slawson's memorandum reveals —
~agmt the Warren Commission had learned that CIA ieseSimmmm
possessj:znd~ transcripts of conversations between the Cuban
Ambassador to Mexico, Armas, and the Cuban President Dorticos.
Pocticos - Acmas |
Thee® conversations, requested by the Warren Commission

representatives at a meeting with CIA officials, including

Richard Helms, mispEmemsssy concerned Silvia
Du%fl’a's arrest and interrogation by the Mexican Federal

o Fotny o> .
Police (cite?). @rCEiUPEEEEEry Helms responded to the Com-

stret g
mission's request for access, ganewwowss that he would

attempt‘ to arrange for the Warren Commission representatives'
review @ this material. (Slawson memo, March 12, 1964)

1t should be noted that the records reviewed do not
rev_e‘al the manner in which the Commission learned of the
Dorticos-Arm / .>'As detailed above, both the FBI
and White House (through MéGeorge Bundy) were aware of the
CIa® _ )n Mexico City.
(Ciqi-?e One or the other could weli have provided the War-
ren Commission with this information. Nevertheless, Ray-
mond Roa@s' 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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Another Slawson memorandum, dated March 25, 1964

concerned Oswald's trip to Mexico. Slawson therein stated

Comdelmi™s

that the tentative conclusion$ Oswald's

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

memoranda@ of January 31, 1964 and February 19, 1964,
and/in addition a Mexican federal police summary SEggwrof
interrogations conducted shortly after the assassination
with certain Cuban Embassy employees. Slawson wrote:

A large part of it (the summary report) is

simply a summation of what the Mexican police

learned en they interrogated Mrs. Silvia

Duran, b 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

: kranscripts. In fact, by virtue of

4 v :
Slawson's comments conerning the Mgﬂ@&an police report,
it would appear that the Warren Commission/as of March 2%/
had been provided little substantive information pertaining
to Sylvia Duran. :* lnMZQ_-g

The Committee's belief that Slawson had not been
given access to the Duran transcripts 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

Wree wef . .
he visisdsme=dss based upon an analysis of Sylvia Duran's testi-

‘ "\;S MtlanMr\kC&fS
mony before the Mexican police. Ihnu-gn-n-‘h-!—!s no
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1ndlcat10n that helﬁﬁgrev1ewed any of the Duran

transcripts. Furthermore, ® Tw had®*been given access

to these transcript:s, certainly their substance would have

been incorporated into his analy51s and accordlngly noted

for this purpose. His analysis gould havé”reflected

the fact of this rev1exuflther by its corroboratjion or
abovl cl -1?:;;\s;r17>a$7

‘ﬂywx criticism of the Mexican police summary -report.

#ostigaite

*;gd}not been given
5 Sdardson Nugaj‘;

he Commission had been

a¥2eSs to the Duran transcripts.

H forced to rely upon the two memoranda that did not make

suspet Lol

; reference to the surveillance operat ,and aﬂsummary«po-

; lice report. Thus, the Agency had been successful for

over three months in not exposing the surveillance npera-
tions to the review of the concerned Warren Commission

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

e e
N i

ber 20, 1964 to its Mexico City Station:

Our present plan in'ﬁassing information to

the Warren Comn1551on is to eliminate mention

ofzt in order to protect your

cobtinuing operations. Will rely instead

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

£f Sowd

{f j@ere. .
(Cita cdble, DIR 90466, FOIA 420-757, Dec. 20, .
1964 CIA p.2144)

pear 1 RS ELLSR
_,-u.'l-rw.p(»—v‘v”"‘w""‘
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He statedgfthat this cdnclu '--éwas based upon his
2 ) i «"7" 2 .

review of Silv#a Duran's test ony”to he Mexican pefmsc.

times.

A

(Slawson megforandum, Mar_ ,Z?f 19644 CIA p. ,}”é) Howejer,

b‘.

