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of the U.S. Intelligence Community.* G

As a‘visﬁalﬁaid to the analysis of thé materials
contéined‘inkthe'féur compilations discussed aboveﬁga
chart has been prepared whichJillustrates.the flow of
written information from the CIA to the Warren Commission
and the U.S. Intelligence Community concerning'President
Kennedy's assassinétibn.'AThis chart:sets forth the C IA's
designation for each document listed and lists the subject
matter of eééh document and the date of gach_document's
dissemination.
was made available to the Warren Commission, the U.S.
Ihtelligeﬁce community or both. A secondary purpose of
this chart is to indicate forvselected subjects the volume
of informatidn provided to the U.S. Intelligence Comqpnity
as opposéd to the Warren Commission. |

During the course of this study, additional Agency
filés 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 writteh record, files have
been requested and reviewed in an effoft'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
. - ¥

The chart also indicates whether the document



Mr. Rocca added that, to his knowledge, Mr. Helms'
‘vbéders were followed to the letter by:all CIA eméloyees;
(Ibid. p. 24;) Mr. Rocca concluded that on”this basis:
"the(CIA was.toifurn’over and to develop any information
beéring'on the_éssassination that could be of assistance
to»the Warren Commissioh," (Ibid., p. 26.)
| A differént view of the CIA's role regarding thé
supply of CIA's'iﬁfbrmationvto the Warren Commission was
propbunded by Richard.Helms. Mr. Helms, who Sérved as
the CIA's‘Députy>Director for Plans during'the Warren
Commiésion invéstigation was direcﬁly.respbnsible for the
CIA's investigatiOﬁ of Pfesiaent Kéﬁﬁedy's assassination
(Ibid. p. 23.) ﬁé testified~to the Committee that the
CIA made every.éffort'to,be'as,responsivetas éossibielfo
Warren'Commission requests.v (Exeéi Sésé;f&ext. of Richard
Helms, 8/9/?8, p..lO;) Mrf Helms added further testimony.
regarding the mannér‘in'which the CIA provided its infor-
mation to the Warfeh-Commission. ﬁe-stéﬁed: |
An ihquiry would come over (from fhe Wérren
Commission). - We would attempt to respond
to it. But these inquiries came in indivi-
~dual items...Each individual item that came

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

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

on the basis'of.the Commission's specific requests. Under

NV 66000
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effect. The following exchange between Committee Sounqel

4
and Mr. Helms illustrates the acuteJl‘&lg% the Agency's

compromise:

Mr. Goldsmith:

Mr. Helms:

Mr.‘Goldsmith:

Mr. Helms:

Mr. Goldsmith:

Mr. Helms:

Hﬂgﬁs, 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.

I have never been asked to testify before
the Warren Commission about our operations.

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?

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? .

.y

And besides, I was not the Director of

S

the. Agency and in the CIA, you did not ge;;u

traipsing around to the Warren Commission”
or to Congressional Committees to to any-
place else without the Director's permis-
sion. |

Did you ever discuss with the Director whe-
ther the Warren Cormission should be in-
formed of the antl Castro assassination
plots? :

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

Agency cease all such activities. (McCone deposition, p.l1l3)

NV 66000
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!Eﬁ!ﬁ@&,@ﬁ*bn asked { 3 whether

the CIA desired to withhold inforﬁaﬁion from the Warren
Commission about the Agency anti-Castro assassination plots4
to avoid embarassing the Agency or causing 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 question. I have never been satisfied
as to why they withheld the information from me.
(McCone deposition, p.16)

had

Thus, the evidence indicates that &% Helms ieusiresme
4o discuss 1nforming Yo
T L Y 5T SOV A0 (R GHE e

’”;ifg;jkélf““,; ci A

approached McCone

.. QP19 :
s Warren Commission SpuuEnrs e anti-Castro assassina-

tion plots might have_gaesssss Helms

Todose woulAd have reant
his jobg i ihforméésMcCone that plots were still being

consideg‘?ed by the Agencj/f Bux mwms '.u""‘"‘\%a e —l

Regarding the relevanc&of such plots to the é\l\ 1\ o
| | Wavren M IS S o ¢ sursel g %&th\ and
Commission's work, ST —

’
2

g - ; R
LR TN g 1

ngspneny Were 1in agreement( (Slawson dep.L;gzzig
' !

such information s have been reported to the Warren

Commission.éééee/elso Spector, p.46) (But see Liebeler,dLEND.
"\ From 1 ha C)Als parspedtting -_

¥
Qg.w7£> Mr. Rocca testified that had he known of the anti-
. LRI .

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:
"...in light of what has hap?ened 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

Docid:32271360 Page 5
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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)

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 l)%the availability

{of?ihférmggiopgféﬁd}%)théTCoﬁﬁiéxity of the issués 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 took
longer than others.

