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Mr. Rocca, as the day to day CIA working level 

contact with the Warren Commission stated that on the 

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

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.) 

However,
<7»o 1 4-J

.jUSWBi the CIA's sens4tive4 sources and methods, caused 

the Warren Commission to experience greater difficulty 

in getting gggBtf information than when the protection of 

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

expressed the opinion that the Agency1s qggHBffll to pro­

tect its sensitive sources and methods did

effect ogsan the quality of the information to WM0M*r 

the Warren Commi ss j rm and its staff 

(Rankin at p.23)JZJn some insfanc

n access.

s a resul

•1 e-

materials *■■■*■* the Commission. (Scepso dep

he photosurv’ei Hance and telephone surveillance

operations of the CIA's Mexico^ City Station

2) fts a related consideration .the^controversy sur-
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rounding'^photograph now referred to as that 

of the "Mexico City Mystery Man"

Each of these concerns will be examined 
^herein.

The CIA's concern for revealing the existence of 

sensitive technical operations, as outlined above, was 
evident from the ^^^ception 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
cluding technical sources, including the tele­
phone intercept and the information gotten 
from the interrogation of Silvia Duran, for 
example, which corresponded almost exactly 
with the information from the telephone inter­
cepts. (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 Commission regarding Lee Harvey 

Oswald's trip to Mexico City.vCite.) 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.
The^policy limiting 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 of tele-
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phone taps, in order to protect your contin­
uing . Will rely instead on statements 
of Silvia Duran and on contents of Soviet 
Consular file which Soviets gave ODACID 
(CIA cable DIR 97829 FOIA 498-204, 29Janl964)

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 
of the CIA Counterintelligence/§taff wrote that he had 

been advised by Sam Papich, FBI liaison iwffn 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 FBI1s 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 was tapping telephones 

in Mexico. Papich queried O'Neal whether the FBI could 

supply the Warren Commission withAsource of the telephone 

taps. (The FBI had knowledge of CIA's telephone surveil­
lance operations in Mexico City, see CIA SC^CI-3/779/510) 

O'Neal's memorandum '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. 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 information which could relate to 
telephone taps (Birch O'Neal, Memo for File, 
20 Dec 63, Subj: Lee Harvey Oswald)
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the form of this presentation pro­

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

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

IV. Telephone Taps and Photo Surveillance

Mr. Helms offered testimony regarding the CIA's 

reticence to inform the Warren Commission, at least during 

the initial stage of the CIA's telephonic and photo sur­

veillance operations in Mexico City*

Helms testified:

The reason for the sensitivity of these tele­
phone taps and surveillance was not only be­
cause it was sensitive from the Agency's 
standpoint, but the telephone taps were run- 
ning in conjunction with the ^Mexican authori-'*’ 
ties]and therefore, if this had become public 
knowledge, it would have caused very bad feel­
ings between Mexico and the United States, 
and that was the reason. (Helms Exec Session 
hearing, pp.51-52,

Nevertheless, the CIA had provided information to 

the FBI regarding the Mexico City surveillance operations 

prior to the assassination, and .during the post-a»ssassination 

period• SaaiMMiMiMaa, as 

of November 28, 1963 the White House, through information 

made available by DCI McCone to National Security Council^ 

Director McGeorge Bundy, aware that the CIA had tele­

phone taps in operation against the Cuban and Soviet Em- 

bassy/Consulate^and that through these taps Oswald's pre­

sence in Mexico City prior to the assassination had been 
corroborated, 'c | k V & X
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The CIA's : to inform the Warren Commission

ofthe above-described surveillance operations*

■br^in the early stages/of tri*’ in- /

' vestigation

thiwni ftfuGiDKifrrW s/is a source

substance information provide*^
the Warren Commission. (See Scelso de^TT This process

might well have hampered the Commission's ability to pro

ceed in its investigation with all the facts before it

even those which might have meant exposing certain sensi

tive operations to the Commission

As noted previously, on January 31,' 19 64, the CIA

provided the Warren Commission with a memorandum that

chronicled Lee Harvey Oswald's Mexico City visit/ during

September 26, 1963 - October 3, 1963. That memorandum

«mnm noymention
sations with the Cuban and Soyfeti Embassy/Consulate$had 

Oswald's various conver-

been tapped and subsequently transcribed. Furthermore 

that memorandum 

had tapped and transcribed conversations between Cuban

Embassy employee Sylvia Duran and Soviet officials at• 

the Soviet Embassy/Consulate nor was mention made of the 

conversations between Cuban President Dbrticos and Cuban

Ambassador to Mexico which the CIA had also tapped 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 , 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

as of feiwataaMaaMMtefa*, the Warren Commission

had no substantive knowledge of the telephoni<surveillance 

operation or the production i.e., the tapes and trans­

cripts, from that operation. Rankin inquired in the Feb­
ruary 10, 1964 l-ft+jCT whether Oswald's direct communica­

tion with employees of the Soviet Embassy (as stated in

of the January 31 memorandum) had been facilitated

by telephone or interview. Manifestly, if the Warren Com­

mission had been informed of the telephonic surveillance 

operation and its success in tapping 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 resulting from the CIA's telephonic surveillance 

operations in Mexico City. (Rocca 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 

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 Commissiojj^ft>r 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 knowledge of and access 

to the production material derived from the CIA telephonic 

surveillance operations in Mexico City. A review of 

these memoranda tenc§ to support the Committee's belief 

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

and Willems did not obtain access to CIA telephone surveil­

lance materials until April 9, 1964. At that time, Coleman, 
S^lwson and Willens met with Win Scott, the CIA's Chief 

of Station in Mexico City.^ite) provided them with various 

transcripts and translations derived from CIA telephone 

taps of the Cuban and Soviet Embassy/Consulates. (Slawson 

memorandum of April 22, 1964, subject: 1 )
______ o April ?

tiWW^r, prior to tonataMtoa 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 

telephonic surveillance of the Cuban Embassy/Consulate. 

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

CIA representatives). Slawson's memorandum reveals

the Warren Commission had learned that CIA iartFHRR* 
possessing transcripts of conversations between the Cuban 

Ambassador to Mexico, Armas, and the Cuban President Dorticos. 

The*^ conversations, requested by the Warren Commission 

representatives at a meeting with CIA officials, including 

Richard Helms, concerned Silvia
Durr's arrest and interrogation by the Mexican Federal 

Police (cite?) . Helms responded to the Com-
•p. -f-reA, 

mission's request for access, that he would

attempt to arrange for the Warren Commission representatives'
-/"& review this material. (Slawson memo, March 12, 1964) 

It should foe noted that the records reviewed do not 

reveal the manner in which the Commission learned of the 

Dorticos-Armas intercepts ■ As detailed above, both the FBI 

and White House (through McGeorge Bundy) were aware of the 

CIA's telephonic surveillance activities in Mexico City. 

(Cite* One or the other could well have provided the War­

ren Commission with this information. Nevertheless, Ray­

mond Roc(as' 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

that the tentative conclusions
Mexico trip,^hZ^^Le had reache

Oswald ' s

were derived from CIA

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

andyin additioij. a Mexican federal police summary flQfrof

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 when they interrogated Mrs. Silvia 
Duran, Cfsic^ 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 SajXson placed limited 

reliance upon the Mexican police summary. Moreover, there 
is no indication that S^d^son had been provided the Duran 

telephone, intercept transcripts. In fact, by virtue of 
Slawson's comments conerning the Mei^can police report,

it would appear that the Warren Commission.as of March 25

had been provided little substantive information pertaining 

to Sylvia Duran.

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, 

he witoMtaie based upon an analysis of 

mony before the Mexican police. 

This conclusion

Sylvia Duran's testi-

no
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indication that he hafl| reviewed any of the Duran 
transcripts. Furthermore ,W^^lawsp^Tha^4jeen given access 

to these transcripts, certainly their substance would have

been incorporated into his analysis and accordingly noted 

for this purpose. His analysis |giUould have*-reflected

the fact of this review either by its corroboration or

criticism of the Mexican police summary

the

theto Duran

rely uponto

s

Oswa ities

25, 1964, the^acor

report

beenad not

transcripts

states that

^stigaite

Commission had been

forced the two memoranda that did not make

^n^tff'it

a

reference to the surveillance operations and aAsummary^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 
of telephone taps, in order to protect your 
continuing operations. Will rely instead 
on statements of Silvia Duran and on contents 
of Soviet consular file which Soviets gave 
ODACID here.
(CIA cable, DIR 90466, FOIA 420-757, Dec. 20, 
1964 CIA p.2144)
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he Mexican

from r

stati

howev

thistimes. He stated

Mar

review of Silvi

Slawson

was based upon his

lew of f the auction fP
nssuweil dnee opeb. wson

isfeasoning^ regardith wald1s
to.«<he Cubjyi^’Effib a ssy7f*Log i c a 11 y, access to the

randum

were alsthatstati

196 CIA p

es not

2

Fonclusiohis

Duran's tes

(Slawson me Howeier

drawn

the Mexj^5o City

ndicate

telephonic surveillance production 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 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
44-C ctfr htxck -f-Mji c-e

Oswald at the Cuban Embassy. Thus, 
^^^^^B^j^efinitively established that Oswald had 

visited the Cuban Embassy on at least two occasions.

