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1. ForREWORD

(1) The Central Intelligence Agency’s (CIA) performance in pro-
viding support to the Warren Commission has been a source of public
concern during the past 15 years. Critics have repeatedly charged that
the CTA participated in a conspiracy to suppress information relevant
to the assassination of President Kennedy. During 1976, these critics’
assertions were the subject of official inquiry by the Senate Select Com-
mittee to Study Government Operations (SSC). The SSC, in its report
regarding “The Investigation of the Assassination of President John
F. Kennedy: Performance of the Intelligence Agencies,” reached the
following findings:

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 committee has, however, developed evidence which im-
peaches the process by which the intelligence agencies arrived
at their own conclusions about the assassination, and by which
they provided information to the Warren Commission. This
evidence indicates that the investigation of the assassination
was deficient and that facts which might have substantially
affected the course of the investigation were not provided the
Warren Commission or those individuals within the FBI and
the CIA, as well as other agencies of Government, who were
charged with investigating the assassination.(7)

(2) The committee sought to examine in greater detail the gen-
eral findings of the SSC. It particularly focused its attention on the
specific issue of whether the CIA or any employee or former employee
of the CIA misinformed or withheld information relevant to the as-
sassination of President Kennedy from the Warren Commission. In
addition, the Committee attempted to determine whether, if the War-
ren Commission were misinformed or not made privy to information
relevant to its investigation, it was because of conscious effort by the
Agency or its employees.

(3) Ininvestigating this matter, the committee reviewed a 1977 task
force report by the CIA (1977 TFR).(2) This report was highly
critical of the SSC’s findings pertaining to the AMLASH operation*
and asserted that the SSC’s Final Report conveyed the mistaken im-
pression that the CIA had made a limited effort to assist the Warren
Commission. The 1977 TFR disagreed with this characterization and
noted that the “CIA did seek and collect information in support of the
Warren Commission. Additionally, it conducted studies and submitted
special analyses and reports.” (4)

*The AMLASH operation was characterized by the SSC as one of the CIA’s
Castro assassination plots.(3)
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(4) Inorder to demonstrate further the scope of support provided by
the CIA to the Warren Commission, the 1977 TFR contalned a com-
prehensive listing of CIA-generated material made available to both
the U.S. intelligence community and the Warren Commission regard-
ing the assassination of President Kennedy. In this respect, the evi-
dence supports the 1977 TFR, in which it is stated that :

This compilation [of CIA-generated material] is appro-
priate to consideration of the extent of the CIA effort, to the
extent that it reveals something of the results of that effort.(5)

(5) In its examination of the Agency’s comprehensive listing of
CIA-generated material, the committee followeg the organization of
these materials by the 1977 TFR. The 1977 TFR detailed four inter-
related categories of Kennedy assassination material :

(6) (1) Agency information disseminated to the intelligence com-
munity (formal and informal disseminations) ;

(7) (2) Material disseminated to the Warren Commission;

(8) (8) Information disseminated to the FBI et al. regarding ru-
mors and allegations regarding President Kennedy’s as-
sassination ; and

(9) (4) Memorandum submitted by the CIA to the Warren Com-
mission on rumors and allegations relating to the Presi-

dent’s assassination.

(10) In reviewing these categories, the committee concentrated its
focus upon those CIA materials that the 1977 TFR documented as
having been made available in written form to the Warren Commission.
(11) During the course of this study, additional Agency files were
reviewed in an effort to resolve certain issues that arose during the
review of the 1977 TFR materials. Where apparent gaps existed in
the written record, files were requested and reviewed in an effort
to resolve those gaps. Where significant substantive issues arose related
to the kind and quality of information provided the Warren Commis-
sion, files were requested and reviewed in an effort to resolve these
issues.* In the end, approximately 30 files, comprising an approximate
total of 90 volumes of material, were examined and analyzed in prepa-
ration of this staff report.
(12) The evidence set forth here must be qualified. During the course
of the past 15 years, the CIA has generated massive amounts of infor-
mation related to the assassination of President Kennedy. Certain
documents requested by the committee for study and analysis were not
located. Whether these documents were merely filed incorrectly or
actually destroyed, gaps in the written record still exist. ’