Slawson glbes not stat- that hIs -onclusio.Juwere als-‘drawn

from rgview of g .

statig sur4€;;§

howevdr, thaj Ls*feasonlng N o
e

‘visit to- the Cuban Embassy.

it

ction f';m the Mexj o City

”v-wson d ndicate,
y «ﬂ«[ ”?(, " b QTN

'_ regardl g Oswald's

T
i

Logically; access to the
roduction would have clarified some
ambiguities. For example, on September 27, at 4:05 p.m.
Silvia Duras telephoned the Soviet Embassy and stated
that an American was presently at the Cuban Embassy, 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, identified by CIA analysts as
, e cth had twice
Oswald #p at the Cuban Embassy. Thus, CunsSssSSmeebic:
‘Mfﬁﬁwdefinitively established that Oswald had
visited the Cuban Embassy on.at least two occasions.
Moreover, the specific dateSand exact times of his presence
in the Cuban Embassyzggsf:stablished as the result of the
\) Had this information been made
available to Slawson, his calcuatiOns of Oswald's activities
in Mexico City would have been more firmly'established

than they were as of March 27, 1964. These transcripts



_3'0_

could have been made available to the Warren Commission

at its d‘nceptlon but as the record indicates they were

not then made available: -
The record 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 off &>
5f' . #In a memorandum of that date by Coleman
and Slawson, theyérticulataﬂone question to the CIA and

two requests for information from the Agencye (Ambassador
%ann file memo Aprll 2, 1964, CIA p. 1975) (my notes?) Cﬁlefh¢a\an4\
Siawson w i,
1) What is the information source referred to in
the November 28 telegram ﬁhat Oswald intended
to settle down in Odessa;
2) We would like to see copies of the transcripts
/, )translated if possible, in
Q J refer
all cases where thf \réé! to the
assassination or related subjects;
e
3) We would especially like to seg )
in which the allegation that mOneyﬁwas passed
at the Cuban Embassy is discussed
(& o th)
The question 1n1t1ally posed in the above-referenced
memorandum of Ap;il 2 concerns the C
of September 27, 1963 at 10:37 a.m. (3lawson memo, April
22, 1964, CIA p. 3223). Necessarily, if Slawsbnnwllh~4FtW*f‘tdr
NEc<ss rg%f‘(*"‘ ’

the source of the information, he had not been
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The second request,{?tem number three of the above
listiné] reveals tha ;>the Dorticos-Arman
cqnversation of November 22, 1964, in which the passing
of monies @& discussed haA not as of April 2 been provided
to the Commission. The Commission had specifically requested
the Dorticos-Armas transcrlpts. dﬁt'the March 12, 1964
meeting between Commission representatives and Agency re-

e 2 28
presentativess (Cite.) ;If¥“

On April 3, 1964, Coleman and Slawson articulated
their concern for receiving.complete access to all material®
relevanf to Oswald's Mexico City trip. They wrote:

The most probable final result of the entire

investigation of Oswaldfs 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.

The thoroughness of investigation which Coleman and
Slawson articulated as a vital concern to the Commission's

thwarted by the CIA's e#Ej~—concern g
b AT
sources and methods, relevant
_ exp#dc Cong Jorim
to the Commission's investigation, the Iimited number of persons

engaged in an investigation of a gravity and historical signifi-
ku:fh»‘d!{vlof‘
cance unprecedented in this nation's history + NiT s
gk Svomta L wrren Commissioastafp (oal ig éxcu:u.b/#,
On April 9, David Slawson, Howard Willens, and
William Coleman flew to Mexico City, Mexico tc meet with the
representatives 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 time of President Kennedy's
S-a{ g
assassination. Ambassador Mann erSSTEREmessthe Warren

. V a
Commission representative$that the CIA's Mexico City Station

was actively engaged in photosurveillance operations against

the Soviet and Cuban Embassy/Consulates (Slawson memo,

April 22, 1964, p. )




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 £h . ' :)
operations and English translations of the same. In addition,
he 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 entrance$f
David Slawson wrote:

"...Mr. Scott stated at the beginning of his narrative
R 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“£b the Commission representatives
the CIA's course of action immediately following the assassination.

| L d i akel ' ]
Scott indicated that his staff sw-shsesmsssst 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
had immediately been put under surveillance following the
assassination. :)Mexican officials,

particularly Ludis Echevarria, Acting Minister of the

Mexican Gohbrnacion (pp. 23-24). Slawson then concluded e



"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 fr~~ +h~ ~Avicinal

source materials at some later time ;!

