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Purpose and Scope of Stﬁd?'

The Central Intelligence Agency's performance.
in its role of support to the Warren Commission

?“l’“c’ eoncCrn dur, T
has been a source of<controversy-sincefghe PesT

o iffeen gears . s
ineeption 7 : n. Critics

have repeatedly charged that the CIA participated

in a conspiracy designed to suppress information
relevant to the assassination of President‘Kennedy, 

During 1976 the critic's
assertions were the subject of official inquiry

by the Senate Select Committee to Study.
Gover£mental Operations (hereinafter 55C%. Ihe
SSC,fin itshreport regarding pThe Investigation

of the Assassination of President john F. Kennedy:
Performance of the Intelligence Agencies" reached

Lindin
the following GegeéQSQSn: o M .

The Committee emphasizes that it has
not uncovered any evidence sufficient
to justify a conclusion that there was
a conspiracy to assassinate President
Kennedy.

The Cormittee has, however, developed
evidence which impeaches the process:
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on the Specific Lssue of whether thpe CIA., or any g
employee or former employee of the CIA misinformed, '
Or withheld information relevant tg the issassing-- §
tion of President Kennedy frop the Warrep

Commission. In addition, the Committee has

attempted to determine whether,

&
%
S

if the Warren
misinformed Oor not

G

Commisg ion was

oY

N Ak,
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result of a conscious intent to do so by the
"Agency or its employees.
The Committee has sought to examine the

in both an objective

—_—
and disciplined manner. In order to accomplish

issue detailed above

—~—

zver]l (hereinafter

Report by the CIA™s Inspeebor=S
TR L .
77 JZR). This Report was highly critical of.
DerTain i natfsdhe ﬁMMSHaPCK&’ffor\
the S$SC findings™and asSserted that the SSC

Final Report conveyed an impression of limited

effort by the CIA to assist the Warren Commission

this goal the Committee has utilized a 1977 TasK Tmcce é§
v

TR :
in its work. The 77 was in fundamental

disagreement with this characterization of the ' ‘§§

SSC findings and noted that "CIA did seek and

i collect information in support of the Warren | »éé
Commission. Additionally, it conducted studies ?
and submitted special analees and reports.*® :

TFR , \ -, &
(77 ¥6R, Introduction to Tab E.) TS * g

In order to demonstrate further the scope
3 . of support provided by the CIA to the Warren é
i e P | 5

Commission, the 77 .contained a comprehensive

listing of CIA generated material made available

cpe —E ST ¢
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to both the U.S. Intelligence Community and

R,

the Warren Commission regarding the assassina-

tion of President Kennedy. In this respect,

the Committee agrees with the 77 fggxaherein o
it is stated that "This compiliation (of

CIA generated material) is appropriate to

E. O @

consideration of the extent of the CIA effort,
to the extent that it reveals something-of

L TEKR .
the results of that effort." (77 IR, Introduction
to Tab E)

In examining the Agency's comprehensive

listing of CIA generated material referenced above,

PR the Comnittee has paralled its review to the

structure given to thesexmaterialsby the 77 IGR.

%

BN, UER. 9B

R
In this regard the 77 IGR details four inter-—

R

related compilations of Kennedy assassination

material. These four compilations are:

.

1) Agency dissemination of information #g e ! *
-to the Intelligence Community (Formal

and Informal Disseminations)

G,

2) Dissemination of material to the

Warren Commission

e

i

s

A
)

‘?ﬂﬂ ¢ .
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3) Agency dissemination to the FBI et al
regarding rumors and allegations
regarding President Kennédy's
assassination | |

4) Memorandum submittgd by CIA to the
Warren Commission bﬁ Rumors and
Alleéations Relating to the President's
Assassination (77 zgglentrqduction

to Tab E.)

In reviewing these compilations,

‘the Committee focused upon thcese
CIA materials which the 77 documented as having
becn _
“ made available in written form to the Warren
Commission.
During the course of tnis study, additional
Agency files have been reviewed. These files have
been examined in an effort to resolve certain
issues created by the review of the Agency's m o,
compilations discussed in this report. Where
apparent gaps existed in the written record,

files have been requested and reviewed in an effort

to resolve these gaps. Where significant substantive

Classified by denvchon
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issues have arisen related to the kind and

O YA,

quality of information provided the Warren

Commission, files have also been requested_aﬁd

reviewed in an effort to resolve these issues. ..
As a result, approximately thirty files,'comprising

an approximate total of ninety volumes: of

material have been examined and analyzed

A e,

in preparation of this report.

The findings set forth herein are subject
to modification due to the following considera-

tions. During the course of the past fifteen

o

years, the CIA has generated massive amounts of

g

information related to the assassination of

=
4

e Presj§ent~§?gﬁigz// In spite of the Agency S

/sophlstlcated docunent retrieval system, certain

e e e T .

documents requested by this Committee for study U CE

WL &

" .~ . _ and analysis have not been located. Whether thgse ¢ .. S

T ) o'a./‘\] I8 ). # ?
- documents merely have been filed incqrrectly or

destroyed, gaps in the written record still do ”é

exist 7, GﬁBﬁOb 7

e Secondly, due to dissimilar standards orlnvestlgaulv%

L A é‘

a::‘unl_‘ ; f ?

ﬁ’ V Eq .' C(ﬂ JFKassas. mx‘b:ﬂd&fnwda( :"}\‘.’i‘?du&<{"-”€f .

Cé mm{gs:.n‘ Ccid( . C m(““&ln(nﬁ ro L Lisa < ad l{rqnwf‘.&“m"/ \ 5

Wm, Mf‘;\v‘rl (&-Lbd.n'fn{—c“a@(m{ S‘(_(-v‘ce\)e&dbr), :
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relevancy adopted by the CIA and this Committee,
- certain flles requested by the Committee for

review 1. -.-_ T & el T e T

ﬁ.£;.; have been made evailable to o

TS,

the Committee in a saﬁkized-fashioﬂ?? Therefore,
to the degree reflected by the Agency’'s denial

of access and/or santization of certain materials,
this study's'cqpclusions are based upon the

best evidence available to the Committee thTough
this may not be all relevant evidence to which

the Agency has access.

R R, N

One must, moreover, give due consideration

to the role that oral discussions, oral briefings,

and meetings of Warren Commission and CIA

' representatives may ha&e played in the supply of

G,

assassination-related information by the CIA to

the Warren Commission. The subject and substance

<2¥
S,

o

of these discussions, briefings, and meetings ﬁb o ! ¢
may not always be reflected by the written

record made the . subject of this.study.

Therefore, the Committee has conducted interviews,

depositions and executive session hearings with
’ 000606
A-/. 7 “ghﬁ;;““:>
=4 c1A Files ?er”*:unmj to Prvitios--l, {@QTG—/‘@S« wens
adid in S % o onm Sae f'\odur‘.)s TTT Aok 2 .
¢u¢¢l¢b(£19 *F o 10 N & 22 M ‘e, e AE"%"‘"} -

sﬁxr\'*hz.wﬁ‘(cn e H m.,crt:ru,t
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key Warren Commission staff and members and

former or present CIA representatives in an
effort to resolve questions that are not
addressed by the written record. The results

of the Committee's efforts to chronicle this

g, @l

aspect of the working relationship between the
Warren Commission and the CIA will be a subject

for discussion herein.

N,

In addition, this report will examine the
following subjects generated by the Committee's
study as outlined above, in the following general
order of discussion:

1) the - organization of the CIA's invesﬁigation
of President Kennedy's assassination;

2) the working relationship of fhe Warrenb
Commission staff and those CIA representatives
concerned with the Warren Commission inquf®y; o ';

3) the standards of investigative cooperat%gn
which the Warren Commission staff beiié?éé§ 7
to govern the”quality and quantity of

information supplied by the CIA to the

Warren Commission:

000697
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4) the CIA's concern for protection of its

sensitive sources and methods and the

T,

consequent effects of this. concern

upon the Warren Commission investigation;

Sk,

and

S) the substance and quality of information

%“. %

concerning Luisa Calderon passed to the
Warren Commission and the results of this

Committee's investigation of Calderon

W\

and her significance to the events of

November 22, 1963.

| i,

“Select Comamn i tiee %‘\-‘-\A_;;_,;ﬁ~ S i
T ) - - o R .

AP AR
G,

Information Made Available by CIA to Warren

Commission

3ee CIA Pogt 2000517 »lf\'éf‘d.k
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"TL. Organization of CIA Investigation

of President Kennedy's Assassination

In his Executive Session testimony before the Select
Committee, Richard Helms, the CIA's Deputy Director for
Plans during 1963, ‘described the CIA's role in the

investigation of President Kennedy's assassination as
"follows:
This crime was committed on United

States soil. Therefore, as far as the

Federal government was concerned, the pri-

mary investigéting agehcy would have been

the Federal Bureau of Investigation without

any question. The role of the CIA would

have been entirely supportive in the sense ) ,  ¢

of what material we are (sic) able to

acquire outside the limits of the United

States with reference to the investigation.

-«. For investigative purposes, the Agency

e SEEEET— 999099
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- had no investigative role inside the United

States at all. So when I used here the

R

word "supportive," I meant that in the
literal sense of the term. We are (sic)
trying to support the FBI ang support the
Warren Commission and be responsive to

their requests, but we were not initiating

R B

any investigations of our own or, to my

recollection, were we ever asked to.

(Executive Séssion Testimony of Richard

Helms, 8/9/78, pp. 17-18.)

On November 23, 1963 Helms called a méeting of senior- §
level CIA.officials.to outline the Agency's investiga—
tive résponsibility vis a vis the assassination. (ssc,
Book V, p. 25.) ‘At that time, Helms placed John Scelso,ﬁéﬂﬁfuﬂﬂéri

Xice ; T
M Branch Chlef for CI& Uyc:.u&..:.vu.: fﬁ~zfﬁ§x1bw, Sentral \ .?f
4

y . AP
Amer&ea«mané%}%ﬁﬁﬁia]_ln charge of the Agency's initial | % .

R A

investigative efforts. (HSCA Class. Deposition of John

Scelso, 5/16/78, pp. 111-112, Exec. Session Testimonyef'

e
*
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of Richard Helms, 8/9/78, p. 10.)
Scelso testified before the Select Committee,
that he was given charge of the Agency's investigation

on the basis of two considerations: 1)lhis prior ’i}

rs
H

experience in conducting major CIA security investi- °

gations and 2) the observance of Oswald by CIA

RSO

surveillance in Mexico, (Scelso's operational concern)
_ b :

less than two months prior to the assassination. (sscC

P N v N~ N 174

Book V, p. 25, HSCA Class. Deposition of John.Scelso,

5/16/70, pp. 111-112.'; Scelso also noted that

RER

during the course of his investigative efforts, Helms vy

-
\\

did not pressure him to adopt specific investigative T

T

A

theories nor reach conclusions within a set period of.
HSC R Clasg Pep. ok ’J’ol«r\’gcels’c S/l/6 '73’, P//&.
time; Exeeu@&ve~$essaan~$esé*m®nyu@f s,

8/9/78, pp. 9-10)* |

-
-
B
Qq.u,\i& .

& ¢

N L 3 .
AP H
~teoell

* Raymond Rocca, Chief of Research and Analysis for
CIA's Counterintelligence Staff characterized Scelso's
responsibility not as a mandate to investigate but
rather to "coordinate traffic (code facilitation,
telegram or telegraphic consideration) for working
with the DDP with respect to what was being done over
the whole world..." (HSCA Classified Deposition of
R. Rocca, 7. l7/78 p. 9.)

Rocca referred to this phase of CIA activity as
the GPFLOOR phase. (Ibid.)

M
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Scelso described in detail to the Committee the
manner in which he conducted the Agency's investiga-
tion:

...practlcally my whole Branch part1c1pated
in the thing. We dropped almost everything
else and I put a lot of my officers to work
in trac1ng names, analyzing files.

We were flooded with cable traffic, with
reports, suggestions, allegations from all
over .the world, and these things had to be
checked out. We were checking out just dozens
and dozens of people all the time. (HSCA Classified
Deposition of John Scelso, 5/16/70, p. 131)*

- During the course of the Agency's lnvetlgatlon, Liaison

with the FBI was handled for the CIA by Birch o' Neal.

e T
7

(Ibld P. 80.) At the time of the assaSSLnaulon Mr O Veal,

a former FBI agent, was Chief of the Special’ Investlgatlons L

Group of the CIA's Counterintelligence Staff. (HSCA Classified

Deposition of Birch O'Neal,” 6/20/78, p. 7, 52.) Mr. 0'Neal

e PR,

characterized nis functions with respect to the Age%;y
é

.
as follows:

(This footnote -- Footnote *- -~ continues
on bottom of page 5)

TS . O
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Scelso stated during his testimony that CIa
field stations worldwide were aleéted to the Agency's
investigation "and the key stations were»receiving
tips on the case, most of which were phony. We did not
send out instructions saying everybody participate in 1a_“.

the inyestigation.“ {Ibid. p. 133.)- It was’ﬁié . c "’

‘/féggziectlon, however, that throughout his tenure as' (‘L@\f.ﬁ

coordlnator of the Agency's investigation, the Mex100

et L
City Station was the only CIA field station directly
Footnote * =-- continued from bottom of page 4.

I knew that we (at CIA) did not have the
basic responsibility for investigating the
assassination of the President. If there was
a crime commited in the course of this activity,
“sfT) it belonged to the FBI. I recognized that
it was our responsibility to give the fullest
cooperation to the FBI to protect the Agency
with regard to any aspects of our operatlons,
you understand, and at the same time giving them
cooperation, and I was in close contact with Mr.
Sam Papich (of the FBI), and always fully co®
operated, and he always fully cooperated with me.
(Ibid. p. 52.)

—

<\\éL§§§;¢néted that his office (CI/SIG) at the direction of g
the Chief of Counterintelligence, James Angieton,was

designated the central point for collection of assassination- f
related information made available to the FBI. (Ibid. pp. 52-53. g

Slessifiation — Oi){)ﬁi"
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involved in investigatory actlvtfles related to Pre51dent‘ _

Kennedy's assassination. (Ibld? ‘? ; ¢y ¢
During the Iégéé;*hatf*of”Decembef/ Scelso_

issued a summary report which described Oswald's

activities in Mexico City from September 26, 1963 -

October 3, 1963. Scelso characterized the summary report

as incomplete by comparison to assassination-related

information then available to the FBI but not provided

to CIA until late Dec. 1963. (Ibid. pR. 114-115.) (CIA

V"g«'@:-@

: 3
Document Report by John Scelso to C/CI,-é% Dec. 63.)*

5 -
LANRS

Following issuance of this report, Helms shifted'J.

responsibility for the CIA's investigation of President

. \r.r-;‘-wgui_

Kennedy's assassination to the Counterintelligence

Staff. (HSCA Classified Deposition of John Scelso,

cF
5/16/78, p. 136,/zf. HSCA Classified Deposition of

Raymond Rocca, 7/17/78, p. 15 wherein Rocca states that e
B e ¢

responsibility shifted from Scelso to CI Staff on

January 12, 1964.) Helms testified that this shift in

* Approx1mately two days after President Kennedy's .
assassination, Scelso prepared a summary report, S
provided to Dre51dent Jonnson by Helms. This report :
adopted the posxtisﬁ‘that Oswald probably was a lone
assassin who had no visible ties to Soviet or Cuban
intelligence though such ties could not be excluded

from conswam%w o€ Tok Sce/f"ﬂ@ﬂﬁid
M.____
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responsibility was a logical development because the
iﬂvestigation had begun to take on brpader tones.
(Executive Session Testimony of Richard Helms, 8/9/78,
pP- 14, see also HSCA Classified Deposition of Johﬁ
Scelso, 5/16/78, p. 138.)

He%ms' reasoning was expanded upon by Raymond
Rocca who testified before the Committee that the
shift in responsibility described by Helms was caused

in part by the establishment of the Warren Commission.

2fr7/ 7€
(HSCA Classified Deposition of Raymond Rocca, pp. 12-13.)

Rocca added:

It was entirely appropriate in the

GPFLOOR phase that he (Scelso) would

have that (respon51blllty for the Agency
1nvest1gatlon ) But the minute you had

a commission set up outsilde the line
obviously had to be the Director, and from
the Director to his Chief of Operations
overseas, because the spread involved

then all of the divisions. Here you had
Mr. (Scelso) belng asked to sign off ‘on-..

cab s tha d‘w1g¥ the MgEherlands,;T‘ e "
with U. K.,;P —1' and it would
have>seeme towme utterly administratively

simply a hybrid monster. (HSCA Classified
Deposition of R. Rocca, 7/17/78, p. 12.)

James Angleton supported Rocca's belief that "the

spread (of investigative responsibility) involved...