(13) Second, due to dissimilar standards with respect to the relevancy

of materials to the committee’s investigation adopted by the CIA and

the committee, certain files requested by the committee for review
were made available to the committee in redacted form or were with-

*B.g.: CI.O JFK assassination materials provided the Rockefeller Commission ;
C_IA ’l,naterla_ls_ pertaining to Luisa Calderon Curallero; AMLASH; CIA “Soft
Files” pertaining to Lee Harvey Oswald: CIA materials generated by Warren
Commission but carrying Agency classification.
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held.* The evidence collected in this staff report is based on the evi-
dence available to the committee, which might not have been all the
relevant evidence to which the Agency had access.
(14) Due consideration, moreover, must be given to the role that oral
discussions and briefings between the Warren Commission and CIA
representatives may have played in the supply of assassination-related
information. The subject and substance of these discussions and brief-
ings may not always be reflected by the written record reviewed in
this study. Consequently, the committee conducted interviews, depo-
sitions, and executive session hearings with key Warren Commission
staffl and members and former or present CIA representatives in an
effort to resolve questions that were not addressed by the written
record.

(15) This staff report examines the following subjects generated by

the committee’s study in the following order:

(16) (1) The organization of the CIA’s investigation of President
Kennedy’s assassination;

(17) (2) The working relationship of the Warren Commission staff
and those CIA. representatives concerned with Warren
Commission inquiry ;

(18) (3) The standards of investigative cooperation that the War-
ren Commission stafl believed governed the quality and
quantity of information supplied by the CIA to the Com-
mission :

(19) (4) The CIA’s responsibility for protection of its sensitive
sources and methods and the effects of the responsibility
on the Warren Commission investigation; and

(20) (5) The substance and quality of information concerning Luisa
Calderon passed on to the Warren Commission, the results
of this committee’s investigation of Calderon and her sig-
nificance to the events of November 22, 1963.

(21) The investigation by the committee of the CIA involved an

extensive analysis of some of its sensitive sources and methods. Because

these sources and methods are protected by law from unauthorized
disclosure [see 505 U.S.C. 403(d) (3)], portions of this report have
been written in a somewhat conclusory manner designed to avoid re-
ferring explicitly to such sensitive sources and methods. A classified
staff report dealing explicitly with these sensitive sources and methods
is in the committee’s files. (6)

II. OrcanizaTioN oF THE CIA’s INVESTIGATION OF PRESIDENT
KeENNEDY’S ASSASSINATION

(22) Inhis executive session testimony before the committee, Richard
Helms, the CIA’s deputy director for plans during 1963, described the
Agency’srole in the investigation of President Kennedy’s assassination
as follows:

(23) This crime was committed on United States soil. There-
fore, as far as the Federal Government was concerned, the

*CIA files pertaining to A-1 and an Agency employee’s personal safe holdings
were made available to this Committee subject to Agency deletion. Because
the committee’s legislative mandate was limited in terms of time, H. Res. 433,
95th Cong., 1st sess., 1977, the policy decision was made to negotiate for documents
rather than engage in time-consuming lawsuits.

43-819—79——31
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primary investigating agency 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 had no investigative role
inside the United States at all. So when I used here the word
“supportive,” I meant that in the literal sense of the term. We
are [sic] trying to support the FBI and support the Warren
Commission and be responsive to their requests, but we were
not initiating any investigations of our own or, to my recol-
lection, were we ever asked to.(7)

(24) On November 23, 1963, Helms had called a meeting of senior-
level CIA officials to outline the Agency’s investigative responsibility
vis-a-vis the assassination.(8) At that time, Helms placed John Scelso,
a desk officer in the Western Hemisphere Division and headquarter’s
Mexico branch chief, in charge of the Agency’s initial investigative
efforts.* (:9)

(25) Scelso testified before the committee that he was given charge
of the Agency’s investigation on the basis of two considerations:
(1) his prior experience in conducting major CIA security investiga-
tions; and (2) the observation of Oswald in Mexico (Scelso’s head-
quarters responsibility) reported to the CIA less than 2 months prior
to the assassination.(73) Scelso also noted that during the course of
his investigative efforts, Helms did not pressure him to adopt specific
investigative theories nor reach conclusions within a set period of
time.**(74)

(26) Scelso described in detail to the committee the manner in which
he conducted the Agency’s investigation:

* * * practically my whole branch participated in the thing.
We dropped almost everything else and I put a lot of my
officers to work in tracing names, analyzing files.