For example, some might involve
checking a file which was in Washington.
Other inquiries might involve trying to see
1f we could locate somebody in some overseas
country. . :

: Obviously, one takes longer to per-
form than the other. (Helms Exec. Session
hearing, p.25)

Docld:-32271360 Page b
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as the day<t6 déy CIA working level'_
éontact‘with'the Warren Commission staféd that on the
average it took less than one week for the CIA to trénsmit
its information to thé_Warren Commissibn, after such in-
formation had been processed by the Agency. (ﬁocca dep.,'

pp.66-67) (Add the opinion of WC staffers.)
| o+ rivéS | .
However, uiiisuausitEEiiammy: s - ey —
. o @O'&.{r" ‘?‘Ofp(a\x’_c{—u\j 3 1
L the CIA's sens‘tive‘ sources and methods, caused

the Warren Commission to experienée greater difficulty

relévask

in getting ¢ information than when the protection of

\

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

.. e ot
expressed the opilnion that the Agency's wiiugl to pro-

tect its sensitive sources and methods did IR c
wki‘b‘\
wsm cffect umpgmn the quality of the information to G

‘@.QA
8 n
Y i m :
Co M A\ S‘Sz@éxtr,\,\mf-;é

the Warren Commission and i

‘::'s—"”"* -

| o
(Rankin at p.23)£ ‘

en- access.

.
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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 \puiasmmepmrae

' ﬂerein.

The CIA's concern for revealing the existence of
sensitive technical operations, as outlined above, was
6 |
. 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 sources,, in-
(~clud1ng ‘err-ricq sources, including thqg; 4>

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 background to the first major CIA
report furnished. the Warren Commi§sion r?garding Lee Harvey
) 2t danmemo .
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.
Thé@églicy eNGassigey 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 isvto eliminate mention O:

Docld:32271360 Page @
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"Will rely instead on statements _
of Silvia Duran and on contents Qf Sovieg .
Consular file which Soviets gaveé }‘;’;utb
0 29Jan

(CIA cable DIR 97829 FOlA 498-2 964) -

- \in.order to protect your contin-
uing 6p3 .

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, Birch O'Neal

5 pecill TrvesFigaX lons Granp”

of the CIA Counterlntelllgence Staff wrote that he had
been advised by Sam Papich, FBI liaison memm 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 compliménted the FBI's.five volume report of

Decmeber 9, 1963 submitted to the Warren Commission.

Papich provided O'Neal.with this report which indicated

that some United States Agency/ )
\
in Mexico. Papich queried O'Neal whether the FBI could
e
supply the Warren Commission withf\source qf( ' ‘)
(\ )(The FBI had knowledge of CIA |
.
i}n Mexico City, see CIA SCI-3/779/510)
M@’

O'Neal's memorandum n...l!!lthat 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. O'Neal wrote:

He (Scelso) was quite 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

hdiake (Birch O0'Neal, Memo for File,
20 Dec 63, Subj: Lee Harvey Oswald)

Docld:32271360 Page 9



The opinion expressed by Scelso as of December 17,

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

Lt 1ty of sources,

oty
W

2Pt vour Bureau.

-

’ FBI, CSC1-3/779/510)

B, cxpressed his

W ool ’(?wyr#ﬁ'wm\
ceneS

s - —
concern regarding exposuré;of Agency sourceil-y the FBI

)

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

called to the attgakion 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 ot

R
Mr. Helms further indicated that the CIA s be
called upon.to provide additional information acquired
from checks of CIA records and agency sources. He -uimewr
suggestgﬁthat certain policies be employed to enable CIA
to work with the Commission and with the Coﬁmission‘s
cooperation protect CIA information, sources and methods.

= . Helms claim2dA osuld
Among the policies articulated ¥ two which essinteewisewmeie

enabl#M the Agency to control the flow of information

| +hs C1RC®
originated by it;ﬁ!!:Iﬁ this way”check the possibility of
_revealing its sources and methods inadvertantly. The poli-

cies articulated were:

HWW 66000
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al),Your:Bureau'not;disseminatiu_zinformation re-

2.

,ceived'from,this.Agency}withouthprior concur-

rence

In-instances in.-which this Agency.has provided

- .dinformation. 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 your Bureau. through other sources and is 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 tgf Commission
T AN
and initiate certain preparatory to meeting its

needs. (CSCI -3/559/710)

o N e TS T 3 8

A £
Th& policy ‘j.ellmlnatu)S @8 reference to

AgéncY-senSitive sources and 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 dwSstated that on Saturday,

February 1, 1964, CIA @#Sto present a report on Oswald's

Mexico City activities to the Warren Commission. However,

HWW 66000
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v w&S‘\-g \og VA c\-eg Conn “"}\dmow(‘/
/L@/{/tc V" the form of this presentation aﬂw pro-
(W
&’ tect the CIA's Mexico Clty Station's sources and techniques.

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

IV(r | /Lnd Photo Surveillance

L4
5

Mr. Helms offered testimony regarding the CIA's

reticence to inform the Warren Commission, at least during

#e&:mss,n ' sk
the initial stage of the C1ﬁ¥’ \and photo sur-
| ’

veillance operations in Mexico City;

Helms testified:

—

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

cause it was se?sltlve from the Agency's
standpoint, but

| ezt would have caused very bad feel-
ings betwe Mexico and the United States,
i and that was the reason. (Helms Exec Session