000015
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all of the (CIA) divisions." Angleton testifed
to this»Committee that the Agency's efforts to
gather and coordinate information related to |
the assassination underwent a metamorphic
transition. 1Initially, Angleton noted, the
Directbr, Deputy Directbr,vDivision Chiefs and
Case Officers approached Warren CommisSion.
‘requirements in a piécemeal fashion. However,
Angleton testified the Agency was.eventually
able to focus its resources ﬁo avoid duplication
of effort and provide a system for the central
referencing of assassination related information L
as such informaﬁion was developed. (HSCA

Classified Deposition of James Angleton,

10/5/78, pp. 76-77, see also HSCA Cléssified % .
Deposition of Raymond Rocca, ;al7/78,

p. 23.)
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The record reveals that during this second phase
of CIA informatioh collection efforts in support of
the Warren Commisssion investigation the concentration
of Agency resources shifted ln emphasxs from exploratlon

/_/. w S el !
of Oswald's activities in Mex1co Clty to ‘"his residency

I S Rt

in the Soviet Union during 1959-1962 and possible
e e {sez piadif
association with the Soviet intelligence apparatus.*  4»r %

(Ibid., pp.32-33,44,Executive'Session of Testimony of
Richard gelms, 8/9/78, p. 23.)° _Lfﬁéig?iﬁgfglROCCa commented
. that during this phase pfiﬁary interest in support of thev
Warren Commission Qés to follow-up on Soviet leads:
on the assumption that a person who spends
four years**in the Soviet Uﬁion,'under his
circumstances, had to be of specific.interesﬁ
to Soviet State security and their collateral

authorities. (HSCA Classified Deposition of

. *®N 4 e
Raymond Rocca, pp. 32-33.) C*se,e:fq&‘?&( )) o .

Therefore, Rocca concluded, the areas the CIA tended

to concentrate on concerned the Soviets:

G Aopf- (o continaition of fel"
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*The following exchange between Mr. Rocca and Committee
Counsel sheds further light on the difficulties encountered -
by the Agency related to its investigation of possible.
Cuban involvement in the assassination:

Mr. Goldsmith. Earlier, when I asked vou which
areas of the case received emphasis, I believe that you
indicated that on balance the primary area of emphasis
was the Soviet connection.

Mr. Rocca. That was certainly the one that I would
say dominated -- looking at it from my point of view.

Mr. Goldsmith. Now, had you known about the anti-
Castro assassination plots on the part of the CIA, would
you have given more priority, more emphasis, to the
possibility of a Castro conspiracy to kill the President?

Mr. Rocca. Again, I say that it would have
simply intensified it, that there was attention given
to it, not particularly by the staff. I had no capabilities
on the Cuban side. '

The organization of their service and their

operation in Mexico was something entirely entirely (sic) _ ... -

within -- it was an enigma at the time. They were just’
getting started. This was WH's area. This was Win’
Scott's area of proficiency. So the defectors had only
- ~begun to come out and they came out later, the Cuban
defectors. |

So, I can't -- I really can't say that (a) the
Cuban connection was ignored, because it wasn't. The
press was filled with it at the time. : ﬁb

. & ¢

The Harker interview should have been undoubtedly
given greater attention in a generalized sense; but it
was given specific attention, I was told at the time of
the Rockefeller thing.

Mr. Goldsmith. In what way was the Cuban connection
investigated? :

Mr. Rocca. I don't know. I don't know this.
That side of the report strikes me as -being inadequate.

Pl el ol ol
ea"wa%—-i‘ :
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*The following exchange between Mr. Rocca and Committee
Counsel sheds further light on the difficulties encountered
by the Agency related to its investigation of possible.
Cuban involvement in the assassination:

' Mr. Goldsmith. Earlier, when I asked you which
areas of the case received emphasis, I believe that you
indicated that on balance the primary area of emphasis
was the Soviet connection. '

- Mr. Rocca. That was certainly the one that I would
say dominated =-- looking at it from my point of view.

Mr. Goldsmith. Now, had you known about the anti-
Castro assassination plots on the part of the CIA, would
you have given more priority, more emphasis, to the ‘
possibility of a Castro conspiracy to kill the President?

Mr. Rocca. Again, I say that it would have-
simply intensified it, that there was attention given
to it, not particularly by the staff. I had no capabilities
on the Cuban side. o

The organization of their service and their

operation in Mexico was something entirely entirely (sic) ... -

within -- it was an enigma at the time. They were just
getting started. This was WH's area. This was. Win'
Scott's area of proficiency. So the defectors had only

- -begun to come out and they came out later, the Cuban
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defectors. |

So, I can't -- I really can't say that (a) the
Cuban connection was ignored, because it wasn't. The
press was filled with it at the time. - "
_ N

The Harker interview should have been undoubtedly
given greater attention in a generalized sense; but it
was given specific attention, I was told at the time of
the Rockefeller thing. '

Mr. Goldsmith. In what way was the Cuban connection
investigated? .

Mr. Rocca. I don't know. I don't know this.
That side of the report strikes me as being inadequate.
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Mr. Goldsmith. Well, when I said to what extent
was the Cuban connection investigated, I don't mean by
the Warren Commission. I mean to what extent did the
Agency provide -- '

Mr. Rocca. That I can't answer. I certainly
didn't do it.

Mr. Goldsmith. Pardon me?
Mr. Rocca. We certainly didn‘'t, in R & A.
Mr. Goldsmith. So, CI/R & A did not --

Mr. Rocca. Go into the Cuban side of it at all.
This was something left to the people who were concerned
specifically with Cuban intelligence and security operation.

Mr. Goldsmith. But I believe earlier -we
established that Mr. Helms gave orders that information
pertinent to the assassination was to go through your
office, correct?

Mr. Rocca. Yes.

Mr. Goldsmith. And once information pertinent '
to the assassination went through your office, I take (it)
you or Mr. Helms would decide what information would
be relevant for the Warren Commission to see.

Is that correct?

Mr. Rocca. Well ==

N 5t _
Mr. Goldsmith. Based upon what you knew? ¢

Mr. Rocca. Well, everything would go, ves.

Mr. Goldsmith. Therefore, yvou were in the
position, it would seem, to know what information was
- being generated in the field that was going to the
Warren Commission.

Earlier I asked you which area received emphasis
and I believe you indicated that the Soviet area (did).
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Mr. Rocca. Primarily, primarily. But I didn't
mean by that that it excluded the Cuban, because there
was a lot of material that came through and went to the
Commission that concerned the Cubans.

e e S s o e

. 'Mr. Goldsmith. Let's go off the record

\_ (Discussion off the record.) DT AR
. \\-“M—“"‘“‘"‘—”"*"“"“--a.w,___ s o . cver e vt

L R T e

—Mr. Goldsmith. ILet's continue. |

Mr. Rocca. My recollection is that at the time
the great press manifestation was that Cuban exiles who
were in touch with CIA had been somehow involved in this.
This was the great concern. '

Mr. Goldsmith. That's another possibility.
There are different =--

Mr. Rocca. Questions went down to WH: do you
have anybody who could possibly have gotten involved in
this kind of thing.

, There was extraordinary diligence, I thought,
exercised to try to clarify that side.

Mr. Goldsmith. Do you think that the possibility
of an assassinatiom plot by Castro against the President
was adequately investigated? -

{(Pause)

Mr. Rocca. With the advantages of 20-20 hind-
sight, I could say probably not. But at the time i seemns,
to me that they gave due attention to it -—- within the ¢
information that I had at my disposal.

I - .
y -CJ ¢ O<coae <
o L3
4 é; 1 **In fact, EHO spent 2 years, 8 months in the. Soviet Union
,T October 1959 - June 1962
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because the people he was in toﬁch with in
Mexico had traces, prior traces, as XGB
people. They were under consular
cover and obviously could have been
doing and were undoubtedly doing a
consular job in those earlier contacts.
(Ibid., p. 33)

However, Rocca did indicate that Cuban aspects

CIA investigation were not ignored "because

there was a lot of material that came through and

went to'the Commission that concerned the Cubans."

(Ibid., p. 44)

Mr. Helms also testified that the possibility

of Cuban involvement in President Kennedy's

assassination was a source of deep concern within the

Agency.

(Exec. Session Testimony of R. Helms, 8/9/78,

p-

Nevertheless, Mr. Helms stated that development of informa-

tion pertaining to Cuban knowledge of or participatﬁgn-o’

~in the

(Ibid.,

assassination was very difficult to-obtain.
p. 138)

Angleton was in agreement with Rocca's analysis

that during the second phase of the Agency's support

role to the Warren Commission the CIA concentrated its

resources oQgﬁggéﬁﬁé%giggfsible Soviet influence on
— 1 be
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Oswaldf piAngleton, p. 86) He stated for the record
ith iegard to the Warren Commission's investigation
(with the CIA's support) of possible Cuban involvemeht
in the assassinatién:

I personally believe that the United

States intelligence services did.not

have the capabilities to ever come to

an adjudication (of the Cuban aspect).

I don't think the capabilities were there.

HSCA™CIassified Deposition of James Angletoizj

- heas S

e
10/5/784 p. 93)
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- As noted ahové, the“CI Staff assumed responsibility
in late December 1963 - early January 1964 for thé
coordination of CIA efforts to assist the Wafren
Commission in its” investigation. At that time, Rﬁymond
Rocca, Chief of Research and Analysis for CI Staff,

was designated point of contact with the Warren

ko i
Commission. (¥ ~ A : ot es
Angieton, TO7/5/78, p. 77.) Rocca's Research and

Analysis component was concerned with:

"analytical intelligence, analytical
brainpower, which meant all source, all
overt source comprehension; a study of

cases that had ceased to occupy opera-
tional significance, that is, closed cases,
to maintain the ongoing record of overall
quality and quantity of counterintelligence
being performed by the entire DDP operational
component; ... the Deputy Director for Plan
(HSCA Classified Deposition of R. Rocca,
?717/78@7See also HSCA Classified Deposition
of James Angleton, 10/5/78, p. 77.)

Mr. Rocca testified that assassination-related
information generated by CIA components was directed
to his staff (as designated point o f contact with the

Warren Commission) in the normal flow of day to day
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HScA Class Deps ol £ .Racca 7/l '7/7?
work (¥€bid., pp. 16-17.) This information was then

0N

rev:.ewed__by Rocca or his assn.stants who J.ncluded

/_,__- :“::—:\-.-\

Thomas Hall (Sov:Let Expert) ,Gul Hartman (general
__»—‘"“/

“hean

R,

research and search man for the Uu.s.. Intelllgence

e
—

Community and its resources), and Arthur Dooley,.s’(who

o

had transferred to the CIA from the FBI & number of

years prior to the assassination) (Ibid. p. 17.) §
During - the course of the~Warr§p Commission investi-

gation, ;Iall Hartman and Dooley \v}orked with those ' . ' %
CIAa lelSlans producing substantive information -;?

related to the assassination. (Ibid.)

Mr. Rocca testified that even though
CI/R&A was th‘e Agency's point of reference with regard
to the Warren Commission, neither his staff nor the
CI staff in general displaced the direct relations of

Mr. Helms or any other concerned Agency official with

[4
the Warren Commission. (Ibid.; Rocca testified that%neiﬁher

CI Staff nor his staff displaced the CIA's Soviet

————

Division (represented by David Murphy, Chief of the

*
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e

SR division and his assistant, Téhnant Bagley) 4in
\\._____..-—--”/
its contact with the Commission; nor did CI/R&A

displace John Scelso in his contact with the Warren

Commission.) Rocca testified that in some instances
J. Lee Rankin of the Warren Commission would go directly
to Helms with requests, and in other instances David

Slawson, a Commission Staff counsel, conferred directly

with{Tom Hall\bf Rocca's staff. (Ibid. p. 36.)*
= - ,

The record reveals that on certain issues of
particular sensitivity Rocca was not permitted to act
as the Agency's point of contact with the Warren Commission.
He testified that "compartmentalization was observed
notwithstanding the fact that I was the working level

point of contact." (HSCA Classified Deposition of Raymond

* Although James Angleton functioned as Rocca's direct
superior during the course of the Warren Commission

; ; . , -he _ s
investigation, he did not participate on a reqular

basis in the Agency's efforts to supply substantivg§ o ! . 2
information to the Warren Commission nor did he dea 14

on a direct basis with Warren Commission representa-
tives. (excepting Allen Dulles on an unofficial basis;
‘HSCA Classified Deposition of Raymond Rocca,78/17/78,
p. 17-18; HSCA Classified Deposition of James Angleton,
10/5/78, p. 78.) However, Angleton testified to this
Committee that he did attempt to keep apprised of
developments as the investigation progressed through
consultation with Rocca. (HSCaA Classified Deposition of
James Angleton, 10/5/78, p. 81)
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Rocca,&g;l7/78, o 18) Rocca cited by way of example ég
the case of the Sbviét defector Nosenko. Rocca - gg
testified that he did not attend any of the Agency . |
discussions: pertaining to Nosenkd's case (Ibid.)
Rather, (as it éffected the Warren Commission investi- gg
gation)‘responsibility for the Nosenko case was

assigned to anIé Murphy, Chief of SR Division, in oo

S ) ‘ ;
addition to Ridhard-melms.(Tbid) | SR ¢

Rocca described the CI staff mail intercept program,

5

O

about which he had no knowledge nor input vis a vis

the Agency's support role to the Warren Commission.

(Ibid., pp. 19-20.) Rather, Uémés'Ang;eton and Birch

3,

S

O'Neal handled the disposition of this particular
material (HSCA Classified Deposition of J. Scelso,

5/16/78, p. 113, wherein Scelso states that CI Staff

£
%.

& ' *

7

including 0'Neal, yas. repository of HTLINGUAL intercepts;
ook see NSCA Class Dep. o€ Birch O'net ,'—z(:zo(vzslfjsz-_-s‘t
hertin BOlaenl STodes dhat Ax dik mot Kaedd Wl hetdar
Warrcen Gmmi-ssion had: know (a&zgg o€ e PBTLINSIM L
Proaram bRcause & was not A (‘efﬁafﬂslb;‘lg o providd
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In summary, it was Rocca's testimony that an internally
decentralized information-reporting function best
charaéterized'the organization of thié second phase
of the Agency's invéstigative efforﬁs ﬁo assist. |

o 1+(c{-‘f¢/¢q;'7>ffw aF gt#;f”?“—"/.'?[/?/?s
the Warren Commission. (¥bid., p. 10; HSCA Classified
Deposition of James Angleton, 10/5/78, p. 75, 80.

See also CIA Doc. Rocca Memo -for Reqord, 1 April 1975,
Subject: Conversation with David W. Belin, April 1, | .
"IQZﬂC wherein it is stated that Helms remained senior
official in charge.of the overall investigation,

with CI staff acting as a coordinator and repository

of information collected.)
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A.Opinions of Warren Comm15510n and CIA Representatives

Regardlng Warren Commission-CIA Relationship

The Committee has contacted both representatives of
the Warren Commission staff and those'representatives of
the CIA who played significant roles in providing CIA-~
generated information to the Warren Commission. The
general cansensus of these representatives is that the
Warren Commission and the CIA enjoyed a su¢cessful
working relationship during the course of theVCommission's
investigation. (HSCA Class. Depo. of R. Rocca 7/17/78,

P. 18) (See also Exec. Sess. Test. of Richard Helms,
8/9/78, EF?24,) William Coleman, a senior staff counsel
for the Warren Commission who worked closely with Warren
Commission staff counsel W. David Slawson on matters
which utilized the CIA's resources, characterized
the CIA representatives with whom he dealt as

highly competent, cooperative, and intelligent. i B ’
{(See HSCA staff interview of William Coleman,

8/2/78.) Mr. Slawson expressed a similar opinion

regarding the Agency's cooperation and quality

0006238
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of work. (Executive Session Testimony of W.
, David- slawson, 11/15/77, p. 17;see also JFK
Exhibit 23.)
J. Lee Rankin, General Counsel for the
;; Warren Commission, testified that the Warren
Commission and its staff were assured Sy the CIA
e that the Agency would cooperate in the Commission's
. workf#k(HSCA Class. Depo. of J. Lee Rankin,
. 8/7/78, p.4; HSCA Class. Depo. of John»McCone,
8/17/78, p. 9)

John McCone, Director bf Central Intelligence
at the time of President Rennedy's assassination
and during the Warren Commission investigation,
supported Mr. Rankin's testimony in this regard
by characterizing the CIA's work vis—a-vis
the Warren Commission as both responsiYe and
comprehensive. (HSCA Class. Dépo. of john

McCone, 8/17/78, pP. 5) Mr. McCone was responsible

for ensuring that all relevant matters were
U )
) . A /%1"’; Q,&. I3
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conveyed by the CIA to the Warren Commission.
(Ibid., pp. 5-6) In this regard, Mr. McCone
testified that:

The policy of the CIA was to give the Warren
Commission everything that we had. T
personally asked Chief Justice Warren to

come to my office and took him down to the
vault of our building where our information is
microfilmed and stored and showed him the
procedures that we were following and the
extent to which we were giving him -- giving
his staff everything that we had, and I think
he was quite satisfied. (Ibid., P. 9)

v as o - smegssed, +nellA policy Oz nof to
Howevc, 25 Sl subscquentty be l::?;ic ) -@P"‘\';i.;“ gy @ir?t;r\(o_mmfs&“\ s
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V'Ai Materials Be Made Promptly Available By
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N CIA To Warren Commission

Mr. Ravmond Rocca, - t~o ﬁnafmingile‘uwgngﬁeﬁrvr~df cih
.9 : s -
"ralxt-:»« YL AR . . s : :
AT the Warren Commission investigation,

-characterized the Agency's role as one of

2 e -

full support to the Warren Commission. Mr.