*During the course of the Agency’s investigatior, liaison with the FBI was
handled for the CIA by a former FBI agent who was chief of the Special In-
vestigations Group of the CIA’s Counter-Intelligence Staff.(10) He characterized
his functions with respect to the Agency as follows :

I knew that we [at CIA] did not have the basic responsibility for
investigating the assassination of the President. If there was a crime
committed in the course of this activity, 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
operations, you understand, and at the same time giving them coopera-
tion, and 1 was in close contact with Mr. Sam Papich [of the FBI], and
always fully cooperated, and he always fully cooperated with me.(11)

[This officer] noted that his office (CI/SIG), at the direction of the Chief of
Counterintelligence, James Angleton, was designated the central point for col-
lection of assassination-related information made available to the FBIL.(12)

**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 telégraphic considera-
tion) for working with the DDP with respect to what was being done over the
whole world. . . .”(15) Rocca referred to this phase of CIA activity by a
cryptonym. (16)
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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.(17)

(27) Scelso stated during his testimony that CIA field stations
worldwide were alerted 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 the
investigation.” (718) It was his recollection, however, that throughout
his tenure as coordinator of the Agency’s investigation, the Mexican
branch was the only CIA unit directly involved in investigatory
activities related to President Kennedy’s assassination.*(79)

(28) Scelso effectively coordinated a voluminous flow of cable traffic
related to the assassination. During the first half of December, he
issued a summary report that described Oswald’s activities in Mexico
City from September 26, 1963, to 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
the CIA until late December 1963.**(20)

(29) Following issuance of this report, Helms shifted responsibility
for the CIA’s investigation to the Counterintelligence Staff.(22) He
testified that this shift was a logical development because the investi-
gation had begun to take on broader tones.(23)

(30) Helms’ reasoning was expanded upon by Raymond Rocea,
chief of research and analysis for the CIA’s Counterintelligence Staff,
who testified before the Committee that the shift in responsibility
described by Helms was caused in part by the establishment of the
Warren Commission. (24) Rocca added :

(81) It was entirely appropriate in the [initial] phase that he
[Scelso] would have that [responsibility for the Agency in-
vestigation.] But the minute you had a commission set up out-
side, 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] being asked to sign off on cables that had to do with
[other international concerns,] and it would have seemed to
me utterly administratively simply a hybrid monster.(256)

(32) James Angleton, chief of the Counterintelligence Staff sup-
ported Rocca’s belief that “the spread [of investigative responsibility]
mvolved ... all of the [CTA] divisions.” Angleton testified to this com-
mittee that the Agency’s efforts to gather and coordinate information
related to the assassination underwent a metamorphic transition. Ini-
tially, Angleton noted, the Director, Deputy Director, Division Chiefs
and Case Officers approached the Warren Commission’s requirements

*The CIA does not agree with this statement. According to the Agency, all
of its branches were tasked immediately after the assassination. Subsequently,
10 of its stations were tasked to pursue investigative leads.

**Approximately 2 days after President Kennedy’s assassination, Scelso pre-
pared a summary report, provided to President Johnson by Helms. This report
stated 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 consid-
eration. (21) )
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in a piecemeal fashion. Eventually Angleton testified, the Agency was
able to focus its resources to avoid duplication of effort and provide
a system for the central referencing of assassination-related informa-
tion as such information was developed. (26)

(33) The record reveals that during this second phase of CIA in-
formation collection efforts in support of the Warren Commission
investigation, the concentration of Agency resources shifted in em-
phasis from exploration of Oswald’s activities in Mexico City to his
residency in the Soviet Union during 1959-62 and possible associa-
tion with the Soviet intelligence apparatus. (27) Rocca commented
that during this phase, primary interest in support of the Warren
Commission was to pursue Soviet leads:

* * ¥ on the assumption that a person who spends four
yvears * in the Soviet Union, under his circumstances, had to
be of specific interest to Soviet State security and their col-
lateral authorities. (28)