)W

—

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

5777 /s Via7d 4 FuthCrmare
) . Ieessssininmmsbesm, oS

period e
of November 28, 1963 the White House, through information
made avallable by DCI McCone to National Security Council#®
| Nad o4
Director McGeorge Bundy, aware that the CIX _
( 1 ygainst the Cuban and Soviet Em-
bassy/Consulatesand that through theser' ;}SWald S pre-

sence in Mexico City prlor to the assassination had been

~ corroborated. i'( lk I"? COF\R (Logns ¥8 '”‘cbﬁefafhua&a

NW 66000
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u.nwzumépeg‘
The CIA's wkaeesssggd tO0 inform the Warren ComInlssn_on

of-concern to t 1s Committee. It is indicative of an’i
“"'61 Gk 25 (hrel Skcw lnt“’f’&d/'b"‘fu —Pu/m
"EPEIE to wsigringitdsiniaes AN

| %.LCH\ Lelt unggm'(uf"lb'e
substance einSRPEEYETRIRN— 1nformatlon L3 prov1da§3

the Warren Commission. (See Scelso deE-T ThlS process \

might well have hampered the Commission's ability to pro-

ceed in its investigation with all the facts before it,
&3

even thos€ which might have meant exposing certain sensi-

tive operations to the Commission.

As noted previdusly, on January 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
Cltd. :i

noffmention Oswald's various conver-
sations with the Cuban and Sovgtl Embassy/ConsulateShad i

}nd subsequently transcribed. Furthermore,

d.\d

that memorandum * nd’ ention NN that the CIA

.7Fnd transcribed conversations between Cuban

Embassy eméloyee Sylvia Duran and Soviet officials at
the Soviet Embassy/Consulatevnor was mention made of the
conversations between Cuban President Dorticos and Cuban
ﬁ(m&g R \
Ambassador to Mexico Wth y ‘)and

[

transcribed.

Docld:32271360 Page 13
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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
Ars writing

ittt 23S Of wivewisgimssessswsievse, the Warren Commission

had no substantive knowledge of

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

. cripts, from that operation. Rankin inquired in the Feb-
ruary 10, 1964 [2+ter whether Oswald:s direct communica-
tion with employees of the Soviet Embassy (as stated in
’I___;N_ of the January 31 memorandum) had been facilitated

by telephone or interview. Manifestly, if the Warren Com-

mission had been informed og{ | /)

g

)Oswald this inquiry
- 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 resulﬁing from the CI . /)
)n Mexico City. (R8cca dep. p.89) Howevér,
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.

"~ MW 66000
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On February 19, 1964 the CIA responded to Rankin's
inquiry of February 10. The Agency response did indi-

cate that Oswald had phoned the Soviet Consulate and-Was
also interviewed_at‘the Consulate. However, the'Agency did
not reveal the source of this information in its response

to the Commissiogfpr indicate that it would be revealed

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

\

V. | During the period of March - April 1964, David
Slawson drafted a series of memoranda which among other'
issues concerned Warren Commission kﬁowledge of and access
to the production material derived from the CI{ | )
;} Mexico City. A review of
S these memoranda tend§ to support the Committee's belief
that the Warren Commission, through Mssrs._Siawson, Coleman,
and Willenys did not'obtain access torCI/, - | ‘)
(:' E}ferials until Aprii 9, 1964. At that time, Colemah,
\lwson and Willensvmet with Win Scoﬁt, the CIA's Chief ‘
| Scett | ”

of Station in Mexico City,ws® provided them with various

- transcripts and translations derived fro :)

\yf the Cuban and Soviet Embassy/Consulates. (Slawson
memorandum of April 22, 1964, subject: ;[)
April. |
HEWa -, Erior to w- it appears doubtful

that the Commission had been given even partial access

to the referenced material.- Névertheless, by March 12,

HW 66000 |
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1964, the record indicates that the Warren Commission
had at least become aware that the CIA did maintain

‘éf the Cuban Embassy/Consulate.

" (Slawson memorandum, March 12, 1964, Subj: meeting with

CIA representatives). Slawson's memorandum reveals

~ela® the Warren Commission had learned that CIA i

possess!dt,transcripts of conversations between the Cuban

Ambassador to Mexico, Armas, and the Cuban President Dorticos.
Poc¥icos - femas

Thee® conversations, requested by the Warren Commission

representatives at a meeting with CIA officials, including

Richard Helms, vy concerned Silvia .

Dufﬁb's arrest and interrogation by the Mexican Federal

e .
Police (cite?). @RSy Hclms responded to the Com-

strds oy
mission's request for access, wJuidwbwe that he would

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

It should pe noted that the records reviewed do not
reveal the manner in which the Commission learned of the
Dorticos—-Armag .>As detailed above, both the FBI
and White House (through MéGeorge Bundy) were aware of the

CIA'j, ;>n Mexico City.

(CE%E One or the other could well have provided the War-
ren Commission with this information. Nevertheless, Ray-
mond Roaas' 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.