.24 » 5
(p.24) | Yoo
hop WA
Slawson's memorandum of April 21, 1 i% A 7
’ . e
of the notetaking from original source mat\\d,év\
following Scott's disclosures. These note

Lz

with the telephonic interceptSpertaininggﬁﬁ,respectively?‘%he
Duran and Oswald conversationsgﬂ'{fb?eﬁ‘d‘”Se'r’fa’-"'@cjy)‘qa’s’

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

denial of original source materials, in this case the telephonic
£~ b
o #t

surveillance intercepts, seriously impaired ¢ N 7§3y1va

v ' &(’.(M-f‘(qu reaSentd, ST S

ability to draw®conclusionsjregarding Oswalc %p
e

LA EF T

City, 15_:
of Apriimigj 1964,%hgéézng the halfway point
Commission investigation, the Commission was e =
the factual path by‘which it had structured Oswald's acfivities
in Mexico City. 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

cotd have hoen rmads .

materials eesc available for analysis by the Commission.




VI.

Thus, the Agency's early policy of not providing the Commission
with ‘B vitally relevant information derived from certain
sensitive sources and methods had seriously undermined the

investigation and possibly foreclosed lines of investigationgk

that might have been more seriously considered had th%ﬁwwwwﬂf

S,
[
e ginitRE

s
st

material been expeditiously provided; (e.g., Cuban involvement:-

Mexico City Mystery Man

On November 23, 1963, Marguerite Oswald was shown by
FBI Special Agent Odum a photograph of a man bearing no
thsical resemblance to her son. TW&E photograph had been
supplied to the FBI on November 22 by the CIA's Mexico City
Station after Agency representatives had searched their files

in an effort to locate information on Oswald. This photograph

was one in a series

had been linked by the Mexico City Statio ﬁrior to the

\assassination,

Lee Harvey Oswald. Richard Helms, in a sworn
affidavit beforeaﬂuaWarren“bommission, stated that the
photograph shown to Marguerite Oswald had been taken on October 4,
1963 in Mexico City and mistakenly linked at that time to
Oswald. ( ke Helns oE6idav et 1n wc-k)

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 .

WRCR D L
she believed this photograph to have been of Jack Ruby. (p. 153)




by ¥ #

Thereafter, on February 12, 1964; J. Lee Rankin wrote
T‘\oM KorrameSines Acsistart PO

to Herwettmibsosn NNEEETERR | wiadessdesnsssssnmeew., regarding the

. r&o).\oc'\ tuﬂp(

uu‘
this photograph by the

circumstances

Central Intelligence Agency. Rankin GESSEEEN reques ted that
"\" ol du

the Commission be

the identity of the individual

. . : . . o5 .
depicted in the photograph if that information &avallable.

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

Rankin wrote that the Commission had been informed by the Secret-

since pPovembtraz, |90 3
Serviée~ that the CIA had disseminated®several reports or

communications concerning the assassination to the Secret

S eI’.‘Vice S & S -’m"vf“»'.uw.m et bt

reports and other materials. *%ree'ga- cables Cinmlpmemt
. 0‘(“’)"\""“'}‘&6,\: ‘{ 'Q-«\
concerned waspdes the photograph of the individual inmshessstasiady
A (oﬂis‘limr of
mmmmimsmp Oswald and subsequently shown to Oswald's mother.

b‘d YRECHA
disseminated*to the Secret Service was a November 26

dissemination (DIR85177), a-cepyti-which-was~tramrsmitted=to
, $ico
thewbeaeret-S8erviee. That cable concerned the Dorisssss-lrmas
conversations and disclosed the existence of CI
>f’.n Mexico City™at the time of the
assassination and Oswald's 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:

'ﬂ;»n,4%mong the materials

. Rank re uested copies of these

)



"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

Scelso:

- Commission

preceding section),

decision that this was not relevant to the Warren
Commission.