Rocca, who served as the Chief of the Research and

899030
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Analysis Divison for the Counter-Intelligence
Staff of the CIA, stated under ocath that
Richard Helms had given the following"

directive:

. & an '}'/\l
..(zhl material bearing lﬁ—aﬁ§%wayﬁ€%at

could be of assistance to the

Warren Commission should be seen by Clﬁf

staff and R anﬂ A and marked for us
L issued very, very strictly worded
'~ indicatiocns -~ they were verbal in so
far as I know -- that we were to leave no
stone unturned.
(HSCA Class. Depo. of Raymond Rocca,
7/17/78 . 24)

Qirssificeiion, _ Seesar.
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orders were fo&ioweé to éhe leéﬂgg gy all CIA employees.

(Ibid. p. 24.) Mr. Rocca. concluded that on this bagis:
”Eﬁg CIA was to turn over and to develophany information
bearing on the assasSinatién that could be of assiétance
to the Warren Commission." (Ibid., p. 26.) |
A different view of the CIA's role régarding the
supply of CIA's information to the Warren Commission was
propounded by Riqhard,Helms. Mr. Helms, who served as

the CIA's Deputy Director for Plans during the Warren

Commission lnvestlgatlon/was dlrectly responSLble for the

CIA's investigation of President Kennedy's assaSSLnatlontindffhe
25 batrlishmeaX o f ClA peliey vida (o Vha Warcen Commission,

(Ibid., p. 23.) He testified to the Committee that the

CIA made every effort to be as responsive as possible to

Warren' Commission requests. (Exec. Sess. Text. of Richard

Heims, 8/9/78, p. 10.) Mr. Helms z2dded further testimony

regarding the manner in which the CIA provided its infor-
mation to the Warren Commission. He stated:

An inquiry would come over (from the Warren Com-
mission). We would attempt to respond to it.
But these inquiries came in individual bits angg
pieces or as individual items...Each individual
item that came along we took care of as best we
could. (Ibid., pp. 10-11l.)

However, it was Mr. Helms' recollection that the CIA

provided information to the Warren Commission primarily

v e g e W L
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oath he supported this pProposition:

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

Mr. Helus: That is correct.

I want to modify that by saying that
memory is fallable. There may have been
times or circumstances under which some-

* thing different might have occured, but
My recollection is that we were attempting
to be-responsive and supportive to the
. FBI and the Warren Commission. When
P they asked for something we gave it to
‘ -them. : C

o : _ As far as our volunteering information
. W is concerned, I have no recollection of
‘ ' whether we volunteered it or not.

' AN (Ibid., p. 34.)

Mr. Hélms'vcharacterization of fulfilling Warren

. " by Cagh .
Commission ragquests on a casgzba51s rather than uniformly

‘volunteering relevant irnformation to the Warren Commission

G R | i N - N N 7 N 5

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

-of the CIA's investigative responsibility. Mr. Rankin was )

asked by Committee Counsel whether he worked under the . §§
2 T

impression that the Agency's responsibility was simply to

respond to questions that were addressed to CIA by the

Warren Commission. In response, Mr. Rankin testified as

follows:

w.-i\ e,

Not at all and if anybody had told me that T
would have insisted that the Commission com-—
municate with the President and get.a different

I 2 “ ni th i
grrange@&tsﬁfﬁaﬁsnge might not ask e right

RN
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questions and then we would not have the ’

information and that would be absurd.

(ESCA Class. Depo. of J. Lee Rankin,

8/17/78, p. 4)

Mr. Slawson added support to Rankin's position
testifying that Warren Commission requests to the CIA
were rarely spécific. "The request was made initially
that they give us all information pertinent to the

assassination investigation." (Exec. Sess. Test. of

W. David Slawson, 11/15/77, p. 29)

- A - - e T, .
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97 unfortunate consequence: of LInen Lominiviion ~eliame on
+h2CLA 4o ?fund.e $ra CLammission o tth ol reic tant
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the subsequent exposure of the CIA's anti-Castro
assassination plots /{SSC Book V) see also(Alleged

Assassination Plots Involving Foreign Leaders, Interim

‘ . - . R -t e
v : Report, SSC, ll/20/7517l Paragestreatiyreven—tf=~the ¢
The recordk revend s hast ffe

prots,, $se CIA's point of contact with the Warren

SN Commission weudd-—apet—havewpeen-—able—to—provideathe.,
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MIr=ROCCA's testimony r&Evexls, 4= had no

knowledge at the time of the Warren Commission ’
investigation of Agency efforts to assassinate
Fidel Castro. (HSCA Class. Depo. of Raymond
Rocca, 7/17/78, p. 50)%7 secp 36
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1

rren Comm;;smdﬁfg;gg,reqﬁggzgd by the

c°A/ﬁ;jigﬂf:::fggg;xcH’zgg#report o 7';;2fiﬁ%fi _
EE; ti-Castfro assass%gatlon erations, Rocca's
t/ion. (z-{.,p. soT™

S Rl |ding [ £ sﬁg’/ -
. o stantive informa-
also

efforts would have produ
The record @@é&(%aﬁzaj$ that the CIA desk

officer who was initially given the responsibility
by Mr. Helms to investigate L Lee Harvey
Oswald, and the assassination of President Kennedy

had no knowledge of such plots during his investi-

d}kbcatlon. HS Class. Depo. of John Scelso, 5/16/78,
jHRr{4F DO theeqard to the MMLASH oaoret /o
PP. 73, EE—-HI2}A Mr. Scelso testified that had he

known of such assassination plots the following

action would have been taken:

“we would have gone at that hot and heavy.

4 We would have queried the agent (AMLASH)
o . about it in great detail. I would have
. had hin polygraphed by the best operative
security had to see if he had (sic) Heen
a double~agent, informing Castro about B .
our poison pen things, and so on. I
~would have had all our Cuban sources. )
queried about it." (Ibid., p. 166) 9133{)3

e

L3

As the record reflects, these plots were known

by few within the CIA. Mr. Helms' testimony regarding

5 EQ\,(_,.‘_ “-C‘:‘\‘ ;-ﬁe& L\Cu)u.5 nedt A .._?ofn"r M-i-ou{.n-erqugjﬁa,,; r(‘ui"w\"i’a‘-lﬂ'k

Aukisa ?{a ls '..)“AQ{‘C&K*’" MW{N‘“"‘ rite be q s wSA Ry; 0TS HNo u-z!“tus"‘“! Chain &
cammqu«Nm Waard awst Tk LR i inTe st (Foid 2ai)

Sees e e pou —

Classification: ==~~~ e
*See also HSCA Classified Deposition of James Ancleton, lo/ 778, ;
pp .29 %7wherein Angleton states{’f\;f\‘ nedad ”Téfby @ﬁuﬁm
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these plots reveals that the Agency compromlsedm4¥“LP°htg ot
1¥s Pivector
,Lts:pxcmxse to supply all relevant lnformatlon to -

See sattmentet Jonn /Vh..to(\ s P loa,ner*em )
the Warren Commission. The following exchange

betweenlCQmmittee Counsel and Mr. Helms illustrates

S PPN

the jextent . . !of the Agency s compromlse-_

Mr. Goldsmith: Mx. Helms, I take it from your
testimony that your position is
that the anti-Castro plots, in
fact, were relevant to the
Warren Commission's work; and,
in light of that, the Committee
would like ta be informed as to
why the Warren Commission was
not told by you of the anti-

Castro assassination plots.

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

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

Is that not true?

Mr. Helms: Yes, but how do you know they did o
- not know about it? How do you
know Mr. Dulles had not told th o
How was I to know that? And bestHes?
I was not the Director of the Agency
and in the CIA, you did not go
traipsing around to the Warren Com-
mission or to Congressional Committees
or to anyplace else without the
Director ‘s permission.

¢ #

Mr. Goldsmith: Did vou ever discuss with the Director
whether tne Warren Commission
should be informed of the anti-Castro
assassination vlots?
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Mr. Helms: I did not, as far as I recall.
(HSCA Exec. Sess. Test. of Richard .
Helms, 8/9/78, pp. 30-31.%, emphasis
added o

)

Mr. McCone testifed that he first became aware

of the CIA's anti-Castro assassination plots
.involving CIA-Mafia ties during August 1963. He
stated that upon leafning of these plots he directed
that the. Agency cease all such activities. (HSCA

Class. Depc; of John McCone, 8/17/78, p. 13)

When asked whether the CIAAdesired to withold informa-

tion from the. Warren Commission about the Agency anti-

Castro assassination plots to avoid embarrassing the
Agency or causing an international crises he gave

the following response:

NGRS,

"I cannot answer that since they (CIA
employees knowledgeable of the
continuance of such plots) withheld
the information from.me. I cannot
answer that question. I have never .
been satisfied as to why they with-
held the information from me. {Ibid.,
p- 16)

N

¢ @

S

Regarding the relevancy of such plots to éﬁ% &

Warren Commission's work, Warren Commission counsels '

AN,

,‘Eaggkiﬁj Slawson and Spegtqr'were in agraement that

such information should have been reported to the

NG

.
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(This form ! @ 9@801 &@C{:ﬁge&hkk\ ?/ 1'7/7?},

from CIA-——contr nfs )
Warren Commission. (Ehec. Sess. Test. of W.

David Slawson, 11/15/77, p. 27; Exec. Sess. Test.
of Arlen Spector 11/8/77, pp. 45-46; CF, Exec.
Sess. Test..of_Wesley Liebeler, 11/15/77, p. 711
where he states tﬁat possible witholding of
information by CIA about Agency attempts to
assassinate Castro did not significantly affect
Warren Commissionfinvesﬁigation)
jkm&rthe~€%k¢s—pefspeetiuafMr. Rocca
testified that had he known of the anti-Castro
assassination plots his efforts to explore the
-possibiliﬁy of a retaliatory assassination against
- President Kennedy by Castfo wéﬁld have been intensi-
fied. He stated that:A ﬁ a conoletely different
’?procedural approach probably would and should hav
been taken.” (HSCA Class. Depo. of Raymond Rocca
7/17/78, p. 45) |
John Scelso, the above-cited CIA desk officer
who ran the CIA's initial inves ;igation of President
Rennedy's assassmnatlonfgntll that respgn51bllle
was given to the CIAa's counterintelligence staff,

offered a highly critical appraisal of Helms'

non-disclosure to the Warren Commission:
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-Mr. Scelso:

of information;
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Classification:

(This form is to be used for material extracted
from ClA—controlled documents.)

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

No, I think that was a morally

highly reprehensible act, which gt

he cannot DOSSlbly justify gnder!

his oath of office, or any
other standard of professional

public service. (HSCA Class.

-Depo. of John Scelso, 5/16/78)

! J‘d ﬁ(s:':a_anjibf‘Al‘i‘l‘*s

. "= . Agency Gemeern for the Sanctity |

of Sensitive Sources and Methods - Factors Affecting

' CIA Resporse to Warren Commission Requests

The length of time required by the CIA to

respond to the Warren Commission's requests for-

information was depéndent upon 1) the availability

2) the complexity of the issués

presented by the request and 3) the extent to which

the relevant information touched upon sensitive

CIa

sources and methods. On the first two points, M@ &

Helms testified that when CI2A had been able to

satisfy a Commission request, the CIA would then send

a reply back:

"and some of tHese inquiries obviously
took longer than others. '
For example, some might involve

o o~ N L o
PO AJ
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checklng a file which was in Washington.
Other inquiries might involve trylng to
. see if we could locate somebody in some
overseas country.

Obviously, one takes longer to per-
form than the other. (Exec. Sess. Test.
of Richard Helms, 8/9/78, p. 25)

(’

Sy

A

el 7 .
es the/Cfils coricern for protécting its

-
&

3 < triedis o
n te/e;perlence greater diffiedlty i

getting re;é@ant inform tion than when' e protec-—

tion such souxeés and methods w not at issue.

J. Lee Rankin expressed the opinion that the Agency's

effort to procect its sensitive sources~and e\pods,elrfunUAf(

witn Njox‘:x Yo CiAswrLi{lance aprcke sy Mekico L
1% . affectthe quality of the information to whlch

- el A ) '
ces an@;mgzg;ds, caused the Wgrfén g§

"*:&'— s

the Warren Commission and its staff were given §

access. (HSCA Class. Depo. of J. Lee Rankln 8/_2/78
[ &

g,‘T:
'2-" s foe P/o:i/cés £ ?;ff’-‘g\‘fﬁid
22) As a result o; éhe-eéA S concern, in some instances £
the Agency B i S e AN M 13 0 Bt T 9 | ~ “]” M/L(j g
@‘% [ Yealt kTN L \

limi cce “ﬂaterlals v the Commission. N\ bu\\ Q .
lm’)\n \?LQ = "’/ és
. {{HSCA ass. Depo. of John Scelso, 5/16/7 15@3 . L&

. ) ‘, &

€ L&t-d
The Committee has identified two areas of

concern in which the Agency's desire to protect its ﬁ

Corvp((dﬁdaQ¢ TN
sensitive sources and methoas ixpesgeds the Warren

Commission's investigation. These are:

G

.

- FE o
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1) Witholding information from the Warrcn
SN

A
Commission - . pertaifiing/to the—phote-
susveitlance [a‘nd “telephonic’survetllance J
operations of the CIA's Mexico City station

2) As a related consideration, the Agency's

now referred to as that of the "Mexico

Surycill ance Oﬁéﬁﬁ}w\s. o —_—
Q1A'S T nitiak Concern For Begeal ot

PENBATI Sour EY Srdh'Metrrails

The CIA's concern for revealing the existence

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

Mr. Scelso commented that "we were not authorized

(Ibid., p. 158) But Scelso did testify that:

. , , b/;éb ((
"We were going to give them intelligence '1ww'"
- N f‘ﬁ reports which derived from all our sources kwj:‘
A N7 G{( including technical sources, including t:he"6 04 i
o X Q 2\ <‘5> Ete‘lephdri'e";‘éiht'erc'ept ;End the information s
N 0},«" gotten from the interrogation of Silvia
4}<l 0 Duran, for example, which corresponded
~ @ almost exactly with the information from
C the telephone ‘intercepts J

ﬁ ) at first to reveal all our technical operations."

Mr. Scelsco's characterization is supported by

examination of the background to the first major CIA

report furnished the Warren Commission regarding

?J Classification: e s e

reticence to reveal the origin of the photograph

g
(
f

City Mystery Man® developed logHyQak MexiaCity phato -

g
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A,

T 000642 §

Classified by derivation: ______
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from ClA—controlled documents.)
Lee Harvey Oswald's trip to Mex1co City. (CIAa

Doc. FOIA “F509- -803,1/31/647-Menorandut=for—J.- 66&,1 of

M

Lee “Ranikin from Richard Helms) Much of the
information provided to the Warren Commission
in this-xreport was based upon sensitive sources
and methods; identification of which had been
deleted completely from the report.

The CIA policy limiting Warren Commission
knowledge of CIA sources and methods was articu-
lated as early as December 20, 1963, at which
time a cable was.sent from CIA headguarters to
the ngiéé City Station which stated:

. Our present plan in vassing information
. “Eothe~Wdfren Commission~is to eliminate
mention of[telephone tapsa in order to
- protect - your contrnulng“ébs. Will rely

“instead on statements of Silvia Duran

and on contents of Soviet Consular file

__ which Soviets gavej Q 3
#420-757, 12/20/63, Dit 90466)

The basic-policy erticulated in the December

20, 1963 cableAis also set forth: in a CIA memorarim ¢
7 of December l;fKI;ES(;; it Specificaily concerned '

‘the CiA's.relations.wigh”the,EBIV

(CIA Memorandum
I//‘

for File, 12/20/63, iBirch O0'Neal, included.in w1th Soft
w e .

file materials) 1In that memoranddﬁj Birch O'Neal

A
T - -
=, —

of the CIA Counterintelligence/Special Investigations

Group S%gfb WL O, that he had been advisad by Sam
Classx ication:
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: ' Classification: ___ Sl
(This form is to be used for' material extracted
Papich, FBfoth A sannttdled decudiEats.) that the FBI was
anticipating a request from the Warren Commission
for coples of the FBI's materials whlch supported

oxr comprlmented the FBI's flve volume report of

December 9, 1963 that had been- subnltted to the

Warren Commission. Papich provided O Veal\ulth

CRURe

this report which indicated that somglUnited

\.\"
T

States Agency wasftapplng telephones ln Mexlco ~

-and asked him whether the FBI could supply the

Warren Commission with the sourcE:of the:telephone

(e TN

[+]

o taps O'Neals memorandum shows that he discussed
@ ps/] oleals x

this matter with Scelso. After a discussion

N OEm  SED.

with Helms, Scelso was directed by Helms to prepare
CIA material to be passed to the Warren Commission.