Moreover, the specific datejand exact times of his presence 

in the Cuban Embassy established as the result of the 

telephonic surveillance. 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 
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could have been made available to the Warren Commission 
at its ^/nception 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 of tele­

phonic intercepts. In a memorandum of that date by Coleman 
and Slawson, they articulatadkone question to the CIA and 

two requests for information from

Mann file memo April 2, 1964, CIA

1) What is the information

the Agency» (Ambassador

p. 1975) (my notes?) 

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 

of the intercepts, translated if possible, in 

all cases where the intercepts ’rtS® to the 

assassination or related subjects;

3) We would especially like to see the intercept 

in which the allegation that money was passed 

at the Cuban Embassy is discussed

The question initially posed in the above-referenced 

memorandum of April 2 concerns the CIA telephonic intercept

of September 27, 1963 at 10:37 a.m. (Slawson memo, April 

22, 1964, CIA p. 3223). Necessarily, if

»the source of the information

S lawson
he ha4 not been



The second request,^tem number three of the above 

listing^ reveals that the intercept of the Dorticos-Arman

conversation of November 22, 1964, in which the passing 
of monies discussed hadl not as of April 2 been provided 

to the Commission. The Commission had specifically requested 
the Dorticos-Armas transcripts 7^ the March 12, 19 6 4 

meeting between Commission representatives and Agency re- 

presentatives4 (Cite.)

On April 3, 1964, Coleman and Slawson articulated 

their concern for receiving complete access to all material’s- 

relevant to Oswald's Mexico City trip. They wrote:

The most probable final result of the entire

investigation of Oswald's activities in Mexico is

a conclusion that he went there for the purpose

of trying to reach Cuba and that no bribes, con­

spiracies, etc. took place.
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Upon the group's" arrival in Mexico City, they were met

by U.S. Ambassador Freeman, Claire Boonstra of the State

Department, Clarke Anderson of the FBI, and Winston Scott of 

the CIA.

That same day during a meeting between the Commission 

representatives and Win Scott, Scott made available to the 

group actual transcripts of the telephonic surveillance 

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 entranced 

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'

Scott indicated that his staff 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'^alJl’ known Cuban and Russian intelligence agents

had immediately been put under surveillance following the

assassination. liaison was set up with Mexican officials, 

particularly Luis Echevarria,. Acting Minister of the
Mexican Gobsrnacion (pp. 23-24). Slawson then concluded
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Thereafter, on February 12, 1964, J. Lee Rankin wrote

to , vtfaMdMMfeBaMMHtaMBt, regarding the
|o>4j^r vK.

circumstances this photograph~by the

Central Intelligence Agency. Rankin CSBBSSF reques ted that
4 o I 4>

the Commission be CE^nMRShflBtil the identity of the individual

depicted in the photograph if that information available.

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

Rankin wrote that the Commission had been informed by the Secret 
Service^ that the CIA had disseminated^Several reports or 

communications concerning the assassination to the Secret 

Service . Rankin requested copies of these
i- O A’reports and other materials. Jnree cables 

concerned wsteteft the photograph of the individual

Oswald and subsequently shown to Oswald's mother.

Among the materials 
ft 

disseminated^to the Secret Service was a November 26

dissemination (DIR85177) , a---e«p¥>«1u34i-^hieh?«“wa?s^’Ta^
+1C.0S 

tfoe»K&ee<!?et'”*S^rv4-ee. That cable concerned the DorlBBMft-Armas 

conversations and disclosed the existence of CIA telephonic

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

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

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

(Scelso deposition, p. 150) 
F-c-hrut-afy Hi***.' 

the Warren

Commission access to „
&F- «. oA<-e/^ 4-® C,/vt

telephonic surveillance production)(as discussed in the 

preceding section) , the of the photosurveillance operations
, ____ . . .»<$«■. . . . •to cause concern within

the Agency.

On March 5, 1967, Raymond Rocca wrote in an internal 

memorandum to Richard Helms that "we have a problem here for 
your determination." Rocca outline^ Angleton's desire not to 

respond directly to Rankin-'s request of February 12 regarding 

CIA material forwarded to the Secret Service since November 23, 

1964. Rocca then • statedL

"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 items 
refer to aborted leads, for example, the famous s$x 
photographs which are not of Oswald..." 
(Rocca memo 5 March 64, FOIA 579-250)
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VIII. Luisa Calderon

Approximately five hours after President Kennedy's 

assassination, a Cuban government employee in Mexico City named 

"Luisa" received a telephone call from an unidentified man 

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

ment) This call had been intercepted and recorded by the CIA's 

Mexico City Station as the result of its LIENVOY (tel. tap) 

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 "inquired whether the 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:
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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 soft 
of civil war would arise in the United 
States; that contradictions would be 
sharpened...who knows

Luisa responded:

three. (She laughs.)
Imagine, on§ two, three and now, that makes

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 in the intercept coverage of 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 foreknowledge of the assassination but may

also-=«gBBaS^ 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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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, HMMA21612) 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 ■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

was listed as Secretary of the Cuban

report Luisa Calderon 
Embassy's Commercial

The notation indicated that a report was pending

on Calderon. The Agency has attempted, without success

the report.

September 1, 1963, a dispatOn as

iefthe Ci

“b S

was

th

to locate

f the Sraecia Staff

At that

stated, that AMMU1 no direct

inon

Chi&f of

h HMMW

from

935) .

Lui-Sa Calderon's association with the Cuban DGI

Chief of Counterintelligence for the

Special Affairs Staff, rwoswasa

briefing' of the Cuban defector,

the results of his de­

AMMUG-1. The memorandum

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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telligence Service officers. Specifically, AMMUG-1 

i&i&L asked if Oswald «as known to the Cuban intelligence 

services before November 23, 1963. AMMUG-1 told
as ■roooi!idci(~lfl "tho' May 5 memorandum-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, 
Manuel Vega Perez, and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez? ( ;

■4TWB.M9iMiin»i thereafter 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 

traffic which recorded her arrival in Mexico and departure^ 
fTTcuba.3 k<-M-lft s if,

On May 7, 1964, recorded 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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On May 8 SaaesEOBBA. further disclosed AMMUG's know- 

ledge of the Oswald case, paraphrased 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

UfXxCSttt 
to Director Richard Helms regarding the information

had elicited from AMMUG. Rocca proposed that "the DDP 

in person or via a designee, preferably the former, dis­
cuss the AMMUG/1 sit^JJtion on a very restricted basis 

with Mr. Rankin at his earliest convenience either at

the Agency or at the Commission headquarters. Until this
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takes place, it is not desirable to put anything in writ- 
\\ing. (11 May 64, Rocca memo, FOIA687-295 with/4 attachments). 

On May 15, 1964, Helms wrote Rankin regarding

AMMUG's information about the DGI, indicating its sensi­

tivity and operational significance. Attached to Helms' 

communication was a paraphrased accounting of

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 are set 

forth. However, that attachment makes no reference what­

soever to Luisa Calderon.

Howard Willens of the Warren Commission, requested 

as a follow-up to the May 15 memorandum, the

questions used in liMinWlwa' s interrogation of AMMUG. (Dooley 

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

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

Willens saw -£taBH0SS&'s May 5 memorandum. The only mention 
of ^Jlderon 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 

m 1964. However, Willens was not shown the memoran­

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

detailed information on Luisa Calderon, including her possible



As discussed in an earlier section of this report,

the Warren Commission did not gain access to the CIA’s

production from its telephonic surveillance operations
in Mexico City until an advanc^^stage in its investiga­

tion. The record reflects that Mssrs. Willens, Slawson, . .>
1«‘aS

and Coleman did not review the production^until they

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

reviewed a number ofpstn ter c epts from the Soviet and Cuban 

Embassies. These intercepts included one call to the 

Soviet Embassy on September 27/ believed 

made by Oswaldy two calls made by Silvia 

Cuban Consulate to the Soviet Consulate, 

the Soviet Embassy to the Cuban Embassy*

to have been

Duran from the
!and one call from?

made by an uni­

dentified caller. (Cite SaZLwson memo of April 21, 1864.)
on September 28 the intercept operation record®dla

call by Silvia Duran at the Cuban Consulate to the Soviet

Consulate. (Cite.)

On October 1 the intercept operation record^ two 

calls made by a person later identified as Lee Harvey 

Oswald to the Soviet Embassy. (Cite.)

The Commission representatives were also supplied 
■ a r -

v with the CIA xntercepts of two conversations that
ween the Cuban President Dortic&^and the

Cuban Ambassador to Mexico, Armas. These conversations

/ concerned Silvia Duran's arrest whether Oswald had been

j
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offered money while at the Cuban Embassy^and the general 

state of affairs at the Cuban Embassy in Mexico City 

following the assassination. (Slawson memo of April 22, 

1964, pp. 45-46).
J* K.C- C*»r**m rHce1/ ______

review of CIA files corro-

borat€dn Slawson's i the telephone inter­
cepts provided to and reviewed by the .Commission, tggfe On-C 

CIA documentblind memorandum entitled "Material 

from P-8593 shown to Warren Commission" (Station Oswald 

File) and is dated April 10, 1964. (FOIA 653-828). This 

document records that the Warren Commission was shown calls 
made by Oswald to the Soviet Embassy. These included three cr£^A 

qP1'1 Qopt-omhar 27 listed above, one call of

September 28, two calls of October 1, and one call of

October

While this‘does not correspond to the listing of

calls set forth by Slawson, it does independently establish 

that no calls -made—on November 22, 1963 were shown to

he Warren Commission.