Docld:32271360 Page 16
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Another Slawson memorandum, dated March 25, 1964

concerned Oswald's trip to Mexico. Slawson therein stated

~ - . BALLINIrS 1 at
that the tentative conclusions -:h--t-.-g-to.Oswald's

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

memoranda@ of January 31, 1964 and February 19, 1964,

and/in additiorn a Mexican federal police summary &REEprof
interrogations conducted shortly after the assassination
with certain Cuban Embassy employees. Slawson wrote:

A large part of it (the summary report) 1is

simply a summation of what the Mexican police

learned en they interrogated Mrs. Silvia

Duran, D 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 Seﬁ%son placed limited
reliance upon the Mexican police summary. Moreover, there
is no indication that quason had been provided the Duran
-z ytranscripts. In fact, by virtue of

. 4
Slawson's comments conerning the Mg&ﬁ%an police report,

/

had been provided little substantive information pertaining

to Sylvia Duran. % INM' . 2_7

The_Committee's belief that Slawson had not been

it would appear that the Warren COmmissionjas of March 25

'Igiven 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'oﬁ three occasions. This conclusion

Wese Wweaf
he Hﬁﬁh-n-s based upon an analysis of Sylvia Duran's testi-

h 1S rmaMmecan Mro~ JolarS
mony before the Mex1can police. Ih-u!-g-n-ih-!-!s no

W e6000
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transcripts. Furthermore,

to these transcript:s, certainly their substance would have

been incorporated into his analysis and accordingly noted
for this purpose. His analysis Gould have“reflected

the fact of this rev1enuf1ther by its corroboration or
abovtelle Ptneatpa9

‘“yv*' criticism of the Mexican police summary report.

Festigaite

’ﬂaé.not been given
s Sdadson rv.ge»j‘;

iRy,
*a, . .
he Commission had been

Pess to the Duran transcrlpt

f forced to rely upon the two memoranda that did not make
SLGP" oo

i reference to the surveillance opera ,and a’t summarya 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:

Our present plan in passing information to
the Warren Commission is to eliminate mention
ofzt in order to protect your

cobdtinuing operations. Will rely instead
on statements of Silvia Duran and on contents
f Sowjet consular file which Soviets gave

ere. .
<fL1A cdole, DIR 90466, FOIA 420-757, Dec. 20,
1964 CIA p.2144)

R e P e

et nenivivee LACPACL SXLE
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4 g 7 o
Azt times. He statedgthat this cdnclu LoD was based upon his
ﬂ“- Z ' T 2
review of Silvy#a Duran's tesff ony‘to he Mexicant;4~'¢f;
. o , >

(Slawson megOrandum, Mar ,,27; 196‘- CIA p. _}fé) ‘Howeyer,

%I

&

slawson gfes not Staxﬁ’that his *onclusiOnﬁhwere alsgfdrawn

"ijf the PL ouction ff;m the Mexy o City

A

from rgfiew of g

, = % ~28 §
statign su eil fnce oper-=Ibﬁs. oes—fndicate,
e o s Tl € R e 4
howevdr, thag _LS feasoning e ooy *regardl elswald's
';A_-‘,_"_F)’ k&xw i s gty

'visit to- the,Cuban*Embassy 5ﬁbogically;‘access-to,the
o roduction would have clarified some

ambiguities. For example, on September 27, at 4:05 p.m.
Silvia Duran telephoned the Soviet Embassy and stated
that.an American wasfpresently at the Cubah Embassy, re-
guesting an in-transit visit to Cuba. .This American was
determined by'CIA analysts to be Oswald. Again on Septem;

SEORES ber 28, at 11:51 a.m. Duran telephoned the.Soviet Consulate
stating that an~American, identified by CIA analysts as

He €l d had +wice
Oswald-qp at the Cuban Embassy Thus,

@;ﬂ'*ﬁ?ideflnltlvely established that Oswald had
 visited the Cuban Embassy on at least two occa51ons.‘
Moreover, the specific dateSand exact times of his presence
. wesre : |
in the Cuban Embassy 4@ established 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

WV e6000
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could have been made available to the Warren Commission
= e

at its1“hception but as the record indicates they'were

not then made available. -

The record sdpports the Committee's finding that

as of Aprll 2, 1964 the Warren Commission had still not

been given access to the above-referenced series o(? &>
{r’ \>In.a memorandum of that date by Coleman
and Slawson,tjmarérticulatauone question to the CiA and

two requests for information from the Agencyo (Ambassador'
l\%ann file memo April 2, 1964, CIA p. 1975) (my notes?) C”'em"'\‘\"““\
Slawson v fete; |
1) what is the information source referred to in
the November 28 telegram that Oswald intended
to settle down in Odessa;
2) We would like to see copies of the transcripts
g’ )translated if p0551ble, in
K all cases where thf \YEic to the
assassination or related subjects; :
3) We would especially like to se )
in which the allegation that money was passed
~at the Cuban Embassy is discussed
x 4¢ﬂ45)
The question 1n1t1ally posed in the above-referenced
memorandum of April 2 concerns the C
of September 27, 1963 at 10:37 a.m. (3lawson memo, April
22, ”1964+ CI‘z‘x*pc.ﬂ3223). Necessarily, if Slawson e Srouiel 9T
NEe<t fz-;f

the source of the 1nformatlon, he had not been

NW 66000
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gog44i‘clﬂ’ o

provided that source wj

7 ' ‘(N”"""b" A&

The first Coleman-Slawson request QEEEBEEDEC - +“
+C¢\AS ‘5‘\0“‘ +he Commo S‘coo\ . '
RS that weew -SRI

given access, m to-u

concerning the assa351natlon (as "uéea 'ated -
ihé;(({fﬁtf A § rﬂ.f‘\e‘;cspw f\,\ E bedon o i (P \l..:ées{i‘ Yy f:f{l{.ﬂr
[ Dfemiel y Loz o

The second fequest,{?tem number three of the above
listiné] reveals tha ;>the Dorticos-Arman
conversation 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 ﬁortlcos Armas transcrlpts. dafthe March 12, 1964
meeting between Commission representatives and Agency re-

u\-n g’bQ- * 9‘
presentativess (Cite.) *%;

R

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

The most probable final result of the entire

investigation of Oswaldfs activities iﬁ 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.

