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

Slawson s memorandum of April 21, 1964 records the results

of the notetaking from original source materials that he did

following Scott's disclosures. These notes dealtexclusively

with . ) rtaining158rsea?ectiveiyjhkhe

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

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

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

City,

~ : ——
S

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

coutd have hosn

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

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

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

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

in an effort to locate information on Oswald. This photograph

was one in a series

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

.ﬂvﬁ»70"? qﬂ!{qYQMEZq ﬁVnOQ ?ﬂ*‘

communications concerning the assassination to the Secret

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



"We did not initially disclose to the Warren

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

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

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

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

> g_un#r\zsdzrglg mwrw

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

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

MMS to cause concern within
_the Agency.

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

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

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

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



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

-request for the materials forwarded to the Secret Service by

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

that the CIA would supply the Commission with a paraphrase of

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

opportunity to review the actual file so that they may give

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

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

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

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

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

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

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




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

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

'had determined that the photograph shown to Marguerite

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

Oswald generally available on.November 23, 1963.

CD 674 reveals that on November 22, 1963, immediately

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

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

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

Agency further statezlthat the subject of the photo referenced

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

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

of 16 March, Stern and Willens will review at Langley

the regional copies _of these 3 disseminations to the

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

p. 116444 of notes)

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

the record:

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

I realize that this memorandum is only a partial answer

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

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

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

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

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

P

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

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

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

‘ﬁ' yStern also reviewed

e October 10, 1963 cable from

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

porting Oswald's contact with the Soviet Embassy

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

1963 cable from CIA headquarters to the Mexico City

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

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

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

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

documents located in the Agency's electronic data storage

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

which the Warren Commission has not been given either in full

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

tive had been apprised of the circumstances surrounding the

¢

mysterlous photograph.

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

Relationship

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

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

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

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

that anyone on the Warren Commission knew of CIA

assassination efforts...Allan Dulles, who had been

Director of Central Intelligence until November 1961,

was a member of the Warren Commission and knew of the

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

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

reviewed files maintained by the CIA related to Mr. Dulles’
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service on the Warren Commission. In the course of this review,

a memorandum was uncovered which indicates Dulles wems

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

activities and investigative policies.

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

1S pr@rmoara cdsirs

concerned

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

ver51al case of the Russian defector Nosenko. The memorandum

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

whoe-was

s interrogation.

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

his discussions with Alla 1 sEpmaEEmmNosenkoy s knowledge

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

Murphy wrote:

J

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

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

the entire Warren Commission Report.?

Murphy responded to Dulles' statement by stating that

the Commission's concern was understandable but that the Agency

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

future time, that it had given consideration to the Nosenko

information.
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continued:

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

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

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

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

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

¢~ba-;'

Murphy and Richard Helms, with sensitive information cmcessamzkac

the Commission's attitudes towards the Nosenko case. Lot

appears that the AGency had communigg;j';

FFEcion position on Nosenko, and

28 July 1964.

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

assassination, a Cuban government employee in Mexico City named

“Luisa" received a telephone call from an unidentified man

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

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

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

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

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

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

unidentified caller commented:



h/”

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

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

sharpened...who knows

Luisa responded:

Imagine, one two, three and now, that makes

three. (She laughs.)

Raymond Rocca,

f ., ,:v,:“_-,-. i S

,.:"A—f‘ S e e

# in response to

A

a 1975 Rockefeller Cosmission request for information on

a possible Cuban conspiracy to assassinate President

Kennedy wrote regarding Calderon's comments:

Latin hyperbole? Boastful ex post facto

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

at contains the~SUggestion Of forakn

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

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

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

i

deed indicate foreknowledge of the assassination but may

also equally be interpreted without such a sinister impli-

cation. Nevertheless, as will be

Committee has determined that Luisa Calderon's case

discussed herein,

merit serious attention in the months following the assas-

sination. However, Calderon's comments were not reported

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

———

jé/Ouu af
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name first surfaced on Noveﬁber 27, 1964 in a-cable'sent

self a Cuban Intelligence Officer who supplied valuable

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

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

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

Embassy officers, the vital link between her background

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

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

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

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

‘m e ? “ - < R R A i v g N R s g

4 K edotondote oy B RERY I e e HER

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

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

(e

In connection with the assassination, Luisa Calderon's

-

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

\§, Vel

v € o



- 46 -

-Consulate here."

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

Mann went on to state in urgent terms:

"They may gquickly be returned to Havana in ordef

to eliminate any possibility that Mexican govern-

ment could use them as witnesses."

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

of interest based upon the comments of certain Cuban In-

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

)thereafter wrote that Calderon's precise

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

this statement he set forth the CIA cable and dispatch

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

wgfn‘}w predq

for Cuba .

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

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

. high.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

communication was a paraphraséd accounting ozf

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

In that attachment the intelligence associations of

Manuel Vega Perez and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez .2xa set

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

soever to Luisa Calderon.

Howard Willehs of the Warren Commission, requested

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

detailed information on Luisa Calderon, including her possible




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

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

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

mission had been apprised of Calderon's background and

NT O
possible contact with Oswald it still . denied the one
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51gn1f1cant piece of information that might have arowsed
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its investigative efforts™to a more serious level. The
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] : Ol\’& Vg “3 4
; e St o 4 not e K ereo O
o sation of November 22, 196 hrz;ﬁ:‘uéas |£%U?;(2@&;f'74“ Carmpm ~
P~ & i) A& glee T pﬁgx.;:-s .p[qr Ao E~i =g, )
wn-fﬁfef \~ Gyt (LU o f o é}ﬂ~*7
Give etalls of how we know not réported cite

i /’

;’testlmony of tﬁankin,~81awson; give section 7 possible

motive for not telling of detailed information on Luisa
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