;’O’ﬁeel wrote:
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He (Scelso) was quite sure it was not
.the Agency's desire to make available
to the Commission at least in this
manner--via the FBI-sensitive informa-
tion-which could relate to[telephone
taps,] (CIA Memo for File, 12/20/63, by )
.Birch™\O'Neal,) included in _.Soft File materials)*
v 7 :

O R, Wb
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* The opinion expressed by Scelso as of December

20, 1963 was set forth on January 14, 1964 in a
formalized fashion,” (s’hen Helms expressed his
concern regarding exposure by the FBI of Agency
sources to the Warren Commission. Helms wrote
that the CIA had become aware that the FBI had
already: - :

called to the attention of the

Commission, through its attorney,
>\ that we have information [{as deter-
\ mined from Agency sourcesu coinciding ;
A with the€ date’when Oswald was in Mexico
— . City and which may have some bearing
o on his activities while in that area.

. (CIA dissemination to FBI, 1/14/64,

3 .o'S. _  CIA % CSCI=3/779/510. foia 4iu-(a\

D, . WD e,

- 7 Mr. Helms further indicated that the CIA might
be called upon to provide additional information
acquired from checks of CIA records and agency
sources. He suggested that certain policies be
employed to enable CIA to work cooperatively

with the Commission in a manner which would e e
protect CIA information, sources and methods.
Among the policies articulated were two which
Helms claimed would enable the Agency to control

L,

®
i,

the flow of Agency originated information. 1In %

this way the CIA could check the possibility of ¥

revealing its sources and methods inadvertantly.

The policies articulated were: ,
&
=
-

003645
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The CIA policy of eliminating reference to Agency

sensitive sources and methods is further revealed

by examination of an Agency cable, dated January 29,

1964, sent from CIA Headquarters to the CIA Mexico

" P N

IL ‘ . . - ’ t -\\ .
(@ ©'7 city Station. (CIA Doc. FOIR #398-204, 1/29/6477"

\
~.

"DIR 97829) This cable indicated that knowledge of

Agency sources”’and techniques was still being with-

held from the Warren Commission, and stated that on

Saturday, February 1, 1964, the CIA was to present

‘a report on Oswald's Mexico City activities to the

Warren Commission which would be in a form

protective of the CIA's Mexico City Station's

sources and techniques

(Footnote cont'd from pg. 23.)

(Ibid.)

1) Your Bureau not disseminate information re-—

ceived from this Agency without prior concugg R
. 4 o. k-4
rence '
2) In instances in which this Agency has provided

information to your Bureau and you consider
that information is pertinent to the Commission's

KN - - . " .

am>°k» interest, and/or compl%hents {sic¥ or otherwise e

is pertinent to information developed or

received by your Bureau througa other sources

and is being provided by you to the Comm

you refer the Commission to t+his Agency. In
such cases it will be appreciated if you will
advise us of such referral in order that we

L °k- antic
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Pt arie 4 ST P
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ate.the
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ossible
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meeting its needs. (Ibid. Ydctrenm
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Teléphone Taps
7 Mr. Helms offered testimony regarding the CIA's

reticence to inform the Warren Commission, at least

) during. the initial stage of the Commission's work,
phuetutelit=datat Al ke SO

of the CIA’S[Eglgphdnic~anélphoto surveillance

} operations in Mexico City.

/ : B .
The reason for the sensitivity of these
[teleohone tag’s‘j and purveillance was not

‘i only oec% Ase it wag sensitive from the
Agency's -standpoint, but the[telephone

/ taps were[ 516‘

_:]and therefore,

; if this had become public !} nowledge,

1 it would have caused very bad feelings

} ' betweentMexicéﬁand the United States,

' and that was the reason. (Exec. Sess. :

Test. of Richard Helms, 8/9/78, pp. 51-52)

e oy The/fip s/ﬂ/hllllngness to inform the Warren

/ B -
- . ! / _{ . - . .
- A, Comml on r he rly stages of its—investigation

e

™

tne abov“,déscrlbed s%jzii}lence opgrét*cns lS

K

3 '

] 4
A / / // e
‘ a source, -0f copcern tq/;hws Commlttee. ItylS

It

t /:) .
E 1nd~cat1ve B5f an. Agency po11cy deSLgned to skew
A e
7 : iﬁ/i;§/€évor tH:/form,and sub%;;néé of 1nformatu‘p > .
, //’ Ve .
y the CIA félt unco r‘ortabl‘ >fovwiding the Warren
n Scelso,

é | CommiSsion. (HSCA Class..bepo;{i:/gp
5/6/78, p. 158) Thi proceii/, ght well have
’ g
- o~

hampered the Commission's ability to-proceed in
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As noted prev1ously, on January 31, 1964,

the CIA provided the Warren Commlsswon with a

R,

memorandum that chronicled Lee Harvey Oswald's

(‘[’L.»uﬁ/\ (el A
Mexico City visit during September 26 1963 = Suih s, =, W‘/‘S §

ﬁ(cm Doc. FOIA #509-803 1/31/64 720 f;;,,{_—g‘;“,,( .-
October 3, 1953_ That -memorand : not mentlonpn S etdl 5 fn

{7 _,~<~ — sy

SR e 2

that Oswald® s various conversations. w1th the. Cuban IR STLY

s
S

and Soviet Embassy/Consulates had been{tapped and %
by<dnan;ncy s Mexico City Sta ~
subsequently]transcrlbed. Furthermore, that memo-

W

randum did not mention that the CIA had[fapped
aantranscribed conversations between Cuban Embassy o

employee'Sylvia Duran and Soviet officials at the

Soviet nmbassy/Consulategzég,wé/’ ef:zgg,made of (dbﬁjé;%p

the conversatighs betwee s1dent,Dortlcos %
and C an»Ambéssado to Mexito Armas whlch the CIA 5:

. aﬁ/// N gﬁ«——s
- ha dlsortapmed ano.] tr SCrle.Cl/ : g‘i
lu‘Azitw_ }‘:é;
On cebrua 141964, Helms appeared before the ¥

Y™ ety }\M%

Cormmission and kke?y discussed the memorandum of = &
January 31, 1964. (CIA Doc. FOIA #498-204, 1/29884, o * =+ %;

DIR 97829) On February 10, 1964, J. Lee Rankin wrote
Helms in regard to the CIA memorandum of January 31. %
. 4

(JFK Doc. No. 3872 y A review of Rankin's letter

&
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: ~ .
‘ indicates that as of his writing, the Warren J 4

COmmlSSlOn had no substantlve knowledge of[%he 2r¢& \ t?ﬂ‘
CA

e — o

ltelephonlc survelllancéhpperatron or- the production
L.eiilthe tapes and transcrlpts(:%rom that operatioEZI
Rankin inquired in the February 10,.1964 letter
whether Oswald's direct communication:with employees.'{?(}‘\'k ~

of the Soviet Embassy (as stated in Paragraph 1 \Li’ﬁ o

of January 31 memorandum) had been fac1lltated by v _:;é%x;u»

J"Yf\
yutelephone or 1nterv1ew Manifestly, hadthe Warren

Commission been informed of the[telephonlc
sufvéillancé]qperatlon and -its success lpE%appingJ
Oswald this inguiry by Rankin would not have been
made.

~Raymond Rocca's testimony Lends to support
this LOnCIUSlQn; It was Rocca's recollectmon that
-between the tlme»period of January 1964 - April 1964,

Warren Commission's representatives had visited the

CIA's headquarters in Langley, Virginia and had &g o

been shown various transcrlpts resulting fro{:the

o
iy

LSIA S telephonlc survelllance ‘operations in Mexico
City. (HSCA Class. Depo. of Raymond Rocca, 7/17/78,

p. 89) However, Mr. Rocca did not personally make
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this material available to Commission representa-—
tives and was not ableoto state under oath

precisely the point in time at which the Warren
Commission first learned of these operations.A(Ibid.)

On February 19, 1964 the CIA responded to

(e P 384, For Ala. S SB-Fa5 4

Rankin's inqﬁiry of february 10. The Agency
response did indicate that Oswald had phoned the
Soviet Consulate and was also interviewed at the
Consulate. However, the Agency " neither revealed
the source of this information in its response to
the Commission nor indicated that this source

Would be revealed by other means (e.g. by oral
briefing). ;(Ibidr)

Warren Commission Knowledde ci[CIA Telephonic Surveillance]
During the period of March - April 1964,
David Slawson drafted a series of memoranda which

among other issues «<oncerned Warren Commission k- o ¢

ledge of and access to the production;ggﬁerial

.

A ) o : -
derived from thé(CIA telephonic surveillance]operations
in Mexico City. A review of these memoranda tends
to support the Committee's belief that the Warren

Commission, through Mssrs. Slawson, Coleman, and
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from ClA—controlled documents.)
surveillance]materlals until April 9, 1964. On

QRN

that date, Coleman, Slawson and Wlllens met—with

Wln SCOtL, the CIA's Chlef of Statlon in Wex1co \

S~

City, who provided them w1th ‘various . transcrlpts

and translatlons[derlved froﬁICIA;jeiephone Ret: peT }

of the Cuban and Soviet Embassy/

AR

(Slawson

Memorandum“of\éFril 22, 1964, Subject: Trip to
\Mexico- City P 213

.
~.,

g, NV

.Prior-tSprril 9,it appears doubtful that
N the Commission had been~gi§en.even pertial access
to the referenced material. Nevertheless, by March
12, 1964, the record indicates that the Warren

Comm1s310n had at- least becowe*aware thatfthe CIia

dld ma1nta11 telephonlc surve11lance]of the Cuban

N G

Embaqu/Consulate;~ (Slaw"on memorandum, March 12,

&
_1964 Subj. meetlng with CIA representatlves).. 5
Slawson's memorandun of March 12 reveals that. the Warren 4
\CommlSSlOn had learned that the CIA possessed tradg , ¢ - §
scripts of conversations between the Cuban Ambassador
\-!Ji\ l‘-~. £
@ ol to Mexico, Armas, and the Cuban President Dortico The =
2
Dorticos-Armas conversations, requested by the Warren
i~the
L h hakb&in sammariad 10 R y &
e / emaf‘*"‘“"‘”’" ' =3 //2//"“/ 7
c/A 5Jknw.&F-43 Hy et A (‘11‘5‘ 50?,3 }/,
D(\C;é(f\\ OSU‘)GU"" LAZ Io‘ﬂ

o h”4,ﬁ/%cmca CCQ1> gsrw_i &
3 o fu Jh- P _1_‘
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- from ClA—controlled docun@ig}’”‘mﬂ{h—
CommLSSLOn representatives at rn;u4u:;; with
CIA officials, including Richard Helms,.concerned
Silvia Duran's arrest and interrogation by the
Mexican ?ederal Police. (Slawson Memorandum of
April 22, 1964, pp. 3, 19, 45-46) Helms responded
to the Commission's request for access, stating
that he would attempt to arrange for the Warren
Commission's representatives to review this material.
(Slawson Memorandum of March 12, 1964, p. 6)

Another Slawson memorandum, dated Marcﬁ 25,
1964 céncefned Oswald's trip to Mexico. In that memo
Slawson wrote that the tentative cbnclﬁsions
he had reached concerning Oswald's Mexico trip,
were derived from CIA memoranda of January 31, 1064

andé February 19 1964, (Slawson Memo andum of March

25; 1964, p. 20) and, in addition, a Mexican federal

police summary of interrogations

. S,(,KVMM ﬁx;’n ¥
after the assassination{with . - TE i o

-

. .- T ) 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, an employee of the Cuban
Consulate in Mexico City, and is there-

- fore only as accurate as Mrs. Duran's
testimony to the police. (Ibid.)
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These comments indicate that Slawson placed

gqualified reliance upon the Mexican police summary.

:’ J (L’

Moreover, there is no indication that Slawson had

been prov:.ded the Durgn[telephonic-in’tercept] tran—-
scripﬁs. In fact, bynczfﬁﬁé”bf Slawson's comments
concerning the Mexican.police report, it would

appear that the Warren Commission, as of March 25,
had been provided-little substantive information
pertaining to Silvia Duran. As Slawson reveals,

the Commission had been forced to rely upon the two
memoranda that did not make reference to the surveil-
lance operations, and a summary report issued by

the Mexicén Federal Police. Thus, the Agency had

w . . P(a.{udﬂel

ST T L for over three months z— . = exposing

. T S " e dush m;d..;p@l{;?ls
the surveillance operations tc thefAreview of the

concerned Warren Commission staff members. As was

: 3
stated in the~CIA cable of December 20, 1964 to its

Mexico City Station: o [ TIPS

Our present plan in passing information
to the Warren Commission is to eliminate
mention of&telephonevtaps, in order to
protect yo

rely instead on statements of Silvia o
Duran and on contents of t cohsular
file which Soviets gayge ODAgiggpere.
(CIA Doc. FOIA £#420-7ST—pec. . 19@4

CIA Deed b= DIR 90466)
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The Committee's belief that Slawson had +
[4{‘{?1\44«5 v e2@ ]
not been glven access to the Duranftranscrlpts is
further supported by reference to his memorandum

f\A;‘g of March 27, 1964 (@P=%%% wherein he states his

concluSLOn that Oswald had visited the Cuban
I N R L
o Embassy or three occasions. (Ibid, p. 2) This
again .
conclusion, he wrote,was based upon an analysis of

Silvia Duran's testimony before the Mexican police.

This memorandum bears no indication that he had

reviewed any of the Duran transcrlpts;////;thermore,
' i 5 transcrlpﬁs,

| lnto,ﬁis anaiYSLS and accoriingly noted Ffor thls”//
fflpurpose. His anal¥§;§/;;;id have/ﬁZZiectea he fact

of‘ hlS review either by lts, orroboratlon or

Cr;thlsm of’the above crted Mex1can-pollce Summary report.

Logical

. acceS8s to the{C

(/

amblgultles For~ example, oy Septembers27, at 4:05 p.m.
(‘

e

> ya
T &
(Slaw§9n Memorandum of Apr{i 21, 1964, sSubj: LInéé\pepts
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AR,

stated thac

ntly at th

Cuban Embii? requedting an jf-transit vidit to

‘ed by CIk'analysts

at ll: Sffa m. .

,ov1et Consulfate stat;ng tﬁgx

Cuba. T s Amer'can was 1 ter determi

' to be QSwald. /Again on :éptember 2

Duran® telephoned the’
.'} f

an American, subse

ently 1dei;}rled by @IA anﬁlysts

as Oswadd was at ége Cuban Embassy (rbida. B. 4)
7 ,f Corrotprading s Nalas visitsitotia C.J-’)unsmoﬂisy

Had thisfinforgét;on“been ndde avalllee to!Slawson,

‘«Eﬁ%_

his calculations of Oswald's activifﬁies in Mexico g

City would have been mor‘ firmly established than 4

e etieced o RES EMD Atk _

they were as”®of March 27, 1964. %

The record supports the Committee's finding 5;

that as of April 2, 1964 the Warren Comnission had &

SEiLl mofk been given access to e

serigs[of{%elephonlc intercepts ¢ T memorandun of ..

that date by Coleman and Slawson, E posed one .gé
question to the CIA and made tgo-réquestsfor informatién

from the Agency. (Slawson - Coleman Memorandum Ofﬁg o ) gg

April 2, 1964, Subj: Questions Raised by the Ambassador 7

Mann File) Coleman and Slawson wrote: %

1) What is the information source referred §§

té in the November 28 telegram that -

;;

£ T oni, §

Classification: ____ — ~~—* 0090635 ;%T
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Odessa;

[y

2) We would like to see copies of the

transcripts[of thevintercepts] translated

lf possxble, in all cases where the ’
\

or related subjects;

3) We woulduefPecially like to.see the
(intercept] 1n which the allegation that
money was passed at the Cuban Embassy
is discussed (Ibid.)

The question initially posed by (Item I) in
the.above—refe;encedrmemorandum of April 2 concerns
the[CIA telephenic intereengéﬁ?éepéeﬁber'27 1963
at 1O 37 a.m. (Slawson Memorandum of April 21

1964 p-. l) Obv1ously, if oldqun found it necessary

o~

to request the source of the information, he had 'S (:~(“

not as yet been provided access to the original [KV¥'° 4

I, 1

b E13
\ % . ¢ ¥

//O

LL. Item Number T of the above/ff;;ing eepdé/go show
3 / -

é}J that the.:iif}SSlOﬁ had run:begh giving . acCess to the[}nterce

concernin the assaSSLnatlon

material by the CIA.
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Item number three of the above listing
reveals that[théEgﬁfércepﬁIBf]the Dérticos—ArmaS
conversation of November»22, 1964, in which the
passing of monies was discussed had not as of April
2 been provided to the Commission. The Commission
had specifically requested the Dorticos—-Armas
transcripts at a March 12, 1964 meeting between
Commission representati&es and Adency representatives.
(Slawson memorandum, March 12, 1964, Subj: Conference
with CIA on March 12, 1964)

On April 3, 1964, Coleman and Slawson exprassed
their concern for receiving complete access to all
materials relevant to Oswald's Mexico City trip:
The most.pfobaSle final result of the
-entire investigation of O;Qald's.acgivities
in Mexico is a conclusidn that he Qent'

there for the purpose of trying to reach

Cuba and that no bribes, conspiracies, 2 TP

etc. took place.

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

all reasonable lines of investigation that

might have uncovered other motivations or
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possible conspiracies have been followed

“PABL

through with negative results), we must

become familiar with the details of what

both the American and Mexican investi~

gatory agencies there have done. This

means reading their reports, after trans-

lation, if necessary, and in some cases

talking with the investigators themselves.