In addition, this document corroborates the showing^ 
of the two Dorticas-Armas conversation^ November 26 

The

1964 ;£6 the Warren Commissioi 

ommittee has queried former Commission and CIA 

representatives in an effort to determine if a transcript 
of the Calderon conversation was ever shv^)n to the Warren
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and a second Cuban Intelligence officer believed to

be a CIA operative. It is possible that this information 
was not provided the Warren Commission either because ) 

there was no basis in fact for the allegation or because 

the allegation

were true, the

well placed in

was in fact true. If the allegation 

consequences for the CIA would have been 
woul^^^inonstratej^that a CIA operative, 

the Cuban Embassy, may have possessed in­

formation prior to the assassination regarding Oswald 
and/or his relationship to Cuban Intelligenc^*^nd that 

^Services possible involvement in a conspiracy to assassinate

President Kennedy.

Regarding possible association with the CIA

i.'J'_! b^’g’-MKanriiied Calderon-1-^—a, 

revealdr no ostensible connection between Calderon and

cial

City

the CIA. However, there are indications that such contact 

between Calderon and the Agency was contemplated. A

September 1, 1963 CIA dispatch from the Chief of the Spe-

Affairs Staff to the CIA’s Chief of Station in Mexico

states in part:

...Luisa Calderon has a sister residing in 
Reynosa, Texas, married to an American of 
Mexican descent. If (CIA asset) can further 
identify the sister, our domestic exploita­
tion section might be in a position to follow 
up on this lead...Please levy the requirement 
on (CIA asset) at the next opportunity. 
(HMMW/1935, Sept. 1, 1963)



An earlier CIA dispatch from the CIA Chief of 

Station in Mexico City to the Chief of the CIA's Western 

Hemisphere Division records that:

Wilfredd of the Cuban Consulate, Tampico, 
reported that Luisa Calderon has a sister 
residing in Reynosa, Texas... Luisa may go 
up to the border to visit her sister soon— 
or her mother may make the trip—details 
not clear. (HMMA 21849, July 31, 1965)
At the very least, the above dispatched evidenced.

an interest in Calderon's activities and those of her 

family. Whether this interest took the form of a clan­

destine-agent relationship is not revealed by Calderon's 

201 file.

The Committee has queried the author of the above­

cited dispatch requesting that Calderon's sister be con­

tacted by the CIA's "domestic exploitation section.

✓'"'David Ronis, the-dispatvlr*s—author, was a member 

of the CIA's Special Affairs staff at the time he wrote 

the dispatch. He worked principally at CIA headquarters 

and was 1$^ responsible for recruitment and handling 
of—.

of agents for collection/intelligence data. Mr. Ronis, 

when interviewed by this Committee, stated that part of 

his responsibility was to scour the Western Hemisphere 

division for operational leads related to the work of 

the Special Affairs staff. Ronis recalled that he normally 

would send requests to CIA fieP^ stations for information 

or leads on various persons. he would receive no
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response to these requests. / It was Ronis’ recollection

that the above-cited domestic exploitation section was

a task force within the Special Affairs Staff. He also 

stated that in 1963 the CIA's Domestic Contacts Division 

might have been requested to locate Luisa Calderon's sis­
ter. Ronis told the Comm^tee that he had no recollection 

of recruiting any person associated with the Cuban Intel-

ligence Service. He did recall that he had recruited

women to perform tasks for the Agency. However, he did

not recall ever recruiting any employees of the Cuban

Embassy/Consulate in Mexico City. Finally, Mr. Ronis

stated that he had no recollection that Luisa Calderon

was associated with the CIA. (HSCA Staff Interview August

31, 1978)

Various present and former CIA representatives

were queried whether Luisa Calderon had ever

dated with the CIA. The uniform answer was

recalled such an association. (Cites: Helms

9, 1978, p. 136; Rocca, Dep. p.148, July 17,

been asso-

that no one

Hearing, August

1978;

Interview of August__ , Piccolo, Interview of__ )
Thus, the Zigency^file and the testimony of former

■CIA employees reveal®rno connection Calderon -C©1 the

CIA. Yet, as indicated earlier, this_file i

U^Zyfcryptic remarks following the assassination of President

Kennedy.



i A^SMUG/1

T^^cited with regard^to Luisa Calderon, a defec­

tor from the Cuban Intelligence Services provided the 

CIA with significant information about Lee Harvey Oswald?s 

contacts with the DGI in Mexico City. This defector 

was assigned the CIA cryptonym AMMUG-1 (A-l hereinafter).*

*It is now known that A-l 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-l had provided other information to the CIA 
that was relevant to the Warren Commission's work but ■•that - 
was not properly reported to the Commission.

CIA files reveal that A-l defected from the DGI 

on April 21, 1964 in Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada. When 

he defected, A-l possessed a number of DGI documents which 

were subsequently turned over to the CIA. (OTTA IN 68894, 

24 April 64) Following his defection, a CIA officer, 

Joseph H. Langosch, went to Canada to meet A-l, debrief 

him, and arrange for A-l's travel into the United States.
OSC (See supra cite. ) On May 1, 1964, 22 reels of Lang-eosh' s 

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

Special Affairs Staff from the Chief of Station in Ottawa,

Canada. Effective on May 1, A-l was under contract with

the CIA for operational purposes. (Contract Approving Of­
ficer memo, 6 May ^4) By June 23, 1964, Langosch was

convinced that A-l would be of great value to the Agency.

He stated:

There is no question in my mind that,AMMUG-1
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is a bona fide defector or that he has 
furnished us with accurate and valuable 
information concerning Cuban intelligence 
operations, staffers, and agents. (Langosch 
memo to Director of Security, 23 June 1964)

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

until his defection was assigned to the DGI’s Illegal 

Section B (OTTA IN 68894 24 April 64)^_ Thia section

was responsibile for training agents for assignment in 

Latin America. His specific responsibility pertained to 

handling of agent operations in El Salvador. (Personal 

Record Questionnaire 4 June 1964; Otta In 68894 24 April

A-l knew who were the CubanSlntelligence officers 

assigned to Mexico City. In this ^regard. he intially 
identified Alfredo M^abdT7 Manuel^^Xg1^^^ Rog^j^-R'ddriguez 

and the^^pomrrtercial attache- as DGI offipeifs*posted at the 
Cuban ^E^a^^^in^Mexi co City, (supra) Langosch described 

A-l’s knowledge of DGI operations in Mexico as follows:

In Mexico City, he knows who the intelligence 
people are. One is the Cuban Consul Alfredo 
Mirabal. He is called the Chief of the Centre. 
That is his title but he is actually the 
intelligence chief, or at least he was until 
the 16th of April at which time a replacement 
was sent to Mexico to take over. This fellow's 
name is Manuel Vega. The source says that the 
Commercial attache whose name is Ricardo Tapia 
or Concepcion (he is not sure which is an intel- . 
ligence officer) and another one is Rogelio.
(I might say that some of these names are familiar 
to me.) (p. 5 or reel 4, 23 April 1964, debrief­
ing of A-l, 30 April 64)
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is a debriefing report of A-l entitled "The Oswald Case." 

(Dispatch UFGW-5035, 23 March 1965) On March 23, 1965, a 

CIA dispatch records the transmittal of the report, along 

with eleven other A-l debriefing reports. (Cite supra.)

Next to the listing of the "Oswald Case" debriefing report 
is the handwritten r^ation "SI." A GIA employee who has

-foS A ft. CzC<nr»r

worked extensively with the Agency files system belioveA

this notation stand fog the CIA components Special In­

telligence. ■Qt'h'&r CI TVzffa

Other CIA representatives believed the notation was a re-

ference to the Counterintelligence component CI/SIG. In

a CIA memorandum dated it stated

Quote Barbara's memo.

L

The Agency has been unable to locate this document

and therefore the Committee cannot pass judgement upon the 

substance of the missing materials.

The Committee has queried A-l's case officers regarding

Oswald. Joseph Lanogsch when interviewed by the Committee 

stated that (HSCA staff interview Joseph Langosch, August 

21, 19781 he did not have contact with the Warren Commission 

and does not know what information derived from A-l's de­

briefings was supplied to the Warren Commission. (Cite also

Hidalgo and Piccolo.) He also stated that he does not
। -w*
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recall that^fi’tfe? provided any other information on Oswald's 
contact with the DGI other than th^memoranda dt’St'tTSSgtl

" •interview.)

In a further effort to clarify the substance of informa-

tion that-AAlW6 provided to the CIA regarding Oswald, the

'Committee has attempted to locate

attempted to locate

The CIA has also.