MWW 66000
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@"\ 09‘
@g& S&@s
@d
@,\A@\‘f\ S | ;
€@&§$ ...In order te'make such a judgment (that all reasonable

lines of investigation that miéht 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 reperts, after translation, 1if 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 es—-concern Wl

« WO
RIS SayasapernmepEaEy)  Sources and methods, relevant

!/  to the Commission's investigation, the ITmited number of persons

/? 1 work had‘been,hijfﬁﬁbﬁmrm
4
L

engaged in an investigation of a gravity and historical signifi-
wrlh du\ng‘P

cance unprecedented in this nation's history 4'L"
PR Srom e B osrea Commissieastafe oas in é&&u’&bl@
On April 9, David Slawson, Howard Willens, and
William Coleman flew to Mexico City, Mexico to 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 Pres1dent Kennedy's

assassination. Ambassador Mann 1:"ua;Qu mewthe Warren
Commission representativelyfthat the CIA's Mexico City dtation
was actively engaged in photosurveillance operations against

the Soviet and Cuban Embassy/Consulates - (Slawson memo,

WYY 66000 B 2, 1964, p. )
Docld:32271360 Page 22



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 th ) ' :?

) operations and English transiations 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 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.

. . | maediakely |
Scott indicated that his staff oe-siewsmssiEwet began to compile
dossiers on Oswald, Duran, and everyone else throuéhout Mexiéo
whom the CIA knew had had some contact with Oswald (p.22).
Scott revealed-all known Cuban and RuSsian intélligence agents
had immediately been put under surveillance following the
aSsassination. :)Mexican officials,
particularly LUis Echevarria, Acting Minister of the

Mexican Go&brnacion (pp. 23-24). Slawson then concluded s

MW 66000
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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 A
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 during our visit."
(p.24) |

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 deal¥exclusively

o

with the telephonic:interceptspertainingﬁﬁg,respectively, the
Duran and Oswald conversations&fw“?em‘&&?#an-@tj:y}‘Q%.
It is evident from Slawson's record that the Agency's

denial of original source materials, in this case the telephonic

surveillance interCepts, seriously impaired the Commission's
“ccuﬂkle’ reaSened

ability to drawfbonclusion§§regarding Oswald's sojourn in Mexico

City,

FL T e R R e P D e e P N R S
AN S i@t

“

Sy P e LIS N Wﬁlamwm‘ -
LB i L .

of April 10, 1964, nearing the halfway point of the Warren

It meant that as

Commission investigation, the Commission was forced‘to retrace
the factual path by whiéh‘it had structured Oswald's activities
in Mexico City. It further revealed that the Agency had}
'provided ambigﬁéué‘information to ﬁhe Commission when, in fact
"on almost all the crucial points" significantly more precise

coutd hawve hoon mads

materials eeme available for analysis by the Commission.

HW 66000
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Thus, the Agency's early policy of not providing the Commission
with t9B vitally relevant information derived from certain
sensitive sources and methods had seriously undermined the

investigation and possibly foreclosed lines of investigation

that might have been more seriously considered had this e

it ®
J—

material been expeditiously provided;(iéi:;_Cuban inﬁolvemehﬁrﬁ.

VI. Mexico City Mystery Man

On November 23, 1963, Marguerite Oswald was shoun by
"FBI Special Agent Odum a photograph of a man bearing no
physical resemblance to her son. TW&L 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

resulting from the CIA'S'photosurveillance

operations against the Soviet and Cuban Embass

s AR L

';Brior toitﬁ

v,

e.

had been linked by the Mexico City Statio
- e — ' -
\ assassination,~

oy

Pp¥vLee Harvey stald.}gRichard“Helms;Qin a .sworn

affidaviﬁ peforemdmaWarren'CommisSion,'stated thatmthe
photograph shown to'Marguerite Oswald had been taken on October 4,
1963 iu Mexico City and‘mistakenly linked at that time to
Oswald. ( ur&@"%hﬁ’bﬁs’w ;!:“' L NC—R)

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

R T
she believed this photograph to have been of Jack Ruby. (p. 153)

MWW 66000
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Thereafter, on February 12, 1964 ~J. Lee Rankin wrote
Thomas Kasrramesmes Ay st 'PW
tO Henelialne RN | ckisisssienssaneaew’-, regarding the

t*ﬂhuuﬂd
this photograph by the

Central Intelligence Agency.
+ald

¥ reques ted that

the Commission be the identity of the individual

. : . : . o-$ . |
depicted in the photograph if that information d==utava11able.
On that same day, in a separate letter to DCI McCone,
Rankin wrote that the Commission had been informed by the Secret-
;,men.nmbo—zz,no.;
Serviée~ that the CIA had disseminated®several reports or

communications concerning the assassination to the Secret

Service sé...iﬁiiiﬁﬁiiﬁﬂunﬁ%&f. Ranki u re uested copies of these

reports and other materials. *hree.ﬁ-- cables th-t-wese
\Vk o\(‘cq\t\&“")l&g’ﬁ '( P €T
concerned mipiye the photograph of the individual W
b‘O \""t‘-‘s MALRIL (,Mﬂz SHatiar of
aemien Oswald and subsequently shown to Oswald's mother.