(Slawson and Coleman Memorandum, April

(T ol A3. 1964, Subj: Additional lines of

Investlgatlon in Mexico Wthh May Prove

L2mphasis
Worthwhile, p. 11.)

#,r-a,o/d ks o SASD

Eh,

}/Ouﬁaﬂ?76‘( &anefesfﬁy, Coleman s and Slawson s dQSlre %
for a.thorough investigation had-been—..: Ti#ﬁkbx' : 7
b o ,g /ex Sur\e a G ‘S'MOJC.&?" o Yiha /zm/'7137/~ﬂ3 :
. . - o
| eaposédthe CIA's concern > sources and methods,

SR

however relevant to the Commission's investigation,

bewenposed. Considering the-gravity and signi-

ficance of the Warren Commission's investigation m .
. the ’
4‘?"(&/{ “ar ,N/({Qo(/c-{’
Agency' oAWlthOldlng of materlal from the
May hasde 1mpeded ¢« ato, /,@h/\%
Commission statff was,eéea*éywmapmeae

a\cu»rain MaSon <l Coﬂg(uJ[aA:'~ozf4\ PQ(&eér'fb CHIJ¢Ldf

i,

NG

AtHidit ¢y wohiie (A Mex, o C'(‘Fb é(//// ;;:
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On April 8, David Slawson, Howard Willens,

andAWilliam Coleman flew to Mexico City, Mexico

to meet with the representatives of thé State
Department, FBI, CIA, and the Government of Mexico.
(Slawson Memorandum, April 22, 1964, Subj: Trip-
to Mexico City, p. 1) Prior to their departurse,
they met with Thomas Mann, the U.S. Ambassador to,.
Mexico during Oswéld'é visit to Mexico City and at

the time of President Kennedy's assassination. (Ibid.)

Ambassador Mann told the Warren Commission representa-

tives that the CIA's Mexico City Station was actively

engaged in photosurvelllance opcratlons against the

.Sov1et and Cuban Enbassy/@eﬁsu*atgs‘TIola., p. 3)

onn.the group's arrlval in Mexico City, they

were met by U.S. Ambassador Freeman, Claire Boonstra

of the State Department Clarke Anderson of the FBI,

and Wlnston Scott of the CIA (Ibld pp. 9-10)
~ I

That sane day during a mee;}ng;betweenmghe 2

T e

Commission representatives an& Win Scott, Scott made

available to the group actual transcrlpts[of the CIA's

- .
telephonic survelllancp;,operatlons ]accompanled ith

~..

?ngllSﬂ«t“anslatlons of Lhe transcripts. In addition,
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Classification: s —

he prov;déth'gc}&om 5ots be Lc#o for Tgf%'f' §ﬁo%o<§jraphs

from ?Aw-—-confroli cumenfs

for the tlme period covered by 0sWwaldls visit

that had resulted frog ._photosurveillance’ of the

———._, [g 4 ,(

Cuban and Soviet Embassy entrancegpgav1d Slawson

e

wrote: ' '“‘\\

“...Mr. Scott stated at the beginning
of his Harrative 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 obtain-
ed through him without first clearing it
with his superlors in Washington. We
agreed to this." . (Ibid.)

Mr. Scott described to the Commission repre-:

. T . A\(‘-cch
sentatlves the CIA's course of action > : — — =7 :

follow1ng the assaSSLnatlon, lndlcatlng that hlS
staff lmmedlately began to compile dossiers on

Oswala, Duran, and everyone else throughout Mexlco

whom the CIA knew had had some contact with Oswald

TEN

N N

e,

IR

" NG,

{Ibid.) Scott revealed that all known Cuban and Rﬁssiana"
Mo

intelligence agents Hhad “qur<kly  been put under
surveillance following the assassination. Slawson
concluded : - *“““\u\\

.\ "Scott's narrative\plus the material we
‘a were shown disclosed immediately how
\Jdncorrect our previous information had
been @&n Os é‘s contacts with the Soviet
and Aex;caz aCSLesxﬁghpoaront’[ the

Classification: __e=S-a S
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Classification:

(This form is to be used for material extracted
disfrax tiongommlledtdcsmdaons 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“erucial points. We had
previously planned to show Scott, Slawson's
reconstruction of Oswald's probable . M\\
activities at the embassies to get Scott's
opinion, but once we saw how badly distofted -
our information was we realized that this
would be useless. Therefore, instead, we °®
.decided to take as close notes as possible
from the original source materials at some

%{’:1 18

U,

THN

2y

. . s e . ) ¥
later time during our visit. (égigbﬁsz 24)
® A geparate Slawson memorandum of April 21, 1964 records 2

----- -~
LIS

the results of the notetaking from orlginal source

s

‘materials that he did following Scott's disclosures.

— &
" These notes dealt exclusively with the[telephon;c g%
intercepts]pertaining to the Duran and Oswald conver- _
sations for the period Sept. 27 - Oct. 1, 1963. ;;
(Slawson Memorandum, April 21, 1964 SupjfL}dercepts .
from the Soviet and Cuban Embassies in‘Mexico City.. ™ ?g
It is evident from SlgWson's record that the y

tn 1T cetic enie HOlbrow te e renCormvimifs. o RN =8
£ origin source magérials, in is I
. g&
. &
s‘regardin Oswald's sofourn in §

It/ meant thét,as of Apri%/{ﬁ; 1964,
L4 =
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nearing the halfwéf point of the‘yﬁEren Commission
C

Lo A prcesSar -,

investigation, ommission wag--foreed:to retrace

“EE. Y

the factual path by which it had structured gswald's

activities in Mexico City. /'.further revealed that

the Agency had provided ambfbuous informatlon to

the Commlss on when, in faét "on almost all the
f

crucial p s” 81gnlrlc ntly more prec1se materials.

Commission. (Ibid.) the-Agency s. early policy
o %) inod S s rce
of not,prov1d1ng the Commission with vxxu*¢y relsvant
Cf lé“’L(
in derive Lron RO ~ S sitivemsources
“*h homperea . f . . .
and-methods* agl£ e?fmab%;wéeﬂamed the investigation

an%;possibly foréblosed lines of Fnvestigation e.g.,

PR WED. G

{
could haye been made ;zg1lable for analiysis by the

4

Cuban>1nvolvement, that mlghc haé; been more serlously

/.
'consmdered nad thls waterlal Deen expedltlously
: ’

~4prov1ded '”-M;\

g,
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On November 23, 1963, FBI Special Agent Odum

showed Marguerite Oswald a photograph of a man ﬁ

bearing no physical resemblance to her son (Warren

s
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~ Classification: __ M
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c}\ﬁa?{‘ fs_upplied*to*the:-_,g}gl on November 22 by the CIA's
ept< ’/ ) \ . . )

éé%ﬁ@‘ Mexico City Station)after Agency representatives
{ had -searched.their files in an effort to locate
o : , ,;bid. ' 4
()OL, information on Oswald’ (CIA Doc. DDP4-1555, 3/%5764,

¢ o 1oy oo
ngl Warren Commission Doc. 67)7/21his photographyWthh was-.one
£ . ‘\.
a o 3 3 l
;/’?;;?a serles resulting from the CIA's photosurvelllange S

Hgokioperations against the Soviet and Cuban

e et e T o
e Embassy}@eﬂsﬁéeé@sﬁ.
- — : :

{_gz;ar‘tqﬂthe“asgass;gatioqL; had been linked by

= oo S~

-

the ‘Mexico City Station to Lee Harvey Oswald. (Ibid.)
Ridﬁard*Helﬁé;'in a sworn affidavit before the Warren

Commission, stated that the photograph shown to -
ouwt Sedt o€ Ffe CoTh nln

Marguerite Oswald had been taken ex—OctobBr 4, 1963

U A O n T SFls (o (Thrang dor N 7REIDA S . ‘£

in MexIco Tity &E0Rd Mistakendy—Ilinked—at~that-~time—to

1AL 3 +o Noemher 53 79 .3
Oswald. .= (Warren Commission Affidavi? of Richard Helms
’ » o WortenCommiss onilar 455
‘ED ’ "8/7/64, Vol. XI, pp. 469-470) -

0

On February 10, 1964, Marguerite Oswald testified
before the Warren Commission and recounted the cir-

cumstances under which she was shown the photogragh. e !

NGRS

(Warren Commission Report Vol 3?153)Mrs. Oswald testified

<that she believed this photograph to have been of Jack

Ruby . (Ibid.)f_-» |
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Thereafter, on February 12, 1964, J. Lee
Rankin wrote to Thomas Karramesines, Assistant DDP
requesting both the identity of the individual
depicted in thé photograph agd an eﬁ?ianation of
the c1rcumstances by which this photograph was
obtained by the Central Intelligence Agency.
{(Letter of J. Lee Rankin, Feb. 12, 1964, JFK Doc.
$3872) FolA s'%g 2E3A

| On that same day, in a sepérate letéer,
Rankin wrote to DCi McCone regarding materials
that the CIA had disseminated since November 22,
1963 to the Secret Service but not to the Warren
Commission. Rénkin requestad copies of these
materials which inciuded three CIA cables. The
cables concerned the photograph subsequently shown
by the FBI to Oswald's mother of the iﬁdividual

originally identified by the Mexico City Station

A

as Lee Harvey Oswald. (Letter deJ. Lee Rankin &

Feb. 12, 1964, JFK Doc. 1*3872)*5‘2(““‘13’1";’ |
#k’Among the matsr}ali dlssenlnated by the CIA

to :§§£§é¥?§égv?6§(ﬁiglg November 26 dissemination..

& (CIA Doc DIR 85177, 11/26/64) That cable concerned

Fo/A Job-2C(
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Classification:
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the DorticRsmlelas JfrtReusakeaRs and disclosed-the

exzstence OL[CI% telephonlc surve;llancg]pperatlons]
ln.MEXlCO Clty at the time of the assassination
ané\Oswald éiearller visi As a result the CIA was
‘reluctant to make the material disseminated to

the Secret Service available to the Warren Commission

for in so doing the Agency would have necessarily exposed[its

Fﬁélephonic<surveillance operationﬁko the Commission.

NP

.

- - John Scelso testified regarding the circumstances

surroundlng the eventual explanatlon given to the

Commission .recounting the orlglég of the photograph in

question. Scelso sta;éd:

"We did not initially disclose to the
Warren Commission all of our technical.
operations. --In other words, we did not
initially dlsclose to them that we had
_photosurvelllance because the November
photo we had ~ (of MMM) was not of Oswald.
Therefore it did not mean anythlng, you

see?"y H §CA Cluss Depe of John Seefsa, 5‘//(9/f%f>!5‘8

Mr. Goldsmith: ...S50 the Agency was making a unilateral
decision that this was not relevant to the Warren

Commission.=t L&A

Scelso: Right, we were not authorized, at first,
to reveal all our technical operations.
ESEd—etassrDepos I ~Joiir-3cerso=571t6v 78,
peds0y TTbid '
In summary the records shows that
By February 12, 1964 the Warren Commission had

inadvertantly requested access to[telephonié]surveillance
production, a cause for concern within the {}ﬁgpvii}/

.Cv-m\—“
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due to the sensitivity of Agency sources and methods. _

Similarly, the possible disclosure of the phOtosurVéillancé}
-v....A”.-un-J"\
operations to the Warren Commission had ‘also begun €6 cause

concern within the Agency.
A
1. 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 Rankin's request of February 12 regarding the CIA \

material forwarded to~the'Secret Service since
?\3‘: /{.
November: 23, 1964. Rocca then stated:

prefer to wait out the Commission on the
matter covered by paragraph 2 (of the
above-referenced February 12 letter to McCone
requesting access to CIA reports provided i
3372mthe Secret Service after November 22, 1963, i
$JFK DOC> 39629. 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 S
them to them in copy. Incidentally, none i
of these items are of new substantive ]
interest. We have either passed the material /
’

“Unless you feel otherwise, Jim would 3
f
!

&

kg
-
«

in substance to the Commission in response to
earlier levies or the items refer to aborted ]
leads, for example, the famous six photographs /
which are not of Oswald..." IA Doc. FOIAJE%_#,//
#579-250, 3/5/64;)see also HSCA Classified _
Deposition of James Angleton, 10/5/78, pPp.;3i—:

-
L

|

)
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A% B

wherein he states that the only reason {
for not providing the Warren Commission with
access to CIA surveillance materials

was due to the Agency's concern for

protection of its sources and methods)
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On March 12 1964, representatives of the

Warren Commission and the CIA confered regarding
the February 12 request for the materials forwarded
N | to the Secret Service by the Agency. (Letter of
J. Lee Rankin March le, 1964 JFK Doc. % 3872, Slawson .

Memorandum, March 12, 1964)

g, EE. N,

The record indicates that the Commission at

the March 12 meetlng pressed for access Eo the Py
T aaNEI O G 5 vl Mol R

Secret Servxce materials. Rankin wrote to Helms

on March 16 that it was his understanding that the
CIA would supply the Commissioﬁ with a paraphrase of
each report or communication pertalnlng to the Secret
Servxce materlals “with all indications of your

confidential communications techniques and confidential

B N

-

sources deleted.\/You will also aLforé\EEEBers~oe~\‘\\\\\

our staff working in this area an opportunity to X

review the actual file so that they may give assurance /

. that the paraphrases are complete." (L=EtEsT of‘I.a&ee .
N .. o~ s ? "} .
Foifk o7~ 25 o —=r
Rankin, March 16, 1964, paragraph 2, JFK Doc. No.3872)

R

Rankin further indicated that the same

procedure was to be followed regarding any material

in the possession of the CIA prior to November 22,

Classification: ___ = 0030653 f;;;

Classified by derivation:




~3/24/64, CIA Doc., DDP4~1555, 3/24/64, CD 674‘here1nafter)

(This form is to be used for material extracted
from ClA~——controlled documents.)
1963 which had not as yet ‘been furnished because

it concerned sensitive sources and methods. (Ibid., .

170 N T

par. 3} .
-Helms responded to Rankin's March 16 letter

on March 24 (FOIKfT_KZZ*7SB) by two separate
CFolA b -2 &
communications. (CIA Doc. DDP4 -1554, herelnafter CD+ 631,
For®d L2 1-25%

‘ﬁﬁm& )

NG

CD 631 provided the Commission with a copy of the

T,

October 10,.1963 CIA dissemination to FBI, State Dept.,

INS and Navy Dept. (and to the Secret Service on

22 Nov.) regardlng Lee Harvey Oswald(and hls>presence : §§
. cD L3¢ =
at the Soviet Consulate in Mexico City. The response
1
further revealed that on October 23, 1964, CIA had &
the Navy g%
requested two copies of the most recent photograph 7
of Oswald in order to check the identity of the person §§
- !0‘ ,;_
believed to be Oswald in Mexico City:’/ﬁurthermore, :
the CIA stated, though it digd not lndlcate when, that
=
it ‘had determlned that the photograph shown to Maﬁ%uenaté - gé
Oswald on Hovember ZZ, 1963 did not refer to Lee
,,(’c Hear mgs oo Vol /,f/.s 1 .
Harvey Oswald”“The Agency explained that it had checked the =
‘ photogrﬁg
against the press photographs of Oswald generally
available on November 23, 1963,7 # £
CD 674 reveals that on Nov. 22, 1963 immediately 10110@5
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the assass%a%Eﬁggkoﬁﬁﬁeggmggg%QPer 23, 1963, three

cabled reports Qereffgzaived at CIA headquarters

_from the CI@"Méiico ¢££y Sggticn regarding photographs
of an unidegéifiedwmaﬁﬁﬁﬁg:had visited the Cuban and.
Soviet Embassies during October and November 1963.<
Péraghrasas of these cables, not revealing sensi?ive

. i
R e D WA
sources and methods, were attached Lo CD §7&. The

Agency wrote that the subject of the photo referenced
in these cables was not Oswald. It was further
stated that:

“In response to our meeting of 12 March and
your memo of 16 March7.;Stérn 3nd;Willens

Y - X PR .
A0 4n3mgﬁm%-rev%g¥tat Langley the original copies
. - of these Z disseminations to the Secret
hd Service and the cables ggawpigp they were
© based, as well as the Photds'0f the unidenti-
@ o fied man.t (CIA-Dee—DDPI=1555 CD634, 24
™~ I«Iawrch%?ma:ﬂ;‘ or2in ourfildee {0
.On March 26, William Coleman wrote in a memorandum
for the record:
“The CIA directed a memorandum to J. Lee Rankin
B on=Mareh—247—1964 (Commission Document No. 631)
o= in whit¢h it set Forth-the dissemination of .
the information on Lee Harvey Oswald. I rg%life
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-
lc : us the additional information we requested."
A ° " (Memorandum of William Coleman, March %fﬁ 1964)
N

Coleman went on to state:

"As you know, we are still trying to get an
explanation of the photograph which the FBI
showed Harguerite Oswald soon after the

ot su.el&‘:_‘
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assassination. I hope that paragraph 4
Ok of the memorandum of March 24, 1964
&) o [CcD 631) sent Mr. Rankin by the CIA
is not "the answer which the CIA intends
to give us as to this inquiry." (Ibid.)
. }/‘;._fzj\"/i
The following day, as agreed by Warren Commission

and Agency representatives, Samuel Stern of the

Commission visited CIA headquarters in Langley,

A LRI P / :
VPR AT P I PETN At Sty

Virginia. ("4~ =70
Sterns' nemorandun of his wvisit reveals that

/ f,(
he reviewed Oswald's file with Raymond Rocéa. Stern

indicated that Oswald's file contained those materials

furnished previously to the Warren Commission by

b A
F
the CIA?/ The file also contalned

(\.-. f,"‘ >“Ul/\ */\I’-"’/-CQ

SR, W . R W WEh

{

IS

-{g; OEL_ "Cable reports of Vovember 22 and—evember "ég
R 1903 =
‘ 23, fnow~%he—€£A~5~ﬂexiee—eﬁtyn&ta*ton A Y 4

a P seA s a5 T L
relaglng to,kae-photographfof Ehe--nddenti- i
vt Qb cUiede Do v o0 unm“~W;.kuuwOCﬁwaM44¢wwmz>§
fr°&~tndrvr&ua%~mLs%aken%v~be&*avedﬂto“be ?;

- _"E \_ . v i—
Lee—h&%vey«Gswald/and the reports on tndse
gC//q £S5
cables furnished on November 23, 1963 fo Y .=
fwdtf:::*ac,ifv :;A‘J~*¢ﬁ§/,4wa, 7
the Secret Service,b¥~%he—eEﬂ;" (Memorarmdum
. PALAEA N, \\'{‘L N‘”*}*{:ﬁff*‘“‘%@,{é@ur&% o

of Samneé~8tern7"ﬁérch“?7—‘1964) T s

«

NG,

Stern noted that these @eésages were accurately

paraphrasad in the attachments to CD 674 provided the

Nk

F Paoageaph 4 of ap &3 s 4= A ot CIA concludil e
*b‘(\oTo rof? h ok uny &{n:i‘ﬁ:tektr\in'w‘-wi A ho‘f‘itpld“

s ogrk uﬁ rcss Pl\arvsr‘f;hs ok Tslalld £
C€n£rwuu 33 *j & ?
’&%@ﬁfﬁ?‘ CMﬂMwamﬂﬂOO?l
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" (This form is to be used for materlc! extrccted
Warren ComM@@éQénﬁéﬁ”ﬁgéé?ﬂ@E““1964"' He also

L reviewed ‘the Octobe%/;d 1963 cable from CIA s
Mex1co Clty Station to ~ CIA headquarters
reporting Oswald'iicontact thh the Soviet Embassy

-
in Mexico City.jlin addition, Stern examined the

October 10, 1963 cable from CIA headquarters to

the Mexico City Station reporting background infor-

mation on Oswald." (Ibid.) Stern recorded

that - these nessages were

_e_-o_)f e"\

Qy ole paraphrased accurately as«set*feféh in the CIA s January

31 memo to the Warren Commission reporting Oswald's
. . = bid
Mexico Clty trlp.gji,

" Lastly, Stern noted that Rocca provided him
for his review a computer‘printout of the references
to Oswald -related documents located in the Agency's

= 2l ‘
_electronic data storage system.” He stated "there is
3 &« no item listed on—the—printout whichi?he Warren Com—.

4 }\—CM
(5 "g"missiaglhas-not been given either in full text or

paraphrased.” (Ibid.)

Thus, by the 27th of March, a Warren Commission

representative had been apprised of the circumstances

surrounding the mysterious photograph.

= e kadit et
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Luisa Calderon

Approximately five hours after President

Kennedy's assassination a Cuban government employee

in Mexico Cltgﬁgamed "Lulsa" received a telephone

‘u__-,\,;&;w
s

call from an unldentified man speaking Spanish.
TN G2

—
(CIA poc. FO : 5, 11/27/63, 173-615, a%t-&c*ment)

[Thls call had been lnterceoted and recorded by the

e e e "‘*'

CIA'QuMex1co City-Station as the result of its
LIENVOY (tel. tap) operatlon] (Ibid.) The Mexico
City Statioo/as subsequently reported +o CIA
headquarters, identified the Luisa of the conversa—

tion as Luisa Calderon, who was then enployed in

" the Commercial Attache's office at the Cuban Consu-~

late. (Ibid.)
"During the course of the coaversation, the

unidentified caller asked Luisa if she had heard

I

(of the assaSSLnatlon) e
the latest news. Luisa replied in a joking tone:

e

(Ibid.) T
CIA's

Paraphrasing the [telephone 1nterceot} transcrlpt

it states that the caller tdtd~ﬁnrsa - the person

fal ~'— - g// [(M_,o,\ ’ = /:'95\-—/\ '.‘.“\_

Ciassification:
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apprehended for Kennedy's slaving was the

"President of cne of the Committees of the Falr

L
v
Play for Cuba." Luisa replied that she also knew
“lor &
this”7 Lulsa 1nqu1red whether the person being

ey
. E .
held for the killing was a "gringo." The unidenti-
: ey
fied caller replied, "yes." Luisa told her caller

that she had learned nothing else about the assassina-

tion and that she-had learned about the assassination
ot &
only a little while agof’ The unidentified caller

commented:

We think that if it had been or had
seemed...public or had been one of
the segregationists or against

- intergration who had killed Xennedy,
then there was, let's say, the
possibility that a sort of civil
war would arise in the United States;
that contradictions would be sharvened...
who knows . A

Luisa responded:

‘Imagine, one, two, three and now, that
makes three. (She laughs.)! (Ibid, p. 2) ™

Raymond Rocca, in response to a 1975 Rocke-
feller Commission request for information on a

' possible Cuban conspiracy to assassinate President

Kennedy wrote regarding Calderon's comments:

&
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Latin hyperbole? Boastful ex post facto

suggestion. of foreknowledge. This 1s the g @f/

only item in the|intercept coveragej of

RETLELID

/‘ -
g "y
SRR

4
the Cubans and Soviets aftér the afsassina- ° > }
tion that contains the suggestion of fore- wﬂ dAQ\ .
‘knowlege of expectation. (CIA Doc.,

Memorandum of Raymond Rocca for DC/OPS, §7
5/23/75, p. 151*(5ae p,SSa $or®)

'Standlng by itself, Luisa Calderon's cryptic
comments do not merit serious attention. Her wordsr
may indeed indicate foreknowledge of the assassina-
tion but may equally be interpreted without such a
sinister implication. Nevertheless, the Committee
has determined that Luisa Calderon's case should
have merited serious attention in the months following
the assassination.

In connection with the assaSSLnatlon, Lulsa
Calderon’s name first surfaced on November 27, 196¢/

in a cable sent by then Ambassador Mann to the State
s o~ s .,

{ Department (CIA Doc. DIR 85573, 11/'27/63)

N 4]
In that cable Mann stated:

“...Washington should urgently consider _
feasibility of requesting Mexican authorities
to arrest for interrogation: Eusebio Azcue,
Luisa Calderon and Alfredo Mirabal. The two
men are Cuban national and Cuban consular
officers. Luisa Calderon is a secretary
in Cuban Consulate here." (3bid.)

Glasafication: —mteese— 09347
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REh

*Regarding the issue of whether Calderon's comments -
could reasonably be interpreted to indicate possible
foreknowledge, the CIA position is as follows:

During the Rockefeller Commission inquiry,
Calderon's conversation was identified

as a possible item of information from
the[Agency 's]Cuban and Soviet [telephone %
[intercepts]that might suggest foreknowledge
of a plot to assassinate the American Presi-
dent. This involves a faulty translation of an
answer Calderon gave to her caller. In answer
to the latter's question as to whether she
had heard the latest news, Calderon said:
“Si, claro, me entere casiantes que Kennedy."
The verb entere 1s mistranslated. Me entere
(the first person of the verb enterarsede,

%’7&2‘” z

past tense) should be translated as ".?.I found

out (or I learned) /about it -- the assassination/ .
almost before Kennedy /did/." 1In other words, Ee
Calderon was saying she heard about the shooting £

of Kennedy almost at the time the event took
place..."” (CIA Doc., Memorandum Regarding
Luisa Calderon conversation, p.l).

QSD PR The Committee fundamentally disputes the
: ' narrow interpretation of Calderon's comments
({£ assigned by the Agency. It is the Committee's _
eul ot position that translation of Me Entere as : £
1 either "I found out"™ or "I learned about" #&% , -+ . fg
does not foreclose interpretation of Calderon's ¥

comments as a suggestion on her part of possible
foreknowledge of President. Kennedy's assassination. .
The ynierpretakion, | nqny everk; showld haxe ooen A‘fe{;{'ﬁ
e jubp St cbthaidacrenlommission n ot T S A ;
Q{_‘} > O"G' J i
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This cable does not state the basis for

;
4
J

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

for Sec Rusk re: ...persons involved with Oswald

in Cuban Embassy." Mann went on to state in urgent
s
;@ot terms: “They may, quickly be returned to Havana in
order to eliminate any possibility that Mexican
olgovernment could use them as witnesses." (Eb;é.)

According to CIA files, Calderon made

reservations to return to Havana on Cubana Airlines on 4.
December 11, 1963, less than four weeks after the

assassination. (CIA Doc. CSCI-316/01783~65, 4/26/63)

b

Calderon, Azcue and Mirabal were not arrested

nor detained for questioning by the Mexican federal
7o

police. However, Silvia Duran, a friend and associate

of Calderon's and the one person believed to have T s s

B I'H\,u N AN copld Rat e iAot TBR G A b Je(‘v(w‘f& N Comem TECS

t is the Committee's belief that Mann was prompted
to request the arrest of Calderon on the basis of
Gilberto Alvarado Ugarte's allegation that Calderon
- was present at the Cuban Embassy when Oswald

was allegedly given a sum of money presumably to
carry out the assassination of President Kennedy.

“~ (CIA Doc. DDP4 2741 1 June 1964, Attachment C)

it / - 20—
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had. repeated contact with Oswald while he was in
Mexico City, was arrested and questioned by'the

Mexican police on two Separate occasions. (C1IA

"‘) r—'.,;u-,,

-

11/27/63)
During her second interrogation, Duran was

questioned regarding her association with Calderon.

There is no indication in the reinterrogation report

-

accounting for the questlonlng of Duran about Calderon.

e ;
1‘,‘ e — -

§§ﬁ¢”(CIA Doc. DDP4- 0940, 2/21/64) The information regarding

e Yot

46‘ [

Duran's interrogation was passed to the Warren Commission

on February 21, 1964, more than two months after
Calderon had returned to Cuba. (Ibid.)
Information was reported to the CIA during

May 1964, from a Cuban defector, tying Luisa

Calderon to the Cuban Intelllgence apparatus. The =

h

defector,&é&MUG 1, was himself a Cuban Intelligence

- Officer who supplied valuable and highly reliable

information to the CIA regarding Cuban Intelligence

M .

FY

operations. {CIA Déc., Memorandum of Joseph Langosch

to Chief, Office of Security, 6/23/64) Calderon's
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G SR,

ties‘to Cuban intelligence were reported to the Warren
Commission on June 18, 1964. (CIA Doc. FOTIA #739~-319,

6/19/64) However, the Committee has determined from

its review that the CIA did not provide Calderon's

p s RN

conversation of November 22 to the Warren Commission.

Consequently, even though the Warren Commission was aware that

. . —Sicazy 200075
& _ : : - Eé
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Calderon had connections to inteﬂigence work,
as did other Cuban Embassy officers, the vital
link between her background and her comments
was never established for the Warren Commission
by the CIA. The Agency's oversigdht in this
regard may have fof%losed the Commission from -
actively pursuing a lead of great éignifiéance.

Calderon's. 201 file reveals that she

<.,.,‘~.—-\V

arrived in Mexico City from Havana on January 16,5

1963, carrying Cuban Passport 3/63/7. ‘Her date '

of birth was beiieved to be 19404(CIA Doc. Dispatch
T 22 Suane 194 %

HMMAZ1612, no-date—given) Calderon's presence in

HMexico City was'first reported by the CIA on July

15, 1963 in a dispaﬁch from the CIA's Miami field

office to the CIA's Mexico City station and to the

Chief of fhe CIA's Special Affairs Staff (for Cuban

operations). (CIA Doc. Dispatch{gFéh 10095, 7/15/63)

That dispatch had attached to it a report contain¥dg o

biographic data on personnel then assigned to the

Cuban Embassy in Mexico City. At vage th;ee of the

attached report Luisa Calderon was listed as Secretary

of the Cuban Embassy's commercial office. The

[T 908639
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notation indicated that a report was pending on

i . . No mleregmﬁ-lsgmesent
Calderon. (Ibid., p. 3 of attachment) ‘The in Calderon's

. 201 File. .
Agency has attempted, without success, to locate )

. the report.
Luisa Calderon's association withlthe Cuban

DGI was flrsttyecorded by the CIﬁlon May 5, 1964.
(CIA Doc.4Blis

ind Memorandum ort;?roldg§wenso FOIA

Lo o S S

&) QJL.68 =290 5/5/64) At that time, Josenh Langosch,
Chief of Counterintelligence for the Special Affairs
Staff, reported the ggsg}ts of his debriefing of
the.Cqban defector, AﬁMUG-l. The .memorandum stated
that'XMMUG—l 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 Intelligéﬁce Service officers. (Ibidf)- Spécifically,
- AMMUG-1 was asked if Oswald was known to the<Cuban
intelligence services before November 23, 1963.
AMMUG-1 told Langosch "Prior to October 1963, Qsigld ?
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

om g
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General De Iqtelligencia (DGI), specifically
with Luisa Calderon, Manuel Vega Perez, and
Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez." (Ibid.)

Langosch 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 .during January 1963 and départure
for Cuba within one month .after tﬁe assassination.
(Ibid.) ‘

On May 7, 1964, Lahgosch recorded additional
information he had elicited from AMMUG-1 regarding

Oswald's possible contact with the DGI. (CIA Doc

{ o
_FoIA 687-295, attach. ., 5/7/64) Paragraph 3 of

this memorandum- 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 performed any services. 28

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 "Empresg, Transimport.”

Her title was Secretary General
of the Communist Youth in the
department named in the previous
sentence. {(Ibid.) gz~ n =
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On May 8 Langosch further disclosed AMMUG's

' 4
A ¢ knowledge of the Oswald case. (Ibid, attach. 5
Langosch paraphrased AMMUG'sAknowledge of Calderon

as follows:

I thought that Luisa Calderon might have-
had contact with Oswald because I léarned
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 A
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 although 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 although 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 pnot _sure of how the name
.- ° - TR S
mentioned by {HeTnandez should be spelled.

It could have“bseen—"Howard" or something

different. As I understand the matter, ﬁg &

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 (thea 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 COswald... (Ibid.)

il -
g ? sy
e>-!=¢§.ia§_
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On May 11, Raymond Rocca wrote a memorandum

E:a Dlrector Richard Helms regarding the lnLormatlon
‘/I

ad elicited from AMMUG (CIA Doc. FOIA 687-2957

5/11/64, Rocca Memorandum) Rocca proposed that "the
DDP in person or via a designee, perferably the’
former, discuss the AMMUG-~1 sxtuatlon on a very
restricted basis w1th Mr. Rankin at his earliest
convenience either at the Agency or at the Commission
headquarters. Until this takes piace, it is not
desirable to put anythlng in wr1t1ng$\ (Ibig. p; 2}

On May 15, 1964, Helms wrote Rankln regardlng
AMMUG'S information about the DGI, indicating its
sensitivity.and operational significance. (CIA Doc.
FOIA 697-294, 5/15/64, Helms Memorandum) Attached
to Héims' commﬁnication.was a paraphrased accounting
of Langoéch's May 5 memorandum. (Ibid.) In that

attachment the intelligence associations of Manuel

Vega Perez and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez were set_fﬁ%thf'

However, that attachment made no reference whatsoever
to Luisa Calderon.
Howard Willens of the Warren Commission

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

e £ a—
per I S
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access to the quesﬁions used in Langosch's

- * N ' |
interrogation of AMUG. (CIA Doc. FOIA 739~ 316 6/19/64,

Meﬁofandum) On June 18, 1964 Arthur Dooley of
RoccaisiEounterintelligence éésearch and Analysis
6foup took the guestions and AMMUG’s.responses to
the Warren Commission's office:s for Willen;s review.
Willens saw Langosch's May 5 memofandum. The only
mention of Calderon was as follows: “The precise.
relationsﬁip of Luisa Caldoron to-the DGI is not
clear. She spent about six months in Mexico from
which she returned to Cuba early in i964." (Ibid.)

However, Willens was not shown Langosch's

memorands, of May 7 and May 8, 1964 which contained

much more detailed information on Luisa Calderon,

1nclud1ng her poss;ble association with Lee Harvey

Oswald and/or Amerlcan lntelllgenc iA(I bid -ﬂ*“x

S
e

The Warren Commission as of June 19, 1964,
had little if no reason to puréue the Luisa Caldeﬁ%n

lead. It had effectively been denied significant

* It should be noted that these memoranda of May 5,
7, 8, 11 and June 19 with attachments, are not
referenced in the Calderon 201 file. (See CIA
Computer printout of Calderon 201 file) Their
exlistence was determined by the Committee's

lnoeoendEhjssé%ggﬁugq other agency £files.
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background information. This denial may have
impeded or prevented the Commission's pursuit

of Célderon‘s po%éntial relationship to Oswald .

and the assassination of President Kennedy. But
even if the Warren Coﬁmission had learned

of Calderon's background-and possible contact with
Oswald it still had been denied éhe one significant
piece of information that might have raised its
interest in Calderon to a more serious level. The
Warren Commission was. never told about Caideron's

conversation of November 22, 1364.
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. . . . \
reference to the conversation nor does it indicate-

that it was ever made known to or provided the.