(give date of separation from CIA)

but has been unable to determine his present whereabouts.
A-tThus, gaps do exist regarding information AMMUig mayA'

,/ M have supplied the CIA about Osw

the'writ jtha, J^goaey, except/* the Caldero

the basis of

episode/,'provided the Warren"Commission with al]/J5±frformation ;

•€rf"~investigative significance.^  ̂A broader question remains

however. The Agency as noted earlier did not reveal to 

the Warren Commission that A-l was present in the Washington

D.C. area and^under controlled conditions^accessible to the 

Commission. Evon eono-idcring- the CIA's serious concern

for protecting its sources, the fact that A-l’s status was

i-n" A-T* s ' d'a's'^'^tTie

a possible option, i.e. to take the sworn testimony of A-l

this issue, as the written record tends to show, the Agency

not disclosed 4£ereeie&ed- the Warren Commission from exercising

as it concerned Oswald and the Kennedy assassination. On

option. Pte-'"Chai.ildunilaterally rejected the|?

light of the establishment of A-l’s bone fidse** 
(bite Langosch's quote supora), his proven reliability and 
his depth of knowledge of Cuban intelligence activities*.'^'*'
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Mr. Rocca, as the day to day CIA working level 

contact with the Warren Commission stated that on the

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

its information to the Warren Commission, after such in-/ > ..

formation had been processed by the Agency. (Rocca dep.^ u

pp.66-67) (Add the opinion of WC staffers.) 
sdHSi rW&S

However,
-f*/"i 4~-S

the CIA's sen^tive4 sources and methods, caused

c 7the Warren Commission to experience greater difficulty

in getting information than when the ^protection of

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

expressed the opinion that the Agency' s to pro-

«hq <gffeet 1 the quality

>le-

7

JtiJ

•the Warren Commission and _its sta

(Rankin at p. 2 3) Z^ns ome i n s t anc

tect its sensitive sources
o

s a

on of

im-on mye

photosurveillance and telephonic surveillance 

operations of the CIA's Mexico^ City Station

-the WaYped s

n access.
V\4W!lN 

resuiaXfofe

p.158)

the Commission.

in which
.-..jO**

"investigation to sortie' degree:

a related consideration .the^controversy sur­
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rounding'^photograph now referred to as that 

of the "Mexico City Mystery Man"

Each of these concerns will be examined 
^lerein.

The CIA’s concern for revealing the existence -of 

sensitive technical operations, as outlined above, was 
evident from the 1^^^ception 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-
'J ports which derived from all our sources, in- 

x 4 Y ? eluding technical sources, including the tele- 
x . phone intercept and the information gotten 

vf ' \r from the interrogation of Silvia Duran, for 
u x? ('-C example, which corresponded almost exactly

. V y-' with the information from the telephone inter- 
J * cepts. (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 Commission regarding Lee Harvey 

Oswald's trip to Mexico City.HCite.) 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.
The^jpolicy ■■limiting 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 of tele­
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phone taps, in order to protect your contin­
uing dpS . Will rely instead on statements 
of Silvia Duran and on contents of Soviet 
Consular file which Soviets gave ODACID
(CIA cable DIR 97829 FOIA 498-204, 29Janl964)

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

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<submi11ed to the Warren Commission.

Papich provided O'Neal with this report which indicated

that some United States Agency was tapping telephones 

in Mexico. Papieh—queried—O^Nead: whether the FBI could 

supply the Warren Commission with^source of the telephone

taps. (The FBI had 

lance operations in 

O'Neal's memorandum

knowledge of CIA's telephone surveil- 
Mexico City, see CIA S^2I-3/779/510)

that he discussed this matter

with ScelsOjwhO/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:

J 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 information which could relate to

) l) telephone taps (Birch O'Neal, Memo for File, 
z* , J 20 Dec 63, Subj : Lee Harvey Oswald)



cws H4'®efc woul( </

the -form ;of this piesenLat.'lon pro-
v^- tect the CIA's Mexico City Station's sources and techniques.

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

IV. Telephone Taps and Photo Surveillance

Mr. Helms offered testimony regarding the CIA's 

reticence to inform the Warren Commission, at least during 

the initial stage of the CIA's telephonic and photo sur­

veillance operations in Mexico City^ e

&rionSE&SffiSHB&Sn@^EBS^ipBEBSSESS9 He Itos- tcot-lfled-

The reason for the sensitivity of these tele­
phone taps and surveillance was not only be­
cause it was sensitive from the Agency's 
standpoint, but the telephone taps were run- . ning in conjunction with the{Mexican authori -It 
ties! and therefore, 
knowledge, it would have caused very bad feel­
ings between Mexico and the United States, 
and that was the reason. (Helms Exec Session 

if this had become public

Nevertheless, the CIA had provided information to

as

to the assassination and .during the post

the FBI regarding the Mexico City surveillance operations 

of November 28, 1963 the White House, through information 

made available by DCI McCone to National Security Council^

Director McGeorge Bundy, ’WlBk aware that the CIA had tele­

phone taps in operation against the Cuban and Soviet Em­

bassy/Consulate^iand that through these taps Oswald's pre­

sence in Mexico City prior to the assassination had been

orroborated.
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The CIA'

of the above-described surveillance operations

early stages/of ths- in-
(vestigation

thMA^^nft@«teMtaBtoa^BB»MbBfii^ManBMMarr-sfis-a-source

of-concern to tljis Committee. It is indicative of an^aaiw^

tudsn «T

substance information VCSSM£ provide^j
the Warren Commission. (See Scelso de^TT This process

might well have hampered the Commission's ability to pro­

ceed in its investigation with all the facts before it#

/

As noted previously, on January 31, 1964, the CIA

provided the Warren Commission with a memorandum that

chronicled Lee Harvey Oswald's Mexico City visit/ during <14-J

September 26, 1963 - October 3, 1963. That memorandum

(ention EBSSEBMlSRall Oswald's various conver
sations with the Cuban and ’Sovjbti Embassy/ConsulateJ had 

been tapped and subsequently transcribed. Furthermore,
7

that memorandum

had tapped and transcribed conversations between Cuban

Embassy employee Sylvia Duran and Soviet officials at

the Soviet Embassy/Consulate nor was mention made of the

conversations between Cuban President Dorticos and Cuban

Ambassador to Mexico which the CIA had also tapped and
j>-

transcribed.
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On February 1, 1964,Helms appeared before the 

Commission (see above) and likely discussed the memoran­
dum of January 3/ t 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
A/C

as of , the Warren Commission

had no substantive knowledge of the telephoni^surveillance 

operation or the production i.e., the tapes and trans­

cripts, from that operation. Rankin inquired in the Feb­

ruary 10, 1964 whether Oswald's direct communica­

tion with employees of the Soviet Embassy (as stated in

_ of the January 31 memorandum) had been facilitated 

by telephone or interview. Manifestly, if the Warren Com­

mission had been informed of the telephonic surveillance 

operation and its success in tapping 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 resulting from the CIA's telephonic surveillance 

operations in Mexico City. (Rocca 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.



25

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 

net reveal&^the source of this information in its response 
to the ComiaissioiJ'fipr indicate^that itr^w^jldTbe revealed 

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

During the period of March - April 1964, David 

Slawson drafted a series of memoranda which among other 

issues concerned Warren Commission knowledge of and access 

to the production material derived from the CIA telephonic 

surveillance operations in Mexico City. A review of 

these memoranda tenc£ to support the Committee's belief— 

that the Warren Commission, through Mssrs. Slawson, Coleman 

and Willetfs did not obtain access to CIA telephone surveil­

lance materials until April 9, 1964. At that time, Coleman 
S^lwson and Willens met with Win Scott, the CIA's Chief 

of Station in Mexico Cityywj^K) provided them with various 

transcripts and translations derived from CIA telephone 

taps of the Cuban and Soviet Embassy/Consulates. (Slawson 

memorandum of April 22, 1964, subject:
iWW^Wbr, ^rior to imaataMdadMi 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 

telephonic surveillance of the Cuban Embassy/Consulate. 

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

CIA representatives). Slawson's memorandum reveals

"fetes* the Warren Commission had learned that CIA
possessfot^ transcripts of conversations between the Cuban

Ambassador to Mexico, Armas, and the Cuban President Dorticos. 
portae®* -

The^BS conversations, requested by the Warren Commission 

representatives at a meeting with CIA officials, including 

Richard Helms, 3oteasBSBH> concerned Silvia
Durr's arrest and interrogation by the Mexican Federal

Police (cite?) . Helms responded to the Com-

mission's request for access, that he would
/attempt to arrange for the Warren Commission/representative/* 

■/t> review this material. (Slawson memo, March 12, 1964)

It should be noted that the records reviewed do not

reveal the manner in which the Commission learned of the 

Dorticos-Armas intercepts.— As detailed above, both the FBI 

and White House (through McGeorge Bundy) were aware of the 

CIA's telephonic surveillance, activities in Mexico City. 

(Cite* One or the other could well have provided the War­

ren Commission with this information. Nevertheless, Ray­

mond Roqjas' 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

that the tentative conclusions

Mexico trip,Cthat he had reache
Oswald' s

were derived from CIA

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

andyin addition a Mexican federal police summary flg^rof

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 when they interrogated Mrs. Silvia 
Duran, Cfsic^ 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 SaJLwson placed limited

reliance upon the Mexican police summary. Moreover, there

is no indication that S^Jwson had been provided the Duran

telephone, intercept transcripts. In fact, by virtue of

Slawson's comments conerning the Me&can police report,

it would appear that the Warren Commission.as of March 25

had been provided little substantive information pertaining

to Sylvia Duran.