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

(Scelso deposition, g; 150)
- MA.-} F'(.'L,/_w‘(w /%I'GGH‘
‘ : the Warren

o ‘*ﬂkﬂiwquvluﬁyvfﬁﬁd"
NN R S T LS R ,,,,.‘:7:.'. o e i 4‘_._._:““»"’ " access to
o Sourt 0‘6” L onec€ln te \5—(\( Cff?
;froduction (as discussed in the

Spemi ity

Her 6 e fajum €

o fp . 133 FEVR NP <
oo fhop irdaf rem Lo s ;.:S[.z.@.&u P

esmsbssnnnesesioscsveitepepmydnse” tO0 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 outline&,Angleton's desire not to

respond directly to Rankin‘glrequest of Febrﬁary 12 regarding

CIA material forwarded to the Secret Service since Novem ber 23,

1964.

Rocca then stated:

"Unless you feel otherwise,” Jim would prefer

to wait out the Commission on the matter covered by
paragraph 2 (of the above-referenced February 12
letter). 1If they come back on this point he feels

that you, or someone from here, should be prepared to
go over to show the Commission the material rather than
pass them to them in copy. Incidentally, none of these
items are of new substantive interest. We have either
passed the material in substance to the Commission in
response to earlier levies on the items on the itgms
refer to aborted leads, for example, the famous sgx
photographs which are not of Oswald..

(Rocca memo 5 March 64, FOIA 579-250)

the -owpe® of the photosurveillance operatlons,



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 letter of March 16, 1964 and Slawson
memo, March 12, 1964) /

The record indicates that the Commission at the March 12
meeting pressed for access to the Secret Service materials.
Rankin wrote to Helms on Maréh 16 that it was his understanding
that thé CIA would supply the Commission with a paraphrase of
each report or communication pertaining to tﬁe Secret Service
materials "with all indications of your confidential communica-
tions techniques and confidential sources deleted. You will
also afford members of our staff working in this area an

opportunity to review the actual file so that they may give

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

Rankin further indicated that the same procedure ;;kto
be followed regarding any material in the possession of the
CIA prior to November 22, ¥963 which had‘ not yet been furnished
because it %;;;;;:é sensitive sources and methods. (Rankin
letter of Mafch 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

AR




requested two copies of the most recent photograph of Oswald in
‘order to check the identity 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§
Uuu'dnﬁ’ 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 regarding photographs of an unidentified man
who had visited the Cuban and Soviet Embassies during October
and November 1963. Paraphrases of these cables, not revealing

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

Agency further stateslthat the subject of the photo referenced
wes
in these cables was not Oswald. It # 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 24,196°
(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."




Coleman went on to state:

"As you know, we are still trying to get an

explanation of the photograph which the FBI showed

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

answer which the CIA intends to give us as to this

inquiry."

The following day, as agreed by Warren Commission and
Agency representatives, Samuel Stern of the Commission visited
CIA headquarters in Langley, Virginia.

o(‘kn‘ visit

Sterns' memorandum®™reveals that he reviewed Oswald's
file with Raymond Rocca. Stern indicated that Oswald's file
contained those materials furnished previously to the Warren
Commission by the CIA. The fil& also contained:

4@?i”Cable reports of November 22 and November 23 from
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
those cables furnished on November 23, 1963 to
y#
the Secret Service by the CIA.

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

4” Stern also reviewed the October 10, 1963 cable from

CIA's Mexico City Station to the CIA headguarters
reporting Oswald's contact with the Soviet Embassy
in Mexico City. He also reviewed the October 10,

1963 cable from CIA headquarters to the Mexico City

Station reporting background information on Oswald.




vIiIl.