Warren Commission for its analysis. (CIA Comput

print-out of Calde:on'ZOl file)

Y

In an effort to determine the manner in which the
treated the Calderon conversation this Committee
posed the following questions to the CIA:

l Was the Warren CommLSSLOn or any Warren
Commission staff member ever given access
to the transcript of a telephone conversa-
tion, dated November 22, 1963, between a
female employee of the Cuban Embassy/
Consulate in Mexico City, identified
as Luisa, and an unidentified male spea

ing from outside the Cuban Embassy/Con-~ & ST

sulate? If so, please indicate when

this transcript was provided to the Warren
Commission or its staff, which CIA official
provided it, and which Warren Commission
members or staff reviewed it.

2. Was the Warren Commission or any member
of the Warren Commission or any Warren
Commission staff member ever informed

. S"EGT’? =T
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orally or in writing of the substance of the’
above-referenced conversation of November 22,
1963? If so, please indicate wheén and

in what form this information was provided,
and which CIA official provided it. (HSCA
request letter of August‘28, 1578)

The CIA responded by memorandum:_

“Although the (Mex1co Clty)MStatlon considered
the conversation of sufficient possible
interest to send a copy to headquarters,
the latter apparently did nothing with
it, for there appears to be no record in the
Oswald file of such action as may have
been taken. A review of those Warren
Commission documents containing information
provided by the Agency and still bearing a
Secret or Top Secret classification does
_not reveal whether the conversation was r
given or shown to the Commission.“
(CIA Doc., Memorandum Regarding Luisa
Calderon conversation, p. 1)

Wik SR WD R wn.

gy

\:

The available evidence thus supports the

etk

conclusion that the Warren Commission was never

given the information nor the opportunity by

”

;

which it could evaluate Luisa Calderon's
significance to the events surrounding President

Kennedy's assassination. Had the Commission been

expeditiously provided this evidence of her

<

intelligence background, association with Silvia gg
Duran, and her comments following the assassination, 7

it may well have given more serious investigative

Classifieation: _secree~ 000083

| Cnsiifivabe, dasneinBh—CBark
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Classification:
consideration to her potential knowledge of Oswald
(This form is to be used for material extracted

ard the Cdbﬁg gqxe nmﬁ&@d%o?%%ﬁ&?le involvement in

a conspiracy to assassinate President Kennedy.

Two difficult issues remain which are raised

by the Committee's finding. First, why didn't
- the Agency provide the Calderon conversation to the

. Warren Commission; secondly, why didn't the Agency

reveal to the Warren Commission its lull knowledge

Ny ™

of Caldepop S intelligence background, her pOSSlble

/&— - '\
knowledge -of Oswald and her p0551ble connectlon to
\./

the CIA or some other Amerlcan 1ntelllgence apparatus..
The flISt questlon can be explalned in benign

terms. It is reasonably 90551ble that by sheer

oversight the conversation was filed away and not

' recovered or recollected until after the Warren

Commission had completed its investigation and

D*?e t’ 75 ) »..u‘d«)s "ch‘f‘von a.g"fca{'q'g-(e Ker’(n
-published its repor:.” (See above CIA explanation)

As for the Agency's wiﬁhholding ofvinformation
concerning Calderon's intelligence background, the
record reflects that the Commission was merely B, ¢
lnformed that Calderon may ogve“beed;?]member of
the DGI. (CIA Doc. 5/5/64), sonwﬁemorandum)

The memoranda which provided more extensive examina-

tion of her intelligence background were not made

(Pl it ol
TN b A
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available for the Commission's review. Significantly,

the May 8 memorandum written by’Joseph Langosch §
follow1ng his debriefing of AMMUG l 1ndlcated that

’AAMUG 1 and a second Cuban Intelllgence officer ‘ §§

_belleved Calderon to be a CIA operative. '(CIA Doc.-

1 - ’ u\ . .~
;g;:éL FOIA 687-295, attach.8, 5/8/64) It is possible AR

that this information was not provided the Warren C -

. . . - ) . - Al \ =
Commission either because there was no basis in ¥ gg
fact for the allegation or because the allegation

was of substantive concern to the Agency. If the

allegation were ‘true, the consequences for the CIA
would have been serious. It would have demonstrated
- oSy,

: that Z“CIA operative, well placed in the Cuban Embassy, 55
may have possessed lnformatlon prior to the assassina-

tion reqardlng Oswald and/or his relatlonsnlp to the

Cuban Intelligence Service . and that Services

possible involvement in a conspiracy to assassinate

Mmoo, ¢

President Kennedy. T

~,

e Regarding Calderon's possible a%sociation

R

; | with the CIA, Agency files reviewed reveal no

~.
~

-ostensible..connectidon between Calderon and the CIA.

e

2
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However, there are indications that such contact
" between Calderon and the Agency was contemplated.

A September 1, 1963 CIA dispatch from the Chief

of Station in Mexico City states in part:

...Luisa Calderon has a sister re51d1ng
in Reynosa, Texas, married to an American
of Mexican descent. If (CIA asset) can
further identify the sister, our domestic
exploitation section might be in a posi-
tion to follow up on this lead...Please
levy the requirement on (CIA asset) at
the next opportunity. (CIA Doc. HMMW-
@? ol 11835, 9/1/63)

4
of the Special Affairs Staff to the CIA's Chief ) §

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

" An earlier CIA dispatch from the CIA Chief - gg
Western Hemisphere Division records that: §§

[ﬁilfredo of]the Cuban Consulate,[Tampico,
reported that Luisa Calderon has a sister
residing in Reynosa, Texas...Luisa may go gg

up to the border to visit her sister soon-- gg

&
&

or her mother may make the trip--details
not clear (CIA Doc. HMMA 21849, July 31,

¢ g . 1965)
&Y o{[_/ P A
3 : At the very least, .the above dispatches B, "B
evidenced an interest in the activities of Calderon
and her family. Whether this interest took ?

the form of a clandestine-agent relationship is

not revealed by Calderon's 201 file. ' %‘

_‘;_-T \-l{{\h L )

< S
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The Committee has querleg\PaVLd Ronls, the
author of the above cited dispatch requestlng
that Calderon's sister be contacted by the CIA's

“domestic exploitation section.”  (HSCA Claesumu

-.\ i >

Staff Intervxew of David Ronls, 8/31/78) Qonis
was a member of the CIA's Specmal Affairs Sta
at the time he wrote the dispatch. He worked

principally at CIA headquarters and was responsible

for recrultment and handllng of agents for collection

of intelligence data. Mr Ronls, when interviewed

by this Committee, stated that part of his respon51~

blllty was to scour the Western Hemisphere lelSlOn
-for operational leads related to the work of the
Special Affairs staff. Ronis recalled that he
-normally weuld-seAd fequests to CIA field stations
for information or leads on various persons. Often
he would receive no response to these reaquests,
which normally indicated that no follow-up had %@
either been attempted or successfully copducted.'
It é?e Ronis’ reeollection that the above-cited
domestf5w5k§igiéation section was a task force

within the Special Affairs Staff. He also stated

that in 1963 the CIA's Domestic Contacts Division
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might have_ been. requested to locate Luisa Calderon's

. 7 . - .
sister/ Ronis told the. Committee that he had no

1

with the éuban Intelligence Service. He dié
that he had recruited women to perfdrm tasks
the Agency. However, he did not recall ever
any employees of the Cuban Embassy/Consﬁlate

Mexico City. Finally, Mr. Ronis stated that

* with the CIA. (Ibid.)

K

. HSCA Class. Depo. of Raymond Rocca, 7/17/78,

. . . ‘:p ‘:/.‘Z/.;’/-';:'.(/}.?‘g
. Piccolo, Interview ofAwsyy -

~

”;_,4 .
recollection of recruiting any person associated

recall

for
recruiting
in

he had

no recollection that Luisa Calderon was associated

Various present and.former.CIA representatives
were queried whether Luisa Calderon had ever been
associated with.the CIA. The uniform ans&er Qas
that ho cne recalled éuch aﬁ association. (Cites:

Exec. Sess. Test. of Richard Helms, 8/9/78, n. 136;

p. 148;

'HSCA Staff Interview of Joseph Langosch, 8/21/78,

B,

e __Thus, the Agency's file on Calderon and the
testimony of former CIA employees have revealed no
connection between Calderon and the CIA. Yet, as

indicated earlier, this file is incomplete:the

9000693
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This Committee's investigation of Luisa

m the Cuban

SR N e

Calderon has revealed that a defector fro

Intelligence Services provided the CIA with signi-

ficant information about Lee Harvey Oswald's contacts

G

e e e

This defector was .; .7 T.0¢

o, T Pt
T e

o

with the DGI in Mexico City.
ter)afj

assigned the CIA cryptonym AMMUG-1 (A-1 hereinaf

1 defected from the

G

CIA files reveal that A-

Canada.]

D3I on April 21, l964[in
sessed a number of DGI

SR,

When he defected, a-1 pés

documents which were subseguently turned aver to

the CIA. (CIA Doc.[piTAIIﬁ. 68894, 4/24/64) o |
N 5 & ¢ - .
a CIAa officer, Joseph H.

NG,

Following his defection,
to meet A-1l, debrief him,

%&,,‘L

Langosch, went{to Canadal

' travel into the United States.

and arrangé for A-1
1964, 22 reels of Langosch's

(Ibid.) On May 1, 5
xIt is now kncwn that A-1 did provide sign'f%yygghgwA) 7
leads to the CIA regarding Luisa Caldercn.? It 1s- '
fur I <R ARG 6 at that little of this information ‘ P
was maég §35§§§%@é py—the CIA _LO the Warren Conmission. &

' that A-1 had ??3

Therefore, the sossibility exists
3 inf i TR
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G,

debriefing of A,lgagre forwarded to[thetghlef of

‘..‘._...._

D ‘¢ station in Ottawa Canada.] (CIA Doc. Dispatch OCPA

7763, 5/1/64) Effectlve on May 1, A-l was under

-

TS R OE, W

contract with the CIA for operational purposes.

(CIA Doc. Contract Approving Officer Meno, g/6/64)

{fgy June 23, 1964, Langosch was conv1ndga-that A-1 N\

would be of great value to the Agency. He stated:

There is no question in my mind that

AMMUG-1 is a bona fide defector or

that he has furnished us with accurate

and valuable information concerning o
Cuban intelligence operations, staffers, ;
and agents. (CIA Doc. Langosch Memo to '
Director of Security, 6/23/64)

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

1963 until his defection was assigned to the DGI's _gg
() 5 C Illegal Section B (CIA Doc.[gerE]in 68894 4/24/64) J
e whicn was responsible forAtréining agents for “igé
" assignment in Latin America. His specific responsi- ?
bility pettained to handling of agent operations | &
(CIA Doc. Personal Record Questf@w—,.,u“-g'gé
@ L naire 6/4/64; CIA Doc. [o;m]zn 68894 4/24/64)

A-1 ldcntlLled for the CIA the Cuban Intelll-

NGB

gence officers assigned to Mexico Clty.” Langosch .

described A-1's knowledge of DGI operations in

Mexico as follows:

D R
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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
tine 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 intelligence
officer) and another one is Rogelio.
( I might say that some of these names
are familiar to me.) (Langosch debriefing
of A~1l, 4/30/64, p. 5 of reel 4, 4/23/64)

Thus, A-1 was able to provide the CIA soon
after his defection with accurate informatién
regaraing DGI operations and DGI employees in
Mexico City. ‘& T &=t Arom P72

The Committee has reviewed the CIA's files
concerning A-1l. This examinatidn was undertaken-
to defermine: 1) whether A-1 had provided any :

valuable investigative leads to the CIA pertaining-

to the assassination of President Kennedy; and 2)gg , -

whether, if such leads were provided, these leads
and/or other significant information were made

available to the Warren Commission.
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The Committee's'initial.review of the
- materials provided by the CIA to the Warren
Commission did not disclose the existence of the
AMMUG files. However, the Committee did during
the coursé of its review examine a file containing

material passed to the Rockefeller Cormission. That

file made reference to A-1. Included_in this

file was a memorandum of May 5, 1964 written bf
Joseph Langosch which concerned iﬁformation A-1
provided about the Oswald case. " (CIA Doc. FOIA 68-290
Langosch Memorandum, 5/5/64) Also contained withip
this file were the.A-l debriefing memorando. 6f

May 7, and'Méy 8, 1964 previously cited with régard

to Luisa Calderon. (CIA Doc. FOTA $687-295, attach's

s T “
7' 3 and §) Following review of the memoranda, the

Ccmmittee requested access to all CIA files
- - or ' '
concerning referring to A-1.

From review of these materials the Committed® o
has determined that the Warren Commission did learn
during mid-May 1964 that Lee Harvey Oswald probably

had come in contact with DGI officers in Mexico City.
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-«}-—f\e_ Asacren Commiss fom,

Prior to learnlng of Oswald's probable contact

with DGI officers, James Angleton, Chief of the

CIA's Counter Intelligence Staff passed an internal

memorandum to Raymond Rocca, also of the Counter-—

intelligence Staff, thch stated that he had been

informed by the DDP, Richard Helms, that J. Lee

Rankin had contacted John McCone to request that
the Director consent to an iﬁtérview before the
Warren Commission on May 14, 1964, (J. Edgar
Hoover also appeared before the Commission on
that date QriorAtO'McConé's appearance. Warren

‘ Vol.=
Commission Report,% ngﬂiﬁ)(CIA Doc. FOIA 689-298,

Memorandum of James Angleton, 5/12/64) Angleton.

also wrotes

i2 I disgaégéd with Mr. Helms the nature of

the recent information which you are
proceSSLng which orlglnated _with the

& senSLtlve{jeStern emlspherglsource. I

informed him that in your view this would
raise a number of new factors with the
Commission, that it should not go to the
Commission prior to the Director's appear-
ance unless we have--first had some pre-
liminary reaction or made sure that the
Director is fully aware of the implica-
tions since it could well serve as the
basis for detailed gquestioning. ‘The DDP
stated that he would review this care-
fully amd made (sic) a decision as to

the question of timing. (Ibid.)
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to in Angleton's memowas.A—l.

was quite close in time to A-l's defection.

communication regarding A-1.

‘ C!czssiﬁccﬁ'ion:

(This form is to be. used for material extracted

from ClA—controll documepts.
Unaouoteéi rhe Eﬁh&& 2 Jse source referred

et e
. IAM "

based in part upon the date of this memo which

addition, Rocca's staff prepared prior

to DCI McCone's appearance before the Warren

aBrief

Commission for Presentation to the Warren Commission
outlining various positions adopted by the CIA vis a
vis its/investiga%ive efforts and assistance to the
Commission. (CIA Doc. FOIA 695-302-A, 5/14/64)

At Tab E of this brief it states:

Within the past week, significant infor-
mation has been developed by the CIA re-
garding the relationship with Oswald of
certain Cuban lntelllgence personnel in
Mexico City and the reaction in Havana
within the Cuban Intelligence Service

to the news of the assassination of
President Kennedy.
is in the course of being briefed on the
Cuban asspect. (Ibid., Tab E)

ThlS conclusion is

In

The Commission Staff-

L)

On May 15, 1964, the day of McCone's interview,

the Warren Commission received its first formal 8

5/15/64) However, the Agencv did not at that time

identify A-~1 by his real name or cryptonym nor did

@
el Wl
E  ad e N A e 4y
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was a defector then residing undér_secure conditions
in the Washington, D.é. area. (Ibid.) The ﬁay 15 -
communication did ~ - state that the Agency had
established contact “"with a weil—placed invidivual
who has been in close and prolonged contaét>witﬁ
ranking officers of the Cuban Direccion General de
Intelligencia." (Ibid.)