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 

he based upon an analysis of Sylvia Duran's testi-
*T K i S

mony before the Mexican police. no 
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indication that he hagj| reviewed any of the Duran 
jtranscripts. Furthermore, wan^^lawsp^ha^been given access 

to these transcripts, certainly their substance would have 

□een incorporated into his analysis and accordingly noted 
for this purpose. His analysis tgtiould have^eflected

the fact of this review either by its corroboration or

the

1964, the

[criticism of the Mexican police summary report

a ss to the Duran transcripts.

it^a^RSrts

jap or

OswaLG

states that

^stigaite

ico Cit^nad not been

Commission had be^r/'■ 

forced to rely upon the two memoranda that did 

reference to the surveillance operationstand ummary^po­

lice report. Thus, the Agency had been successful for 

over three months in not exposing the surveillance opera­

tions to the review of the concerned Warren Commission 

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

ber 20, 1964 to its Mexico City Station:

Our present plan iri~passing information to 
the Warren Commission, is to eliminate mention 
of telephone taps, in order to protect your 
continuing operations. Will rely instead 
on statements of Silvia Duran and on contents 
of Soviet consular file which Soviets gave 
-ODACID here.
(CIA cable, DIR 90466, FOIA 420-757, Dec. 20, 
1964 CIA p.2144)
On Marpn 27, 196^-s»§?^wso^^rote tha^kf^TTSW deter­

mined that isitej^jbh^Qu^^^Embassy i^ree
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he Mexican

from r

stati

howev

thistimes. He stated

review of Silvi

Slawson

yas based upon his

CIA p

lew of iuction f

eil wson dsu nee oper;

twbiy atsuTT regard!th wald’s
to the Cub^ji^Effifiassy/^Logically, access to the
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telephonic surveillance production 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 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 

Oswald at the Cuban Embassy. Thtts-7--c^dHnMR®S®l®®*|C" 
^ggggjjjggHj^^^^ef'i'rri-'trvely established that Oswald had 

vi sd_ted_tha^Cuban~Embassy^-qn—at—l-easb~two~occas±ons.

Moreover, the specific dateSand_exaotr-time5-ef—h-is—pre^ence 

inathe Cuban Emhassv-^«a8fc—establ-i-sbed—as—the—result—of_,__the 

telephonic survoarllanee. 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 
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could have—been.-made—available to Lhe~Warren Commission 
at its ^fneepbion.but- -aa—the—record indicates—bhey-swere

nob thfin-mada.availah1e.

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 of tele­

phonic intercepts. In a memorandum of that date by Coleman 
and Slawson, they^^atdxnilate^ond question to the CIA and 

two requests for information from the Agency» (Ambassador 

Mann file memo April 2, 1964, CIA p. 1975) (my notes?) AA-*

1) What is the information source referred to in

the November 28 telegram that Oswald intended

to settle down in Odessa; ’"1

2) We would like to see copies of the transcripts /

of the intercepts, translated if possible, in I
fexfcr I

all cases where the intercepts to the / 

assassination or related subjects;

We would especially like to see the intercept3)

in which the allegation that money was passed

ban Embassy_is discussed 
, . ~~~~ 

The question anil/Eially posedT in the above-referenced
at

emorandum of April 2 concerns the CIA telephonic intercept

of September 27, 1963 at 10:37 a.m. (Slawson memo, April

ecessari22. 1964. CIA p. 3223).
the source of the information, he ha4 not been
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asim

terms’

d.

equest,\item number three of the aboveThe^second

, given access, 

0 concerning the c 
1O"'

conversation of November 22, 1964, in which the passing
of monies QAf discussed ha^Lnot as of April 2 been provided 

to the Commission. The Commission had specifically requested 

the Dorticos-Armas transcripts the March 12, 1964 

meeting between Commission representatives and Agency re- 

presentatives<« (Cite.)

On April 3, 1964, Coleman and Slawson-artieaiated

their concern for receiving., complete access to all materials 

relevant to Oswald's Mexico City trip: They wrote;■

The most probable final result of the entire 

investigation of Oswald's activities in Mexico is 

a conclusion that he went there for the purpose 

of trying to reach Cuba and that no bribes, con­

spiracies, etc. took place.
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Upon the group's arrival in Mexico City, they were met 

by U.S. Ambassador Freeman, Claire Boonstra of the State 

Department, Clarke Anderson of the FBI, and Winston Scott of 

the CIA.

That same day during a meeting.between the Commission 

representatives and Win Scott, Scott made available to the 

group actual transcripts of the telephonic surveillance *
operations and- English translations,(6lFthe same^Z) 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? 

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? 

Sco-tt indicate^ that his staff sJ^R^WRnpBBBWt began to compile 

dossiers on Oswald, Duran, and everyone else throughout Mexico

whom the CIA knew had had some 
Scott revealed'^all’ known Cuban

contact with Oswald (p.22).

and Russian intelligence agents

immediately been put under surveillance following the

assassination^x^Liaison was set up with Mexican officials,
VA u/particularly Luis Echevarria, Acting Minister of the

v 07
( Mexican GotZternacion (pp. 23-24). Slawson then concluded
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"Scott’s narrative plus the material we were shown dis­
closed immediately how incorrect our previous 
information had been in Oswald's contacts with the 
Soviet and Mexican Embassies. Apparently the 
distortions and omissions to which our information had 
been subjected had entered some place in Washington, 
because the CIA information that we were shown by Scott 
was unambiguous on almost all the crucial points. We 
had previously planned to show Scott, Slawson's 
reconstruction of Oswald’s probable activities at the 
embassies to get Scott's opinion, but once we saw how 
badly distorted our information was we realized that 
this would be useless. Therefore, instead, we decided 
to take as close note as possible from the original 
source materials at some later time during our visit."

r
7^ -• ‘ / 7

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 

with the telephonic intercepts pertaining respectively/^the
Duran and Oswald conversations'*?©*^^* a."?—Oc.’f’/) 1^-63.

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 

ability to draw*t:onclusionsjregarding Oswald's sojourn in Mexico 

City, It meant that as

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

• Commission investigation, the Commission was forced to retrace 

j the factual path by which it had structured Oswald's activities

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 
covUl

materials wwc available for analysis by the Commission.



Thus, the Agency's early policy of not providing the Commission
with t^» 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^^^-^

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

VI. Mexico City Mystery Man

On November 23, 1963, Marguerite Oswald was shown by

FBI Special Agent Odum a photograph of a man bearing no 
physical resemblance to her son^" Tt^s^ photograph had been 

supplied to the FBI on November 22 by the CIA’s Mexico City

Station after Agency representatives had searched their files 

m an effort to locate information on Oswald. This photograph

was one in a series

resulting from the CIA's photosurveillance

and Cuban Embassy/Consulates 
City Statiorvjprior to theJ^J

operations against the Soviet 

had been linked by the Mexico
^ssas^natig^^^^tjLee Harvey Oswald. Richard Helms, in a sworn 

affidavit beforei the Warren Commission, stated that the

photograph shown to Marguerite Oswald had been taken on October 4, 

1963 in Mexico City and mistakenly linked at that time to
Oswald. C

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

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

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

■that informa lion mi—ravailable.

Thereafter, on February 12, 1964, J. Lee Rankin wrote
to W—<1 . MM

4A

Central Intelligence Agency.

he identity of the individua

depicted in the photograph i

Rankin wrote that the Commission had been informed by the Secret 
_______ ___Service-'1- that^the CIA had disseminated**  ̂ever al reports or ।

communications concerning the assassination to the Secret
£

Service si
Z Jr’ -r1" ’■ \r ■ • ’T Cilt ' ~ ”Ayreports and other materials. Three mmw cables t—wrt

shown to Oswald's mother.

-Among the materials 

disseminated^-to the Secret Service was a November 26

dissemination (DIR85177) , a.copy-..,of ..■wh4reh«-^^-s^trm'faCTi-ttgd^rto
+ic<»f

teh>es>«Seei?e,teB,^e3?ivii^e. That cable concerned the DorimM-Armas 

conversations arid disclosed the existence of CIA telephonic 
surveillance operations in Mexico Cit^af8^^^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:
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"We did not initially disclose to the Warren 
Commission all of our technical operations. In other 
words, we did not initially disclose to them that we 
had photosurveillance because the November photo we had 
(of MMM) was not of Oswald. Therefore it did not mean 
anything, you see?"

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

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

(Scelso deposition, p. 150)

the Warren

Commission access to .
Sacz-Cv'C. a-& < ancf/zi ■+-« C./*r .

telephonic surveillance production* (as disc

preceding__section) , the -iOBOfe of the photosurveillance operations 
'— io

&wtBSsanritaHBHUBaBRnBraa>Mitt0W>|4MBra|nr to cause concern within 

the Agency.