(34) Roceca concluded that the areas on which the CIA tended to
concentrate concerned the Soviets:

(833) * * * because the people he [Oswald] was in touch with in
Mexico had traces, prior traces, as KGB people. They
were under consular cover and obviously could have
been doing and were undoubtedly doing a consular job
in those earlier contacts. (29)

(86) Nevertheless, Rocca did indicate that Cuban aspects of the CIA
investigation were not ignored “because there was a lot of material
that came through and went to the Commission that concerned the
Cubans.” (30)

(37) Helms also testified that the possibility of Cuban involvement
was a source of deep concern within the Agency. (37) He added, how-
ever, that development of information pertaining to Cuban knowledge
of or participation in the assassination was very difficult to ob-
tain. (32)

(38) Angleton was in agreement with Rocca’s analysis that during
the second phase of the Agency’s effort the CIA concentrated its re-
sources on exploring possible Soviet influence on Oswald. (33) He
indicated that in part, this simply reflected inadequate CIA resources:

(39) I personally believe that the United States intelligence
services did not have the capabilities to ever come to an adju-
dication [of the Cuban aspect]. I don’t think the capabilities
were there. (34)

(40) Asnoted above, the counterintelligence Staff was given respon-
sibility in late December 1963-early January 1964 for the coordination
of CIA efforts to assist the Warren Commission in its investigation.
At that time, Raymond Rocca was designated point of contact with
the Commission.(35) Rocca’s research and analysis component was
concerned with:

(41) analytical intelligence, analytical brainpower, which meant
all source, all overt source comprehension; a study of cases

* In fact, Oswald spent 2 years, eight months in the Soviet Union.
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that had ceased to occupy operational 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 Plans. (36)

(42) Rocea testified that assassination-related information generated
by CIA components was directed to his staff (as designated point of
contact with the Warren Commission) in the normal flow of day-to-day
work. (37)

This information was then reviewed by Rocca or his assistants, who
included [Agency employee] (Soviet Ixpert), [Agency employee]
(general research and document search man for the U.S. intelligence
community and its resources), and [ Agency employee] (who had trans-
ferred to the CTA from the FBI a number of years prior to the assas-
sination).(38) During the course of the Warren Commission investiga-
tion, [this group] worked with those CIA divisions that were produc-
ing substantive information related to the assassination.(39) Rocca
and his group effectively coordinated the large volume of cable traffic
available to them pertaining to the assassination.

(43) Rocca testified that even though the Counterintelligence/Re-
search and Analysis Unit was the Agency’s point of reference with re-
ard to the Warren Commission, neither his staff nor the counter-
intelligence staff in general displaced the direct relations of Helms or
any other concerned Agency ofiicial with the Warren Commission. (40)
Rocca indicated that in some instances J. Lee Rankin of the Warren
Commission would go directly to Helms with requests; in other in-
stances, David Slawson, a Commission staff counsel, conferred directly
with [ Agency employee] of Rocca’s staff.* (41)
(44) The record reveals that on certain issues of particular sensi-
tivity, Rocca was not permitted to act as the Agency’s point of contact
with the Warren Commission. He testified that “compartmentaliza-
tion was observed notwithstanding the fact that I was the working
level point of contact.”(44) Rocca cited by way of example the case
of the Soviet defector Yuri Nosenko. Rocca testified that he did not
attend any of the Agency discussions pertaining to Nosenko’s case. (45 )
Rather, responsibility for the case was assigned to the Chief of Soviet
Russian Division, in addition to Helms. (46)
(45) TRocea described the counterintelligence Staff mail intercept
program, HT-Lingual, as a sccond example of an Agency matter about
which he had no knowledge nor input vis-a-vis the Agency’s support
role to the Warren Commission.(47) Rather, Angleton and [Agency
employee] handled the disposition of this particular material. (48)
(46) “In summary, it was Roceca’s testimony that an internally de-
centralized information reporting function, coordinated by the

*Although James Angleton functioned as Rocca’s direct superior during the
course of the Warren Commission investigation, he did not participate on a reg-
ular basis in the Agency’s efforts to supply substantive information to the War-
ren Commission, nor did he deal on a direct basis with Warren Commission rep-
resentatives, excepting Allen Dulles on an unofficial basis.(42) Nonetheless,
Angleton testified to this committee that he did attempt to keep apprised of
developments as the investigation progressed through consultation with
Rocea. (43)
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Counterintelligence staff, best characterized the organization of this

second phase of the Agency’s investigative efforts to assist the Warren
Commission. (49)