Attached to the May 15 communication was a
copy of Langosch's above reférencéd memorandum of
May 5, 1964 regarding knowledge of Oswald's pro-
bablé}contact Qith'thé DGI in Mexico (Gity. The
atiéchment made nolreference to the source's status
as a defector from the DGI. (Ibid., attachment)

As set forth in the sectioﬁ of this report.
concerning Luisa Calderon, on June 18, 1964, Howard
Willens of the Warren Commission reviewed Langosch's

May 5 memo and the questions upon which the informa-

tion set forth in the memo was elicited. Neither®thee .

questions nor the memo shown to Willens made
reference to the source's status as a defector col-
laborating with the CIA. (CIA Doc FOIA 739-319,

6/19/ 64).
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"Based upon review of the Langosch memoranda,
the Committee has determined that significant
information regarding Luisa Calderon ,Specifically

of Nov. 22 details of her
her conversatlon and*éZsociation with Cuban Intelligence

were w1thhela from the Warren Commission. This
information asdescrlbedabove, was derived from
However

debrleflngs of A-1. Erom the Commlttee S review
of the A-1 file provided by the CIA, the Committee
has not found any credible evidence indicating that
other information provided by A-1 to the CIA was
relevant to the work of the Warren Commission( However,
in its review the Committee has determined that a |
specific document_aieferenced in the A-1 flle is
not present in that file.

| The missing item is of considerable concern to

the Committee. It is a debriefing report of A-1

entitled "The Oswald Case." (CIA Doc Dispatch{UFGw-]

¢

5035, 3/23/65) On March 23, 1965, a CIA dispatch™® o
‘records the transmittal.of the repo;t, along w;th
eleven other A-1 debriefing reports. (Ibid.) ©Next to
the listing of the "Oswald Case" debriefing report

is the handwritten notation "SI." A CIA employee

who has worked extensively with the Agency files

o
i ik ™
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system told a Committee staff member that this

notation was the symbol for the CIA component

known as Special Intelligence. Other CIA

representatives believed the notation was a

Rty

reference to the Counterintelligence componenﬁ
CI/SIG. 1IN a CIA memorandum dated September 27,

1978, the CIA has adopted the position that

R

debriefing Report No. 40 is a duplication of

the original Langosch memorandum of May 5, 1964

concerning AMMUG's knowledge of Lee Harve
g @5}{:4??0 ~ Sx'wf‘"‘*' )

Oswald's vossible contact with the DAL * N ﬂ¥+ﬁﬁqu>
Ao T ’:' hoo "‘t":;""{ ed (T %‘m“go@}\a‘f-—&f‘ Peono{-n-g A0~V
idBe, A3 { ‘—\-...Z. S §¢ i D"E Py e
e’ Committes has que%tloned A—ﬂ] o Cal% So remoecandotm.

R AUREL

0.

officers regarding additional information that A-1 may

-

have supplied about Oswald. Joseéh Langosch, when
interviewed by the Committee, stated that he did not

have contact with the Warren Commission and dpes 8, ¢ .

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

briefings was supplied to the Warren Commission. (HSCA 5;
Staff Interview of Joseph Langosch 8/21/78; Cite also ~
Interviews gflﬁliaaéo'g ﬁlcc;igy\\ﬂe also stated that N §?
he does not™ necallst;at A,l~p£o§1ded any other information ;
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*The CIA memorandum states in part as follows:

When CI Staff learned of AMMUG-l's defection
and considered the possibility that he

might have some knowledge of the Oswald
case, CI Staff submitted a list of questions
to WH (Western Hemisphere) for debriefing
AMMUG-1...WH desk records reflect that

- AMMUG-1 was debriefed on 4 May 64 regarding
this questionnaire.../B/ecause the debriefing
on the Oswald case was handled as a sensitive
matter, it was dictated directly to a CI
(Counterintelligence) stenographer on

5 May 1964. /Note: A-1 was debriefed on
several subjects on 4 May 64. The procedure
was to assign each subject discussed a
debriefing number and they were written

up in contact report form by the WH case
officer. The instructions from CI staff
were to handle the Oswald case debriefing
very closely and not to keep any copies in
WH Division/. The "Oswald Case" was

logged in the WH notebook log as debriefing
report number 40, but the report itself

was dictated by the WH Case Officer directly
to a CI staff stenographer. There would

be no reason to include the number 40 on

the report of this special debriefing for

CI staff, since it was their only debriefing
report. We are certain it is the debriefing
report (#40) because the date is the same:;
it is the only debriefing report on Oswald 8
listed in AMMUG~1 records; and it it (sic)
the only AMMUG-1 debriefing report in
Oswald's 201 file. :

(CIA Doc., Memorandum for the Record, Regarding
AMMUG~1 Debriefing Report on the Oswald
Case, 27 September, 1978, p. 1)
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on Oswald's contact with the DGI except for that
set forth in the Memoranda of May 5, 7, and 8
as discussed herein. (Ibid.) ///

In a rther effbrt to j}arify théksubstance
/

e

of information t?;t A-1 p{leded Ao the CIA/
rs
ing Oswald’ the Com 1ttef/ as attempted
)
ocate A-L// The CIA has’ 6;0 attempted to
/

o Yocate A-1, whose present;relatﬁ/péalp w1th
£ .
- the Agency is amb guous/ but has been unabld ~ 2 3
PN to determlne his present wheréaboutss/* Thé CIA‘'s
S 7 4 / V4
i 4

lnablllty te/docate A-1 has been soeﬁce of

concern to’thls Commlttee, pactlcularly in

light of hlS long a;sociaticn/ﬂrth the Adency.
) reoncins e enpate R Cmd i d
: (yxn: ‘nform LeﬁlA 1
,vwf

' Thuyf,\-; e, TR ;!‘(&)o
may havg supplied the CIA about Oswald. .§ewever &aith

1,

basis of the CIA's written reocrd, it appears that

‘information of investigative significance.
A separate question remains, however. The
Agency, as noted earlier, did not reveal to the

Warren Commission that A-1 was present in the

% .
230530

the exception of the Calderon episode and on the R o

the CIA provided the Warren Commission with all A-1 .
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*An April 1978 CIA communication to the FBI regarding
A~1 states in pertinent part:

Since 1971 (A-1) has not been involved
‘ in any CIA:operation in Miami or elsewhere.
@ L —‘Josemﬂomlé"‘%s the alias of a CIA
“.representativelwho periodically debriefs
(A-1) on personalities and methods of the
DGI.] There is no other CIA involvement with , .
® /¢ Rodriguez. (CIA Doc. 0869662,—CIA 202417, %/77
Wol..47 A-1 File 203k—F486531)%

However, a CIA handwritten index card concerning
the Agency status of A-1 states:

(A-1) [|not
receiving any salary, but could be paid if

and when used in an operation. No problems
here. [SPOB will keep his contract in an
active folder.] (CIA Doc., Handwritten Note,
15 April 1977, contained in Vol. 4 of A-1 file
201-749651)

Informed “Calvia® on 15 April 1977 that gg
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conditions, accessible to the Commission. Giving
due consideration to thé CIA's serious concern
for protecting its sources, the fact that A-1's
status was not disclosed prevented the Warren
Commission from exercising a possible option,
i.e. to take the sworn testlmony of RA-1 as lt
.concerned Oswald and the Kennedy assaSSLnatlon.
On this issue, as- the written record tends to
show, the Agency unilaterally rejected the possibility
of exercising this option.

‘In light of the establishment of A-1's
hona fides/. A | = : , his
proven reliability and his depth of knowledge of
Cuban intelligence activities, tﬁis opﬁion might

well have been considered by the Warren Commission.

re
The AMLASH Operatiohn th:z inLo rpocedTd 10 (- BB A

foai §§C)

During 1967, the CIA's Inspector General
‘issued a report which examined CIA supported
assassination plots. 1Included in this report

was discussion of the CIA-Mafia plots and an

S EC-)%'E:FM >-~._4;
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Agency project referred to as the AMLASH

operation (CIA Inspector General Report 1967

PpP. 1-74, 78-112). The AMLASH operation involved

a high level Cuban official (assigned the CIa

cryptonym AMLASH/1) who, during

with a CIA representative expressed the desire to
assassinéte Fidel Castro (Ibid., p. 84). As a
result of AMLASH's expressed objective and the
CIA's desire to find a viable political. alternatlve

to the Castro regime, the Agency. subsequently

prov1ded AMLASH with both moral

support designed to depose Fidel Castro. (Ibid.,

PpR- 80~94) The AMLASH operatlon was termlnated

by the CIA in 1965 as the result of security leaks.
(Ibid. pp. 104-106) During 1965, AMLASH and his
conspirators were brought to trial in Cuba for plotting
against Castro. AMLASH was senténced to death, but

at Castro's request the sentence was reduced to e

twenty-five years imprisonment.
. In its examination of the
the 1987 IGR concluded that the

dlrect and indirect support feor

CIdssiﬁcaﬁOn:

AMLASH operation

1962 while meeﬁing

R

and materlal

NGRS, S O, QD R

.

¢ ¥
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&

(Ibid. pp. 107-110).

R

CIA had offered both

AMLASH's plotting (Ibid. p. 8

WA

G,

000107
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The most striking example of the CIA's direct
offer of support to AMLASH reported by the
1967 IGR states "it is likely that at the very

moment President Kennedy was shot a CIA officer

was meeting with a Cuban agent in Paris aﬁd'giving
him an assassination device for use against CASTRO."
(Ibid.)

The 1967 IGR offered no flrm evidence confirming

or refuting Castro s knowledge of the AMLASH operation

prlor to the assass;natlon of President Kenneay. ~The

1967 IGR did note that in 1965 when AMLASH was T

Arf

tried 1n*Havan§,press reports of Cuban knowledge

of AMLASH's association with the - CIA weredated from

November 1964, approximately one year after President
Kenﬂed&‘s assassination- (Ibia. p. 111).

The Church Committee in Book V of its Final
Report examined the AMLASH operation in great detail.
(SSC, Book V, pp. 2-7, 67-69) The Church CommitBhe ¢

concluded:

The AMLASH plot was more relevant to the

Warren Commision work than the early CIA

assassination plots with the underworld.

Unilke those earlier plots, the AMLASH

Classification:

00108

R, W U, O, G

NG GRS

TN

i,

NG, .

h



S S G & 4

Classification: SR

(This form is to be used fc.ar material extracted
from ClA—controlled documents.)

operation was in progress at the time

of the assassination; unlike the earlier

plots, the AMLASH operation could

clearly be traced to the CIA; and

unlike the earlier plots, the CIA had
endorsed AMLASH's proposal for a coup,
the first step ﬁo him being Céstro's
assassination, despite Castro's threat

to retaliate for such plotting. No one
directly involved in either investigation
(i.e. the CIA and the FBI"was told of
the AMLASH operation. No one investi-

gated a connection between the AMLASH

operation and President Kennedy's

' -assassination. Although Oswald had been

in contact with pro-Castro and anti-
Castro groups for many months before the
assassination, the CIA did not conduct "

a thorough investigation of questions

of Cuban government or Cuban exile

involvement in the assassination. (Ibid. p. 5) -
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In 13877, the CIA issued a sé& tor

_-General's Report concerning the subject of CIA

sponsored assassination plots. This Report, in

‘,—--—*o‘-—/‘-i Pl
large part, was intended as a; rebuttal of the -

.w’ :‘,\"

Church Committee! s findings. The 1977 IGR states:
The Report (of the Church Committee)
éssigns it (thg AMLASH operation)
characteristics that it did not have
during the period precéding.the assassina-
tion of JFK in order to support the SSC

view that it should have been reported

- /(f-

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

Thg 1977 ;éﬁ“éonq}uded that pridr to the
assaséination of éresideﬁt Kennedy, the AMIASH
operation was not an asSaééiﬁétiqn plot.

R

Neverthéless, the 1977 IGRiaid,égate: —

D oo .
It would have sef@gg>to rei orco the o T

e of
o, could

i /speclec terms’
] neral térms--
of ‘9.1et or Cﬁban

involvément }n the‘assaSSLnatlon
becahse of - the ten510ns of- “the time.
It is not ‘enough” to be able to point
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L0 erroneous,criticisms.made today.
The Agency dhould havd t n broéder
initiativeg they as Aell./ That/ . z
CIA employees At thé tigle feltd-as ‘ RS
they obviously did-th&t the fActivities
aboutazhich ey;kneq/had ng’ relevance

to the/Warren CommissSion ipgquiry does ' t
not take the place of a record of

0 L conscious review. (Ibid. p. 1Y)
TN et S SRR

. ~, o
..... L R o=

Richard Helms, as the highest level CIA
employee in contact with the Warren Commission on
a regular basis, testified to the Rockefeller

Commission that he did dot beliéve the AMLASH

i N V7 N v R N 17 N

operation was relevant to the investigation of

President Kennedy's death. (Rockefeller Commission,

N

Testimony of Richard Helms, 4/24/75 pp. 389-391,392)

In addition, Mr. Helms testified before this é§
Committee that thé AMLASH operation was not designed _gé

to be an assassination plot (Exec. Sess. Test. of gé
Richard Helms, 8/9/78, pp. 26~27). Z

A Contrasting view to the testiﬁony of Mr. X

Helms was offered by Joseph Langosch who in 1963 B, ) g

was the Chief of Counterintelligence for the CIA's Special“?; ,

The Special Affairs Staff was the CIA component 2t;;§

responsible for CIA operations directed against

the Government of Cuba and the Cuban Intelligence

Services (HSCA Class. Affidavit of Joseph Langosch,

- =™ :T

bt TN 4],
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Sept; 14, 1978, p. 1) The Special Affairs Staff

was heéded by Desmond FitzGerald and was responsible

for the AMILASH operétion (SsC, Book V, pp. 3, 8, 79)
Langosch, as ﬁhe Chief of Counterintelligence

for the Special Affairs Staff, was responsible for

safeguarding SAS against penetration by foreign

intelligence services, particularly the Cuban

TR WA WA

Intelligence Services (HSCA Classified Affidavit

of ‘Joseph Langosch, 9/14/78, p. 3)}). It was

e

Langosch's recollection that:

.«.the AMLASH operation prior to the
assassination of President Kennedy was
characterized by the Special Affairs
staff, Desmond Fitzgerald (sic) and other
senior CIA officers as an assassination

: operation initiated and sponsored by the
. CIA. (Ibid., p. 4)

. :ﬂt‘ r.ga g

N
3

Langosch further reébllected that as of 1962

-4y iy

it was highly possible that the Cuban Intelligenqegs e
Services were aware of AMLASH and his association

with the CIA and that the information upon which

he based his conclusion that the AMLASH

operation was insecure was available to senior level CIA
Jeep ¥~k

officials, inéluding Desmond FitzGerald. (Ibid., p. 4).

o

However, the issue before this Committee is .
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*In response to Langosch's sworn statements, this

Committee has received from the CIA an affidavit

executed by Kent L. Pollock (CIA pseudonym) who “served

as Executive Officer for Desmond FitzGerald during the
entire period in which he was Chief of the Special Affairs
Staff...and discussed with him the AMLASH operation as it
progressed.” (CIA Doc., Affidavit of Kent L. Pollock,
executed Oct. 5, 1978, p. 1) Mr. Pollock specifically
contested Langosch's assertion that the AMLASH operation
was characterized by the Special Affairs Staff, Desmond
FitzGerald, and other senior level CIA officials as an
assassination operation. 1In pertinent part, Pollock -
drew the following conclusions: '

RS

To the best of my knowledge, Mr. FitzGerald
considered the AMLASH operation to be a political
action activity with the objective of organizing
a group within Cuba to overthrow Castro and the
Castro regime by means of a coup d'etat. I heard
Mr. FitzGerald discuss the AMLASH operation
frequently, and never heard him characterize it as
an "assassiahtion operation.” Mr. FitzGerald
stated within my hearing on several occasions

his awareness that coup d'etat often involves
loss of life. (Ibid., par. 3, p. 2)

R S

S

He also stated:

9§ i

Desmond FitzGerald did not characterize the AMLASH
operation as an "assassgéation operation"; the )
case officer did not; I, as Executive Officer, never
discussed any aspect of the AMLASH operation with
Joseph H. Langosch; the Deputy Chief, the otfer o
branch chiefs and the special assistants could not
have so characterized it since they did not know
about the pen (the pen was specially fitted with a
hypodermic syringe in response to urgings by AMLASH
for a means to start the coup by killing Castro.
The case officer offered the pen to AMLASH on the day
of President Kennedy's death. AMLASH rejected the
pen with disdain. /Ibid., par. 4, o. 2/}, (Ibid.,
par. 6, p. 3) -
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assassination plot prior to President Kennedy's

death. The bi?ader and more significant issue,

as the 197;‘}GR has ldentlfled it, is whether

the AMLASH operation was of sufficient relevancy

to have been reported to the Warren Commnission.

In the case of the AMLASH operation this
determination is a most difficult matter to
resolve. Reasonable men may differ in their
characterization of the Agency's operational
objectives.

Based upoe the presently available evidence
it is the Committee's position that such informa-
tion, if made available to the Warren Commission,
might have stimulated the Commission's investiga-

tive corcern for possible Cuban involvement or

complicity in the assassination. As J. Lee Rankin

commented before this Committee:

«..when I read...thewchurch Committee's N .

report--it was an ideal situation for
them to just pick out any way they

wanted to tell the story and fit it

in with the facts that had to be met
and then either blame the rest of it
on somebody else or not tell any more
or pollsh it off. I don't think that
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could have happened back in 1964.
I think there would have been a
much better chance of getting to
the heart of it. It might have
only revealed that we are involved
'in it and who approved it and all
that. But I think that would _
" have at least come out. (HSCA Class. .
Depo. of J. lLee Rankin, 8/17/78, p.91)

The Committee is in agreement with Mr. Rankin
that had the AMLASH operation.been disclosed to
the Warren Commission, the Commission might have
beeﬁ'able to foreclose the speculétion and conjeéture
that has Q:Grrounded the AMLASH operation during

the past decade. &g history now-recofds, the AMLASH

. SR, . W emm s

operation remains a footnote to the turbulent

relations between Castro's Cuba and the United States.
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