Stern noted that these messages were also paraphrased
set- Lo b
accurately as mesmse®e® in the CIA's January 31 memo to the
Warren Commission reporting Oswald's Mexico City trip.

Lastly, Stern noted that Rocca provided him for his
review a computer printout of'the references to Oswal&#!]ﬁh&A
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 sqrrounding the

mysterious photograph.

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

Warren Commission, concealed crucial information from the Warren

Commission. Specifically,-the Senate Select Committee

concluded:

"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
during his tenure at the Agency." (SSC, Book V, pp. 67-68)

However, the SSC did not explore further the relationship and
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 -wesam

Lok
providm®s information to the CIA regardlng Warren Commission
'7'{\§1N\»@I‘h'§fﬁr(:‘.u¢ YemnAg dg chowm

activities and investigative policies.

at k{o\S?&arx €
that Dulles acted as an informant onroccasion’ for the CIA.

R -

concerned the contro-

versial case of the Russian defector Nosenko. The memorandum

was written by David Murphy, Chief of the Soviet Russia Division
:f,.&f“* wwlap(q (aﬁwfnfﬂé, e e,

who was s :
S @ BB, ll;@“'
fezmsmmr' s interrogation.

David Murphy's memorandum of July 8, 1964 concerned

his discussions with Allan Dulles BNosenko's knowledge
of Oswald. This memorandum was prepared for DDP Helms.
Murphy wrote:
"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 toﬂbulles' 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
alternative would be to use language "which would allude to
the existence of other, unverified information on the Oswald
case." This language, Murphy contended, 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.




Murphy 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.®

Whether by design or as an unintended result, the
guoted language indicates that Mr. Dulles, as a member of the
Warren Commission, was prepared fo compromise his position
with the Commission in order to supply the CIA, specifically

aboul

Murphy and Richard Helms, with sensitive information

the Commission's attitudes towards the Nosenko case. ILiggflso

and % Well-placed informant for the CIA.

Murphy prepared a second memorandy Ced 28 July 1964.

and Richapngelms, David Murphy and Tennant Bagley of the CIA.

\




Ldisa Calderon

Approximately five hours after President Kennedy's
assassination, .a Cuban government employee in Mexicbfcity 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 bee%:‘ ' )nrthe CIA's
Mexico City Station as the result of it
operation. (op cit) The Mexico City Station identified the
Luisa of the 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 Luisa if she had heard the latest news. Luisa
replied in a joking tone:

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

The caller went on to tell Luisa that the person
apprehended for Kennedy's slaying was the "President of one of
the Committees of the Fair Play for Cuba." Luisa replied that
she knew this also. Luisa iﬂquired whether fhe person being
held for the killing was a gringo. The unidentified caller
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:



ﬂﬂ;héz;;ﬁzA 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, oneg two, three and now, that makes
three. (She laughs.)

Raymond Rocca, ot
oz ‘:w«o;rs.vv;.,mww o R

s A

44444444
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a 1975 Rockefeller Commission 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((’ . vy Pof the
Cubans and Soviets after the assassination
that contains the suggestion of foreknow-
ledge or expectation. (Rocca memo for DC/OPS,

23 May 1975, p. 15)

Standing by itself, Luisa Calderon's cryptic com-
ments do not merit serious attention. Her words may in-
deed indicate'forekno&ledge“gf the‘assassihation but may
also—egmel, be interpreted without such a sinister impli-
cation. Nevertheless, as will be discussed herein, the
Committee has determined that Luisa Calderon's case did
merit serious attention in the months following the assas-
sination. However, Calderon's comments were not reported

to the Warren Commission, apparently an agency oversight.
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In connection with the assassination, Luisa Calderon's
name first surfaced on November 27, 1964 in a cable sent

by ﬂ@ﬂ“ Ambassador,. Ma ? to the §E§t¢ qepaltment. (DIR 85573

WH, FBI &and CIA) - L
%J‘ E:Q:““ ; D-ﬁ Cf!' " AL{ .'[\ / '+ ; o ' .,‘:”.i._,. . 4!'