On March 5, 1967, Raymond Rocca wrote in an internal 

memorandum to Richard Helms that "we have a problem here for 
your determination." Rocca outline*! Angleton1s desire not to 

respond directly to Rankings request of February 12 regarding

CIA material forwarded to the Secret Service since Novem ter 23, 
1964. Rocca then stated:

"Unless you feel otherwise, Jim would prefer
to wait out the Commission on the matter covered by

S 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 

z items are of new substantive interest. We have either 
/ passed the material in substance to the Commission in

i ^response to earlier levies on the items on the items 
V} refer to aborted leads, for example, the famous s$x 
r photographs which are not of Oswald..."

(Rocca memo 5 March 64, FOIA 579-250)cX0 \



VIII. Luisa Calderon

Approximately five hours after President Kennedy's, 

assassination, a Cuban government employee in Mexico City named 

"Luisa" received a telephone call from an unidentified man 

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

ment) This call had been intercepted and recorded by the CIA’s 

Mexico City Station as the result of its LIENVOY (tel. tap) 

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 calle? 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 inquired whether the 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:
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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, onQ two, three and now, that makes 
three. (She laughs.)

Raymond Rocca, fcMHMMBM

f o in response to

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 in the intercept coverage of 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 foreknowledge of the assassination but may 

also-=«$^BB^ 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.



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, HMMA21612) 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 sX^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 commercial 

office. The notation indicated that a report was pending 

on Calderon. The Agency has attempted, without success, 

to locate the report.

On September 1, 1963, a dispatch was sent from 

the Chief of the Special Affairs Staff to the Chief of 

toife Station in Mexico City (Dispatch HMMW 11935) .

Luisa Calderon's ass_ociation with the Cuban DGI 

was first reported by the CIA on May 5, 1964. At that 

time, Harold Swenson, Chief of Counterintelligence for the 

Special Affairs Staff, recorded the results of his de­

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

states that AMMUG had no direct 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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telligence Service officers. Specifically, AMMUG-1 had 

been asked if Oswald was known to the Cuban intelligence 

services before November 23, 1963. AMMUG-1 told Swenson, 
as recorderl in the May 5 memorandum 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, 

Manuel Vega Perez, and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez.

Swenson thereafter 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 

traffic which recorded her arrival in Mexico and departure4 
r i iW 
for Cuba.

On May 7, 1964, Swenson recorded 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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. On May 8 Swenson further disclosed AMMUG's know­

ledge of the Oswald case. Swenson paraphrased 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 Mayll, Raymond Rocca wrote a memorandum

to Director Richard Helms regarding the information Swenson 

had elicited from AMMUG. Rocca proposed that "the DDP 

in person or via a designee, preferably the former, dis­

cuss the AMMUG/1 sitaution on a very restricted basis 

with Mr. Rankin at his earliest convenience either at 

the Agency or at the Commission headquarters. Until this 
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takes place, it is not desirable to put anything in writ­

ing. (11 May 64, Rocca memo, FOIA687-295 with/4 attachments).

On May 15, 1964, Helms wrote Rankin regarding 

AMMUG's information about the DGI, indicating its sensi­

tivity and operational significance. Attached to Helms' 

communication was a paraphrased accounting of Swenson's 

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 
forth. However, that attachment raafees^ no reference what­

soever to Luisa Calderon.

Howard Willens of the Warren Commission, requested 
a. c»

as a follow-up to the May 15 memorandum, ter1 look aL the 

questions used in Swenson's interrogation of AMMUG. (Dooley 

memo to Rocca, 19 June 1964 FOIA 739-310). On June 18, 

1964 Arthur Dooley of Rocca's counterintelligence research 

and analysis group took the questions and AMMUG's responses 

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

Willens saw Swenson's May 5., memorandum. The only mention 
of ^Ideron 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 

in 1964. However, Willens was not shown the Swenson memoran­

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

detailed information on Luisa Calderon, including her possible
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sJ-4-a o f i^-i & 
^ounding^photograph now referred to as that

of the "Mexico City Mystery Man"

Each of these concerns will be examined

erein

The CIA's concern for revealing the existence-of

sensitive technical operations, as outlined above, was 
evident from the ^^ception of the Warren Commission.

Mr. Scelso commented that "we were not authorized at first 
i *4

to reveal all our technical operations." (Seelso—dep.

p.158) Scelso -farther testified

) We were going to give them intelligence re- 
ports which derived from all our sources, in- 

> / .e eluding technical sources, including the tele- 
, phone intercept and the information gotten 

from the interrogation of Silvia Duran, for 
ei. example, which corresponded almost exactly 

y with the information from the telephone inter- 
; / cepts. (Ext-te- Sce-1 so quote^-ald^-e-f -p 5)

Mr. Scelso's characterization is supported by

examination of the background to the first major CIA

report furnished the Warren Commission regarding Lee Harvey 
In 1=oi A

Oswald's trip to Mexico City. (-Cite-.) Much of the inrorma-\Ji£^.‘/5?'' 
31 Lee r

tion provided to the Warren Commission in this report was 
. . vk-irnr'^'based upon sensitive sources and methods, identification 

of which had been deleted completely from the report.
The^dlicy limiting 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 of tele-
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phone taps, in order to protect your contin­
uing . Will rely instead on statements 
of Silvia Duran and on contents of Soviet 
Consular file which Soviets gave ODACID 
(CIiV-^bier^Tfh-97^9~TO±A—49B^204r-29^ani« 64) 

7i-ijlu i 7
6 -7^7 J

The basic policy articulated in the December 20, 

1963 cable is also set forth^in a CIA memorandum of

December ^<0, 1963. In that memorandum, Birch cP Neal 
i p-tc |>4 *■ * 1of the CIA Counterintelligence/Staff wrote that he had

been advised by Sam Papich, FBI liaison irem 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<5ubmitted to the Warren Commission. 

Papich provided O'Neal with this report which indicated 

that some United States Agency was tapping telephones 
a^L kiJ*.

in Mexico, "’P-apieli queried- 0'Neal-whether the FBI could 

supply the Warren Commission with^source of the telephone 

taps. (The FBI had knowledge of UTA'S telephone survei-1- 
P lance operations" ±rr~Mexiuu~ City;—see CIA 3^bl-3/779/5107~

O'Neal's memorandum that he discussed this matter
■ with Scelsof^rfter a discussion with Helms, 

?was directed by Helms to prepare CIA material to be passed 

jto 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 information which could relate to 
telephone taps (Bzrsh==§J4teal, Memo for File, 
20 Dec 63, Sub j-:—Lee Harvey Oswald)



Lj mJ A~i \— t 1 A/&»c*\ '4<R^»C^oao<x( c(
the- form-of--this- presentation «aaSE@b^BMGtanoraa0«@0A^'ro-

7*^ 
tect the CIA's Mexico City Station's sources and techniques.

(CIA—Gable B±r-^-90466, FQIA 4-20—T5T, 20 Dec 63) 
dcrVoidL*

- /"i .1 > •• ?

IV. Telephone Taps and-Dhofco SurvoiHaftce

Mr. Helms offered testimony regarding the CIA's 

reticence to inform the Warren Commission, at least during 

the initial stage of the CIA's telephonic and photo sur-

The reason for the sensitivity of/these tele­
phone taps and surveillance was not only be­
cause it was sensitive from the Agency's 
standpoint, but the telephone taps were run- , 
ning in conjunction with the(Mexican authori-^’ 
ties]and therefore, if this had become public 
knowledge, it would have caused very bad feel­
ings between Mexico and theeU^^tedy_^ates, 
and that was the reason. (fteWs^Exee—(Session

Nevertheless, the CIA had provided information to

/^the FBI regarding the Mexico City surveillance operations

'• prior to the assassinatiori’and .during tne post-assassination
1 — --- ----

' period 

of November 28, 1963 the White Hou e, through information

$■

.0

-i

made available by DCI McCone to/National Security Council^

Director McGeorge Bundy, iware that the CIA had tele- 
i phone taps in operation agp.4nst the Cuban and Soviet Em-

, sence in Mexico City

! bassy/Consulate^and tha

j corroborated, ^cJ

through these taps Oswald's pre-
r

rior to the assassination had been
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The CIA'

of the above-described surveillance operations.

r£in the early stages /of tir& in-
^yestigation 

thw ■Aft

o£-concern to ttyis Committee.

tufrai» owi Llic AiJ,L¥fgyi"a' p.

the Warren Commission .u (

WEWfr* provided

Z) This process

might well have hampered the Commission's ability to pro­

ceed in its investigation with all the facts before it, 
even'■•thobt^^/irluh might have .meant exposing ctrLain ouuui— 

tive—opera Lions ‘ ter the commission. ' C
,'.C. U C <> J

As noted previously, on January 31, 1964, the CIA 

provided the Warren Commission with a memorandum that 
chronicled Lee Harvey Oswald's Mexico City visit|f during' 4

September 26, 1963 - October 3, 1963. That memorandum 
A* A jJ - ■ ' ...noymention wBMKffiSSSSZSESiSeQI Oswald' s various conver- /'-< 
sations with the Cuban and So^bti Embassy/Consulate$had * 

been tapped and .subsequently transcribed. Furthermore, '• v' 
that memorandum was* nohmention iiiiiiiiiiiiimni'iii J*i.L_ _ that the CIA , 

had tapped and transcribed conversations between Cuban A/’''

Embassy employee Sylvia Duran and Soviet officials at .

the Soviet Embassy/Consulate nor was mention made of the 

conversations between Cuban President Dorticos and Cuban .?,-3 

Ambassador to Mexico which the CIA had also tapped and 

transcribed.
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On February 1, 1964,Helms appeared before the 

Commission and likely discussed the memoran-
dum of January 3/ t 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 
A/C <a>/* 

arihaikftatfMk. as of , the Warren Commission

had no substantive knowledge of the telephoni^surveillance 

operation or the production i.e., the tapes and trans­

cripts, from that operation. Rankin inquired in the Feb­

ruary 10, 1964 whether Oswald’s direct communica­

tion with employees of the

of the January 31

by telephone or interview.