g tRECIA
disseminated®to the Secret Service was a November 26

dissemination (DIR85177), a;eepy_eémwhéehww&smtranemitteGWto

$icoS
. That cable concerned the Dorissss-Armas

conversations and disclosed the existence of CI{, | )

™

>.".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:

W 66000
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"We did not initially disclose to the Warren

Commission all of our technical operations. 1In 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 depos1tlon, p 150)
~M7 FﬁAJ}ufyrfm,:ﬂetf‘ ,
S . gy the Warren

VOO =SS access to ‘
a.s'ourue ol Caonclrn 4«\\6—1‘% C./f?" .

roduction’ (as discussed 1n the
51(3““\ [Ladd 7‘{1‘%&[;’5&4(“'&

preceding section), the -wowesm of the photosurvelllance operatlons,

do Ybp irtof re~ COormmitEStan )wt.,: jpog s ~ e
adds

M to cause concern within

the Agency.

Commission

On March 5, 1967, Raymond Rocca wrote in an internal
memorandum to Riehard Helms that "we have a problem here for
your determination." Rocca outline&gAngleton's‘desire not to
respdnd directly to Rankin's request of February 12'regarding
CIA material forwarded to the Secret Service since Novemler 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). If 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 1tems
refer to aborted leads, for example, the famous scx

- photographs which are not of Oswald.
(Rocca memo 5 March 64, FOIA?579-250)
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qgﬁigyp 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, Maréh 12, 1964)
o . fTHé*fécof&fihdicatés*tha§~the Commission at the March 12
meeting pressed for access to the Seéret 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
eaéh report or communication pertaining to the Secret Service
materialé'”with all indiCations.Qf your confidential communica-
tions techniques and.confidehtiai.sources deleted.' You will
aiso 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."‘ (Rankiﬁ letter of
March 16, 1964, #2)

Rankin further indicated that the same procedure ggsto
be followed regarding any material in‘the possession of the
CIA prior to November 22, 1963 which had; not yet been furnished

C o BVl
because 1t 1S

sensitive sburces and. methods. (Rankin
letter df 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 Octbber.lo, 1963 CIA dissemination to FBI, State Dept.,
INS and Navy Deptf (SS on 22 Nov.) regarding-Lee Harvey Oswald
and his presence at the Soviet Consulate in'Mexico.City, Thé

MW 66000 ] e further revealed that on October 23, 1964, CIA had
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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 Oswald:?@J5
yMU'A‘ws 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 Embassiés.during October
and November‘l963. Paraphrases of these cables, not revealing
sensitive sources and methods, were attached to CD 674. The
Agency-further stateslthat the sﬁbject 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 Marbh 26, William Coleman wrote in a memorandum for
the recorad:

"The CIA directed a memorandum to J.. Lee Rankin on March 24,1964

(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." :

HNW 66000
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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
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.
obhis vis it
Sterns' memorandumreveals 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:
oL 77 ' '

4’? 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

, , .
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 headquarters
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.

- NW 66000
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. Stérn noted: that these messages were also paraphrased

et-Lo i

accurately as g=® 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 Oswald—n‘M
documents located‘in the Agehcy's electronic data storage
system. Hetstatedh"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.Wérren Commission representa-
tive had been apprised,of the circumstances surrbunding the

mysterious photograph.

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 Geven members of the
Warren Commission, concealed crucial information from the Warren
Commission. Specifically, the Senate Select Committee y
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

WYY 66000
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service on the Warren Commission. In the course of this review,

a memorandum was uncovered which indicates Dulles <===

prov1d:%§»lnformatlon to the CIA regarding Warren Commission
: : ARG el e Pen did o YEAAE e chawd
act1v1t1es and investigative policies. 4 u~w&%@h:ﬂi ,meWMﬁfS
. &+.f“5+°“€
that Dulles acted as an informant on%occa51on for the CIA.

,s w&mﬂ“@?ﬁw@ﬁ%ﬁ

the contro-

Versial.Case of the Russian defector Nosenko. The memorandum

was written by David Murphy, Chief of the Soviet Russia Division
ﬁ?ﬁf“‘? 6@,«%'&4’““} camsm&& Gl | %, %*‘%

WhO Wa S 'ﬁ:"\‘;‘:.,‘ffi‘*ﬁ‘::‘:‘::'lk,i«:_‘ S ,:L.; e iegub o oH, LA ,{' H— 3 ('A;-Ti.:-’:f“f.". pilag _ : TR~ ¥ '».H ’ »»:::- {V':'?‘.

David ‘Murphy's memorandum of July 8, 1964 concerned

afoeuX

his discussions with Allan Dulles BREEIN Osenko ' 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 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
alternative‘Wbuld,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 thegﬁosenko

NV 66000 .
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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 1nforma—
tlon he needs from Mr. Rankin."

Whether_by 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

Murphy and Richard Helms, with sensitive information

Vﬁgviéed 28 July 1964.