N ANt S s NEE L R
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a Cuban defector, tying Luisa Calderon to the Cuban
Intelligence apparatﬁs. The defector, AMMUG-1l, was him-
self a Cuban Intelligence Officer who supplied valuable
and highly reliable information to the CIA regarding

Cuban Intelligence operations. Calderon's ties to Cuban

S ntelligence were reported to the Warren Com1551ononﬁ\~f\tl§£’l‘§bﬂ
Lesie B
(Did the State Department supply the cable to the Warren ‘l)

.,\

-—

Commission? Have we reviewed thelr Mann file?) However,
Scaon. 5 Filgrahen

the Committee has determined that the CIA did not provide

Calderon's conversatlon to the Warren Commissiong % Ag ﬂ\rfSMH
0\\%5 o..LA\

eﬁea=theﬁgh-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 ‘wWas never established for the Warren Com-

| mission by the CIA. The Agency s oversight in this re-

gard may have forecL%sed the Commission from actively

\ pursing a lead of great significance.

> ,% . 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




’Consulate here."”

This cable does not state the basis for arresting
Calderon. Howéver, the CIA's copy of this cable bears a
handwritten notation on its routing page. That nétation
states: "Info from Amb Mann %’@(‘ Sec Rusf re: .. .persons
involved with Oswald‘in Cuban Embassy.

Mann went on to state in urgent terms:

"They may quickly be returned to Havana in order

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 MiraEal were not arrested nor
detained for 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 separate occasions
(Cites). During her reinterrogation, Duran was guestioned

boas(S
regarding herx a55001iilon with Calderon. NO cessdesRrre-en. 1S

*kﬂﬁgﬂwfj t:nn#uf.dstw\
given in #kts—Treport for the guestion$concerning Calderon
(Cites). The information regarding Duran's interrogation
was passed to the Warren Commission on February 21, 1964

(DDP4~-0940), more than two months after Calderon had re-

turned to Cuba.
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Calderon's 201 file reveals that she arrived in

Mexico City from Havana on January 16; 1964, carrying
Cuban Passport E/63/7. Her ‘date of birth was believed

to be 1940 (Dispatch, 21615) 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 ﬁigtion and to the Chief of the CIA's
Special Affairs Staff (for Cuban operations). That dis-
patch. had attached to it a report containg biographic data
on personﬁel then assigned to the Cuban Embéssy in Mexico
City. At page threevof the attached report Luisa Calderon
was listed as Secretary of the Cuban Embassy's<gommercial
Office. The notation indicated that a report was pending
on Calderon. The Aéency has attempted, without success,

to locate the report.

from

a dispat as se
Stadff td th¢ Chieéf Ofgmﬁ$

) U in

o#E sta in M r \1h935) .

a Calderon's association with the. Cuban DGI

1963,

On September 1,

rece el b"]
irst reper®sd #) the CIA on May 5, 1964. At that
Sostph LargoseA
time | % ..} Chief of Counterintelligence for the

. . Tep*’ r<ol .
Special Affairs Staff, nesessed the results of his de-

briefing of the Cuban defector, AMMUG-1l. The memorandum
stated\that AMMthhad no direct knowledge of Lee Harvey
Oswald or his activities but was able to provide items

of interest based upon the comments of certain Cuban In-
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, - ol
telligence Service officers. Specifically, AMMUG-]1 Tt

gk asked if Oswald was known to the Cuban intelligence
M“b

services before November 23, 1963. AMMUG-] toli:

dwsm- that "Prior to October

1963, Oswald visited the Cuban Embassy in Mexico City on

two or three occasions. Before, during and after these

visits, Oswald was in contact with the Direccion General

De Intelligencia (DGI), specifically with Luisa Calderon,

N . .
Manuel Vega Perez, and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez. (c,\va\o«,)S "“‘““”“"3

bed ety o ScA_ .
\fhereafter wrote that Calderon's precise

relatdonship to the DGI was not clear. 2As a comment to

this statement he set forth the CIA cable and dispatch q63
\"STMM ¢

traffic which recorded her arrival in Mexico' and departure Mifffme

| “for Cuba..s l'wf‘*’l‘a. %‘g"\'ﬁr*"‘*—,&_SQaISSIV\J‘o-\ Cu-ﬁ;m.\_’ € S )

. ‘,a\
On May 7, 1964,/ ~eswmsa’ ;ﬁecorded additional informa-

tion he had elicited from AMMUG-1 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.