Soviet Embassy (as stated in 

memorandum) had been facilitated

Manifestly, if the Warren Com­

mission had been informed of the telephonic surveillance

operation and its success in tapping Oswald this inquiry 
r r . ■

by Rankin would not have been made. -v-
V

Raymond Rocca’s testimony tends to support this

conclusion. It was Rocca's recollection that between

the time period of January J.964 - 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 CIA's telephonic.surveillance . ,

operations in Mexico City. (Ro ccia—dep-. p-r-&9J 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. 'C fPb/JLJ
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On February 19, 1964__tfee^_GJA respond^ to
c/W (f ir y / f

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 
«>ef reveal^the source of this information in its response 

to the Commissioirftjr indicate^that would be revealed 

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

v

During the period of March - April 1964, David

Slawson drafted a series of memoranda which among other 

issues concerned Warren Commission knowledge of and access

to the production material derived from the CIA telephonic

surveillance operations in Mexico City. A review of 

these memoranda tendj to support the Committee's belief — 

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

and Willems did

lance materials

not obtain access to CIA telephone surveil- 

until April 9, 1964. At—that—time, Coleman

Iwson and Willens met with Win Scott, the CIA's Chief 

of Station in Mexico City provided them with various 

transcripts and translations derived from CIA telephone 

taps of the Cuban and Soviet Embassy/Consulates. (Slawson
/Memorandum of April 22, 1964, Subject: 'V'10 1 3

UWWfer, f?rior to 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 

telephonic surveillance of the Cuban Embassy/Consulate. 

(Slawson memorandum, March 12, 1964, Subj: meeting with 
CIA representatives). Slawson's memorandumBreveals 

the Warren Commission had learned that'CIA 
possessfia^ transcripts of conversations between the Cuban 

Ambassador to Mexico, Armas, and the Cuban President Dorticos. 

Theaw conversations, requested by the Warren Commission 

representatives at a meeting with CIA officials, including 

Richard Helms, concerned Silvia
Durr's arrest and interrogation by the Mexican Federal

S’ / t £ f ,/3- 2 j /‘fit y 5/'  ̂t

Police (cite?) . Helms responded to the Com­

mission's request for access, that he would

attempt to arrange for the Warren Commission/representative^* 
■/t> review 40 this material. (Slawson memo'',’’ March 12, 1964)|P 

It should be noted that the records revised do not 

reveal the manner in which the Commission learned of the 

Dorticos-Armas intercepts. As detailed above, both the FBI 

and White House (through McGeorge Bundy) were aware of the 

CIA's telephonic surveillance activities in Mexico City. 

(Citej One or the other could well have provided the War­

ren Commission with this information. Nevertheless, Ray-.- 

mond Roqas' 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

that the tentative conclusions Oswald's
Mexico trip,Cthat he had reachej were derived from CIA

memoranda^ of January 31, 1964 and February 19, 1964
r'tcJ'd'- 11 b '-f

and^in addition a Mexican federal police summary agESfrof T'2’0 

interrogations conducted shortly after the assassination

with certain Cuban Embassy employees. Slawson wrote:

report) isA large part of it (the summary 
simply a summation of what the Mexican police 
learned when they interrogated Mrs. Silvia 
Duran, Cfsic^ 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 Samson placed limited

reliance upon the Mexican police summary. Moreover, there 
is no indication that Samson had been provided the Duran 

telephonK. intercept transcripts. In fact, by virtue of 
Slawson's comments conerning the M^i^an police report, 

it would appear that the Warren Commission.as of March 25

had been provided little substantive information pertaining

to Sylvia Duran.

The Committee's belief that Slawson had not been

given access to the Duran transcripts is further supported

by reference to his memorandum of'TMarch 27, 

wherein he states his conclusion ad visited

the Cuban Embassy on three occasions. This conclusion

he based upon an analysis of Sylvia Duran's testi-
*TkrS

mony before the Mexican police. no 
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indication that he_ had| reviewed any of the Duran 
transcripts. Furthermore ,^<8I^Hawsoi^rhadMjeen given access 

to these transcripts, certainly their substance would have 

been incorporated into his analysis and accordingly noted 
for this purpose. His analysis IgiJould have^?eflected

the fact of this review either by its corroboration or

criticism of the Mexican police summary report.

rely upon the two memoranda that did not-, makeforced to

reference to the surveillance operations^and aA summary, 

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 Decern-
/

ber 20, 1964 to its Mexico City Station:

Our present plan in passing information to 
the Warren Commission is to eliminate mention 
of telephone taps, in order to protect your 
continuing operations. Will rely instead 
on statements of Silvia Duran and on contents 
of Soviet consular file which Soviets gave 
ODACID here. --- --
(CIA DIR 90466, FOIA:«420-757, Dec. 20,
1964 CIA p.2144) V

On Marpn 27, 196Aa*g^^wson^rote tha^is** ff9SL deter­

mined that fsw^^nad visitedrthe^^^^n Embassy <hree
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he Mexican

from r

static

howev

thistimes. He stated

Slawson

review of Silvi

Mar

was based upon his

hss

lew of

wson dsu s

^^iyiiOTTS’ regard£th wald's
visit to -tlie Cubaj^-EffiEassyT^Logically, access to the

oes not

randum

stat hat

2196 CIA p.

Duran's tes

(Slawson me However

drawn

f the p

nee opex;

is^f easoning

luction fg$m the MexJ^o City

hdicate

telephonic surveillance production would have clarified some

ambiguities. For example, on September 27, at 4:05 p.m. ~

Silvia Duran telephoned the Soviet Embassy, and stated ■
r cy t X

that an American was presently at the Cuban Embassy,-;'re- ^7, e/ 

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 
i 4. f q I

Oswald at the Cuban Embassy. Thus-, - -» ■ffynto 'dlHI iffiTW f H*1'

definitively established that Oswald had

visihed—the ... Cuban. Embassy on at least two occasions. 

Moreover,_ the specific dateSand exact times of his presence

in^the_Cuban..Embassy.-established as the result of the. 

teriephonic- surveillance. 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. Those-t ranscri p t s_
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CCW-I rl Have*. hppn_.maHp AVAi,3-ab1 n..lhCTr-.Unl-Wn.rran- Commi sai qn 
~i j- i t n <^fnaep tiun. bub-a-g-the:-rec'ofd'’,,li]i'dlCatggF-'th"ey'-^7br e

not—fchen—made—av adl'iJb 1 e.

The record supports the Committee's finding that

as of April 2, 1964 the Warren Commission had still not
J' been given access to the above-referenced series of tele-

,J phonic intercepts. In a memorandum of that date by Coleman 

,and Slawson, they art.wulaAqj/one question to the CIA and
i j-J ' - __ __ _two requ^ts for information from the Agency» (ZSSbassador,-^

Mams^fgS^memofAprit 2, 1964, &£A~pv’-'lr9475) (my—notes-?^
L> , ‘5 I 5 • /> *-* r»t< •.

1 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 (

of the intercepts, translated if possible, in

all cases where the intercepts to the 

assassination or related subjects;

3) We would especially like to see the intercept

in which the allegation that money was passed

at ■"Cutra- ssy is

The question ailltlally posecPin the above-referenced

fnemorandum of April 2 concerns the CIA telephonic. intercept 

ecessaril

of September 27, 1963 at 10:37 a.m. (Slawson memoi. Ap;p ( r.i ■ rdciA'-f J r
2$, 1964, 6IA p~—3^23). ecessaril (if Slawson

e source of the information, he ha4 not^been



I

reveals that the intercept of the Dorticos-Arman

conversation of November 22, 1964, in which the passing
of monies Gtof discussed hast not as of April 2 been provided

to the Commission. The Commission had specifically requested 
the Dorticos-Armas transcripts ^2 the March 12, 1964 

meeting between Commission representatives and Agency re- 
preservatives. C f

On April 3, 1964, Coleman and Slawson-articulated 'J

their concern for receiving- complete access' to all material’s* 

relevant to Oswald’s Mexico City trip: They-wrote-j-

The most probable final result of the entire

investigation of Oswald's activities in Mexico is 

a conclusion that he went there for the purpose 

of trying to reach Cuba and that no bribes, con­

spiracies, etc. took place.
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Upon the group's arrival in Mexico City, they were met 

by U.S. Ambassador Freeman, Claire Boonstra of the State 

Department, Clarke Anderson of the FBI, and Winston Scott of 
the CIA. A

That same day during a meeting between the Commission 

representatives and Win Scott, Scott made available to the 

group actual transcripts^of the telephone surveillance 
operations and-* English translations... of- the game..? 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 entranced 

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." p. 22?