David Slawson.of the Commission,

Allan Dulles,ﬁgﬁil e Rankin,

and Richaed Helms, David Murphy and Tennant Bagley of the CIA.
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" Luisa Calderon

‘Approximately five hours after President Kennedy's
assassination, .a Cuban government employee in-Mexicb'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 been( >>Y the CIA's
Mexico City Station as the result of it f>
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 Keﬁnedy's‘slaying was the "President 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 caller
replied, "yes." vLuisa 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:
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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,

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[[ . | v )of the
Cubans and Soviets after the assassfnation
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 werds may in-
deed indicate foreknoﬁledge of the assassination but may
also—esmml; 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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ﬁﬁ%§ﬁ§g In :connection with the assassination, Luisa Calderon's

name first surfaced on November 27, 1964 in. a cable_sent

a Cuban defector, tying-Luisa Calderon to the Cuban

Intelligence apparatus. 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 fies to Cuban

ﬁntelllgence were reported to the Warren Com1551onaﬂ%€u§ﬂﬁéﬁﬂ
(Did the State Department supply the cable to the Warren um&miiﬁ..

Comm1551on? Have we rev1ewed their &ann file?) However,fm

4&@@u?§ﬁﬂsﬂ@m¢@>
the Committee has determined that the.  CIA did not provide

Calderon's conversation to the Warren Commissiong f%' AS'&F'(S%H
e&sa=%heugh-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 forecL%sed the Commission from actively
pursing a lead of great significance.
N7 . 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

HWW 66000
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Consulate here.é;

‘EhiS“cable»doespnetrstafe:the‘basiS'for arresting
Calderon. However, ﬁhe CIA's copy of this cable bears a
handwritten notation on its routing page. That notation
states: "Info from Amb Mann f}@;( - Sege 'RusK re: ...persons
involved with Oswald‘in Cuban Embassy;'

Menn went on to state in urgent terms:

"They mayequickly be.returned fo.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 efter the as-
sassination.

Calderon, Azcue and Mirabal 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 hed-repeated contact
with Oswald while he was in Mexico City, was arrested and

questioned by the Mexican police on twoiseparate_occasions‘“

(Cites). During her reinterrogation, Duran was questioned
k;aus«S’

regardlng her a55001i£;on with Calderon.
-}km (S inkerre o»‘-he\
given in thrs—repcrt for the questlonsconcernlng 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.

MW 66000
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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 ﬁi&tion 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 personnel then assigned to the Cuban Embassy in Mexico
City. At page three of 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 Agency has attempted, without success,
to locate the report.
from

On September 1, 1963, a dlSp as se

oM Sta in M v -\1,A935).

a Calderon s association with the Cuban DGI

reco ded ‘1
was first reg@e®sd #) the CIA on May 5, 1964. At that

S’oﬁf& LargoSecA

time - eppenwgpmpree———a.r ,) Chief of Counterintelligence for the
e P.M

Spec1al Affairs Staff, na=—=ied the results of his de-

briefing of the Cuban defector, AMMUG-1l. The memorandum

statei that AMMUG,lhad 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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DAS
telligence Service officers. Specifically, AMMUG-1 -1

=gh asked if Oswald was known to the Cuban intelligence
services before November 23, 1963. AMMUG-]1 toli: | “6)
a S SAEcER— T IT -t ey —oomeiicrameawi- that /"P]".'i‘OI' 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,

Manuel Vega Perez, and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez. (C‘J"W““")S Eayvs 3

hangoScA
- \fhereafter wrote that Calderon's precise

relationship to the DGI was not clear. As a comment to
this statement he set forth the CIA cable and dispatch Cﬁ“?

Anre, TAN AT
traffic which recorded her arrival in Mexico and departure‘m

| “for‘ Cuba..s kgri"t&s‘g"\&r%k,d?&ssiwoo.\ Ceitem Ay & mS )

" NV 66000

,;O‘\
On May 7, 1964,/ ecusa’ ;pecorded 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.
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l\A,O\(j o) (4\

’JéiaqﬂyL dhad further disclosed AMMUG's know-
Lenrsos <4

ledge of the Oswald case. ( araphrased AMMUG's

On May

knowledge of Calderon as foliows: o -

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*ll,.Raymond Rocca wrote a memorandum.
to Director Richard Heims regarding the informatio |
had elicited from AMMUG. 'Rocca_pr0posed tha£ "the DDP
in person or via a deSighée,'preferably thé former, dis-
cuss the AMMUG/1 sitéption on a very restricted basis
with Mr. Rankin at his earlieSt chvenience'either at

the Agency or at the Commission headquarters. Until this

N 66000
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/@ Aﬁfﬂét5{: ﬁakes place, it is not desirable to pﬁt anything in writ-
& ing)‘(ll'May 64, Rocca memo, FOIA687—Z§5 with/4 attachments).
On May 15, 1964, Helms wrote Rankin regarding
AMMUG's“infOrmation about the DGI, ihdicating its'sensiF
tivity and operational significance. Attached to Helms' ;
Loare s s
communication was a paraphrased accounting o{ >
May 5 memorandum. (Helm's memo, May 15, 1964, FOIA 697-294).
In that attachment the intelligence associations of
Manuel'Vega Perez and Rogelio Rodrigyez,Lopez.ane sét
forth. However, that attachment £;£::.no reference. what-

soever to Luisa Calderon.