_49_

J,ufi?/\ angodeh

.éio/Aﬁ , : On May ‘ further disclosed AMMUG's know-

, a5 <4 -
ledge of the Oswald case. ( ‘}araphrased AMMUG's

knowledge of Calderon as follows: -

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 American. I do not know if this
could have been Oswald...

On May 11, Raymond Rocca wrote a memorandum
to Director Richard Helms regarding the informatio
had elicited from AMMUG. Rocca proposed that "the DDP
in person or via a deSignee, pfeferably thé former, dis-
cuss the AMMUG/] sit@Qtion 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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/;hﬁgihétj + takes place, it is not desirable to put anything in writ-
> : in \(ll May 64, Rocca memo, FOIA687- 295 w1th/4 attachments).
On May 15, 1964, Helms wrote Rankin regarding
AMMUG's information about the DGI, indicating its sensi-
tivity and operational significance. Attached to Helms' |,
Lorm o3 s
communication was a paraphrased accounting oqf >
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 Axe set
forth. However, that attachment maﬂé: no reference. what-~

soever to Luisa Calderon.

Howard Willens of the Warren Commission, requested

. accesS Je _
as a follow~up to the May 15 memorandum, paddddAet the
htion, & & 5L
guestions used i1L s)interrogation of AMMUG. (Dooley

memo to Rocca, 19 June 1964 FOIA 739-310). On June 18,
1364 Arthur Dooley of Rocca's éounterintelligence Kesearch
andJ%nalysis group took the questions and AMMUG's responses
to the Warren Commission's officers for Willen's review.
Willens sav{' '5; May 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

N six months in Mexico from which she returned to Cuba early

{ . I angese.

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 with Lee Harvey Oswald and/or American intel-

sgence. (et Dosley o) ¥
Fn.

It should be noted that these memoranda of May 5,

T oo b
i
‘;‘\\l"

7, 8, 11 and June 19 with attachments, are not referenced

in the Calderon 201 file. Their existence was determined
by the Committee's independent review of other agency
files,.

A . //-§é\\ : h
MWW, ihe Warren Commission il as of 19 Jun 64,}¥ﬁd

little if no reason to pursue the Luisa Calderon lead.

It had effectively been denied significant background s

Thas dtniah bt Commai SSians
information.ﬂﬁﬁm& may have impeded or prevented 8 pur-

suit of Calderon's potential relationship to Oswald and

the assa851natlon of President YannPdV‘?;UCIZ>

if the Warren Com=-

mission had been apprised of Calderon's background and

i Lofh s
possible contact with Oswald it still wés§ denied the one

o b
51gn1f1cant plece of 1nformatlon that mlght have

{ Y R - N ;f'g‘-‘:

. LEEANy S A £
to a more serious level. The

Warren Commission ol\d ab?ut Calderon's conver-
PR S R B

f 22, 1964. '\er)l"\ ¢ am € T e L L'g:{fj'—\(‘ et
satlon of November > : At LA Yoy The Clorpm ~
I I 4 &ﬂ\.é\-r‘ 8 e r'%r{*f T“' -2 1§ “m( LJC{K ;u{ é':inﬂ{ s S s

f P cbioend et (YV‘]%MJ u‘(: + S ] ;
" ¢+{e% etails of how we' know not ré% cite

;ftestimony of EEankin/xSiaWSOH; giy ction  possible

motive for not telling etalled\4nformatlon on Luisa

‘\\ — .
site the dispatch-glose out with
: g

{mentions CIA Gciation;

e,

Rankin T~
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