— C 1 A ***
Mr. Scott described to the Commission representatives

the CIA's course of action immediately following the assassination.
I y

Scott indicated that his staff began to compile

dossiers on Oswald, Duran, and everyone else throughout Mexico 

whom the CIA knew had had some contact with Oswald /

Scott revealed all known Cuban and Russian intelligence agents 

nad immediately been put under surveillance following the 
assassination, .- tia^&n wasT^setr^up^with Mda^iteah officials, 

particularly Lhis ^chev^r^,\AptingSiit^isteixi>px the 

Mexiciaj^Gobernacion (W/2 J-*24! • Slawson theft concluded
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"Scott's narrative plus the material we were shown dis­
closed immediately how incorrect our previous 
information had been in Oswald's contacts with the 
Soviet and Mexican Embassies. Apparently the 
distortions and omissions to which our information had 
been subjected had entered some place in Washington, 
because the CIA information that we were shown by Scott 
was unambiguous on almost all the crucial points. We 
had previously planned to show Scott, Slawson's 
reconstruction of Oswald's probable activities at the 
embassies to get Scott's opinion, but once we saw how 
badly distorted our information was we realized that 
this would be useless. Therefore, instead, we decided
to take as close note as possible from the original 

rials at some later time during our

Slawson's memorandum of April 21, 1964 records 

of the notetaking from original source materials that 

visit."

the results

he did
following Scott's disclosures. These notes deal+exclusively

.V,. Dur«
I

with the telephonic intercepts pertaining •]$&z-respectively-/ the 
nd Oswald conversations«S©rtfb Seipf'

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 

ability to draw^bonclusionsjregarding Oswald's sojourn in Mexico

City, It meant that as

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

Commission investigation, the Commission was forced to retrace 

the factual path by which it had structured Oswald's activities

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"'7 significantly more precise 

materials available for analysis by the Commission.



Thus, the Agency's early policy of not providing the Commission 
with tflft 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^^ 

Cuban involvement^material been expeditiously provided; (e.g.

On November 23 1963, Marguerite Oswald

a photograpJaXof a man bearing no 
physical resemblance to her son^ Tl^s^ photograph had been 

supplied to the FBI on November 22 by the CIA’s Mexico City

Station after Agency representatives had searched their files
£ciA ik>c wN-

in an effort to locate information on Oswald. This photographicc 

was one in a series

resulting from the CIA’s photosurveillance

operations against the Soviet

had been linked by the Mexico

Richard Helms, in a sworn

and Cuban Embassv/Consulates
City StatiorV^rior to the

Lee Harvey Oswa

affidavit before^ the Warren Commission, stated that the 

photograph shown to Marguerite Oswald had been taken on October 4

1963 in Mexico City and mistakenly linked at that time to

Oswald.

On February 10, 1964, Marguerite Oswald testified before

the Warren Commission and recounted the circumstances under 
Co»Y\rrsi C( I p  

which she was shown the photograpnL Mrs. Oswald testified that
she believed this photograph to have been of Jack Ruby. S (p. 153)^>
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Thereafter, on February 12, 1964 Lee Rankin wrote

/Central Intelligence Agency.

the Commission be identity of the indiv

Regarding the / 

this photograph"by the

r
epicted in the photograp i-f—that—information available'

■On—that sa ay, in a separate letter,to D6J—MoCone
Me CO^ •_ •i Secret

|Services that^the CIA had disseminated report^.., or

<' communi ca±..i ■ons- concerning the_as'sds-s±nat£on—to—the—Secret

refMMato-'Q'nd' other materials .vz ;

Ranki requested copies of these

_  * A/.—___
‘"Oswaldisecuently showift to. Oswald's motherT^^l^/
wrtwthg photograp

W

disseminated^to the Secret Service was a November 26

m'”

dissemination u up i/i < uk£.» which.wu.

That cable concerned the Do riMra-Armas

conversations arid disclosed the existence of CIA telephonic

surveillance operations in Mexico City^at the time of the

assassination ^nd Oswald's.earlier visj
John "Scelso testified egaTrS^igct^he7c^rcu^is'tknces

surrounding the eventual explanation given to the Commission

of the origin of the photograph in question. Scelso stated:
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"We did not initially disclose to the Warren 
Commission all of our technical operations. In other 
words, we did not initially disclose to them that we 
had photosurveillance because the November photo we had 
(of MMM) was not of Oswald. Therefore it did not mean 
anything, you see?"

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

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

&G(Scelso iHTfl-iinilii urn, p. 150)

the Warren
4A A *"*-f

Commission access to .
sau./'v’C. C/zt-

telephonic surveillance production* («&-discussed-in...the _

pgeceaxng -flootionr) , the iUKHb of the photosurveillance operations
'— 4-** "Htfc. aS Mr* C©<-r\nv.|ASr/»^ r £

a*™"— .... rr> 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 outlined Angleton's desire not to 

respond directly to RankinTs request of February 12 regarding 

CIA material forwarded to the Secret Service since November 23,

1964. Rocca then stated:

"Unless you feel otherwise, Jim would prefer
J* ,y?' to wait out the Commission on the matter covered by 

z' \ 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 substapce to the Commission in

/ j Response to earlier levies «*» the items oare-th^Ttems 
' prefer to aborted leads, for example, thejramous s$x 
,photographs which are not of Oswald. . . ’

(Rocco, memo 3 MArdh 64', FUTA &79-25O) bj
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Calderon’s 201 file reveals that she arrived in
Mexico City from Havana on January 16, 19 6^, carrying 

Cuban Passport E/63/7. Her date of birth was believed 

to be 1940^ (Dispatch, HMMA21612Z 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 station 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 commercial 

office. The notation indicated that a report was pending 

on Calderon. The Agency has attempted, without success, 

to locate the report.

On September 1, 1963, a dispatch was sent from 

the Chief of the Special Affairs Staff to the Chief of 

iaife Station in .Mexico City (Dispatch HMMW 11935)^ ( 5

Luisa Calderon's association with the Cuban DGIB(#rxjk

was first reported by the CIA on May 5, 1964. At (that .

time, Hngeld 'OwBluon, Chief of Counterintelligence'for the 

Special Affairs Staff, recorded the results of his de­

briefing of the Cuban defector, AMMUG-1. The memorandum 
stated that AMMUG^had 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-



AMMUG-1 hadtelligence Service officers/- -Specifically, 

be^Tf asked if Oswald was known to the Cuban intelligence 

services before November 23, 1963. AMMUG-1 told Swenson-, 
as-recorded in ~t!le~T)iay■ 3~' memoruaTrdrtm--teheh "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, 
Manuel Vega Perez, and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez.**

§w§^son thereafter 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 .

traffic which recorded her arrival in MexiccTand departure 
for CubaC.

On May 7, 1964, Swenson recorded additional informa­

tion he had elicited from AMMUG-1 regarding Oswald's
possible contact with the DGI. Paragraph 3 of this memoran- J 

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, I®*}
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• On May 8 Swenson further disclosed AMMUG’s know- 

ledge of the Oswald case. ^werrso^paraphrased 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 rjot know if this 
could have been Oswald. .

On May 11, Raymond Rocca wrote a memorandum 

to Director Richard Helms regarding the information Swenson 

had elicited from AMMUG. Rocca proposed that "the DDP 

in person or via a designee, preferably the former, dis­
cuss the AMMUG/1 si^afj-ption on a very restricted basis 

with Mr. Rankin at his earliest convenience either at 

the Agency or at the Commission headquarters. Until this 
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takes place, it is not desirable to put anything in writ- 

ing. (11 May 64;—Rocca memo-?—FOIA68-7—29-5—with/4—arttachmentjs 1.

On May 15, 1964, Helms wrote Rankin regarding ,

AMMUG's information about the DGI, indicating its sensi- 
...tivity and operational significance. Attached to Helms'

F.< —communication was a paraphrased accounting of SwensoR's
□zr t>'cj

May 5 memorandum. (He 1mfg memo, May~~t5—1'964, FOIA~~6~97-2943 .

In that attachment the intelligence associations of

Manuel Vega Perez and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez
forth. However, that attachment maJses^ no reference what­

soever to Luisa Calderon.

Howard Willens of the Warren Commission, requested

as a follow-up to the May 15 memorandum, ter look at1 the
*C.iA- Ooc Fotrt- 

questions used in Swensen' s interrogation of AMMUG 1 ay "7

memo'fe Rocca, 19 June 1964 F-QSfis-^9—J. On June 18, 

1964 Arthur Dooley of Rocca's counterintelligence research 
and Analysis group took the questions and AMMUG's responses 

to the Warren Commission's officers for Willen's review. 
I— >cF>

Willens saw Swensen's May 5... memorandum. The only mention 
of ^Ideron 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 

in 1964 ./-"However, Willens was not shown the Swenson memoran- 
i 

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

detailed information on Luisa Calderon, including her possible