Howard»Willens of the Warren Commission, requested

occes < Ye .
as a follow-up to the May 15 memorandum, pawbdad Mt the
(W RPN 173 .
qguestions used’i1£ s)interrogation of AMMUG. (Dooley

memo to Rocca, 19 June 1964 FOIA 739-310). On June 18,
1964 Arthur Dooley of Rocca's épunterintelligence ﬁesearch
andlgnalysis'group took the questions and AMMUG's responses

to the Warren Commission's officers for Willen's review.
, _

Willens saw( '55 May 5 memorandum. The only mention

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

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

LA
jlemoran-

L} _ :
in 1964. However, Willens was not shown-thif
dum of May 7'ahd May 8, 1964 which contained much more

detailed information on Luisa Calderon, including her poséible

NW 66000
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P \3@5»’ %~£@® Qﬁ(?&‘
ab @%%‘?“ vw
Q@ng- association with Lee Harvey Oswald and/or American intel-
_’l_jﬂe; C c\-l—t_joo\e.\ M)«

.
4! It should be noted that these memoranda of May 5,

- 51 -

7,?8} 11 and June 19 with attachments, are not referenced
in%the Calderon 201 file. Their existence was determined
by%thé Commiftee's independent review of other agéncy
fiies. B

‘ N\M\,ﬂe Warren Commission 4l as of 19/;—1& \6‘\4, %@%A
liftlé 1f no reason to pursue the LuiSafCalderon lead. |
It had effectively been denied significant background
information.mdﬁyﬁﬁave impeded or préventeci“—‘T;(ﬂ}:‘:;Jb::° ss'hﬂs

suit of Calderon's potential relationship to Oswald and

‘the assass:.natlon of Pre51dent Ken dV 3@

if the Warren Com-

mission had been apprised of Calderon's background and

possible contact with Oswald it still w4 denied the one
P Y

31gn1f1cant plece of 1nformatlon that'mlght have

The
,Wa\”told about Calderon's conver-

_ ;\@z&:’g Peankiey g Lere ﬂ"”wﬁ
Ais € am o€ f‘f*":ﬁm*’* [ 6 Aot e, Y eErEal
.iaﬁfn Qiféglﬁyen}ﬁir gzzw 12035 .0 1S e AeS MXCnoal o The Com =
e \jfj"f-e% " ge ""J%’W mv;\é bN’ f o @QW"‘“’? &~

e tails of-how we know not rEporiet cite
# _ _

-47
4
&

;; motive for not telling o9 .étafT@@M4££Zijétion on Luisa

i

Compar b e statt
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M
) ASEMUG/ 1
P faspe ‘7
%éfgzzed Wlth rggiEQ/to Luisa Calderon, a defec-

‘tor from the Cuban Intelligence Services provided the
CIA with significant information about Lee Harvey Os&éld!s-
éontacts with the DGI in Mexi@o City. This defectér |
was assigned the CIA cryptonym AMMUG-1 (A-1 hereinafter).*
CIA files reveal that A-1 defected from the DGI

on April 21, 1964 - | .)When
he defected, A-1 possessed a number of DGI documents which
were subsequently turhed over to the CIA ‘>N 68894,
24 April 64) Following his defection, a CIA officer,
Joseph H. Langosch, went | \‘to meet A-l, debrief
him, and arrange for aA-1l's ravel/into the United States.

| (Seé-supré cite.) On May 1, 1964, 22 reels of Langégéh's

‘debriefing of A-1 were forwarded to the Chief of the CIA's

o | Special Affairs Staff from the Chief of Station i{f ;)

\ Effective on May 1, A-1 was under contractﬂwith
the CIA for operational purposes. (Contract Approving Of-
ficer memo, 6 May 64)"By»June 23, 1964, Langosch was
convinced that A-1 would be of great value to the Agency.
He stated:

There lS no question in my mind that AMMUG-1

*It is now known that A-1 did provide significant leads to
the CIA regarding Luisa Calderon. It is further apparent
that little of this information was made available by the
CIA to the Warren Commission. Therefore, the possibility
exists that A-1 had provided other information to the CIA
that was relevant to the Warren Commission's-work but—that .
was not properly reported to the Conmission.
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but found he was inélined to indiscretion because of

a "belligerent"fprb~Amezi¢anism»_.

Another CIA officer, Dakwid Morales, did not put
it so delicately. He described Bafker as a "loudmouth"
who Morales recommended terminating in 1962. Morales
was concerned that as a result of Barker's Watergate
involvement, he would "tell the authorities everything
he knbws."

Indeed, Barker tended to broadcast his affiliation
with the CIA to the members of the Cuban exile community.
While this was tolerable prior to the Bay of Pigs When
his assignment as liaison between the FRD and the CIA
was overt, post-Bay of Pugs activites required a more
covert approach, according to CIA documentation.

Barker was told to strengthen his cover as a prize
fightomanager and use "cut-outs" in his attemptsi:to
gather information about the activities of the exile
groups. Gradually;'he was to cease all direct contact
with the exiles. For a man who had a "love of the
game;," and an even greater affinity for the more overt
techniques'of invéétigation:ahd’interview, it became

increasingly difficult for Barker to find a niche

N

in Miami CIA activities.
By the time he was terminated from CIA employment

in 1966, Barker had been involved less and less with

¢
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