ITT. Thor Warrex Codnssion-CIA WOREING RELATIONSIIIP

A. OPINIONS OF WARREN COMMISSION AND CIA REPRESENTATIVES
REGARDING THE WARREN COMMISSION-CIA RELATIONSHIP

(47) The Warren Commission was created on November 29, 1963. by
Kxeentive Order No. 11130. Pursuant to that crder, the Commission
was In part empowered “* * * to evaluate all the facts and circum-
stances surrounding such assassination * * *” In addition, the order
made clear that “all exceutive departments and agencies are directed
to furnish the Comimission with such facilities, services and coopera-
tion as it may request from time to time.”

(48) The committee contacted both members of the Warren Com-
mission staff and those representatives of the CIA who played signif-
icant roles in providing CL\-generated information to the Commis-
sion. The general consensus of these people was that the Commission
and the CIA enjoyed a successful working relationship during the
course of the Commission’s investigation.(50) William Coleman, a
senior staff counsel for the Warren Commission who worked closely
with Warren Commission staff counsel W. David Slawson on matters
that involved the CIA’s resources, characterized the CIA representa-
tives with whom he dealt as highly competent, cooperative and intel-
ligent.(57) Slawson expressed a similar opinion regarding the
Agency’s cooperation and quality of work. (562)

(49) J. Lee Rankin, General Counsel for the Warren Commission,
testified that the Warren Commission and its staff were assured by
the CIA that the Agency would cooperate in the Commission’s
work.(53) John McCone, Director of Central Intelligence at the time
of President Kennedy’s assassination and during the Warren Com-
mission’s investigation, supported Rankin’s testimony in this regard
by characterizing the CIA’s work vis-a-vis the Warren Commission as
both responsive and comprehensive. (54) (McCone had been respon-
sible for insuring that all relevant matters were conveyed by the CTA
to the Commission.) (55) McCone testified that:

((50)  The policy of the CIA was to give the Warren Commission
everything that we had. I 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. (56)

(51) Rocca likewise characterized the Agency’s role as one of full
support to the Commission. He stated under oath that Helms had
given the following directive:

(52) All material bearing in any way that could be of assist-
ance to the Warren Commission should be seen by CI staff
and R and A and marked for us. He issued very, very
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strictly worded instructions—they were verbal in so far as
I know—that we were to leave no stone unturned. (57)

(53) Rocca added that, to his knowledge, Helms' orders were fol-
lowed to the letter by all CIA employees. (58) He concluded that
on this basis “the C1A was to turn over and to develop any infor-
mation bearing on the assassination that could be of assistance to the
Warren Commission.” (59)

(54) A different view of the CIA’s role regarding the supply of
CIA’s information to the Commission was offered by Helms. Helms,
who served as the CIA’s Deputy Director for Plans during the
Warren Commission investigation, was directly responsible for the
Ageney’s investigation of President Kennedy's assassination and
the establishment of CIA policy vis-vis the Warren Commis-
sion. (60) He testified to the committee that the CIA made every
effort to be as responsive as possible to Warren Commission
requests. (61) Iie added further details regarding the manner in
which the CIA provided its information to the Commission:

(55) An inquiry would come over [from the Warren Commis-
sion]. We would attempt to respond to it. But these
inquiries came in individual bits and pieces or as individual
items * * * Fach individual item that came along we took
care of as best we could. (62)

(56) It was Helms’ recollection that the CIA provided informa-
tion to the Warren Commission primarily on the basis of the
Commission’s specific requests. He said:

Starr Couxser. In summary, is it your position that the
Agency gave the Warren Commission information only in
response to specific requests by the Warren Commission?

Mr. Herums. That is correct.

I want to modify that by saying that memory is fallible.
There may have been times or circumstances under which
something different might have occurred, but my recollec-
tion is that we were attempting to be responsive and sup-
portive to the FBI and the Warren Commission. When they
asked for something we gave it to them.

As far as our volunteering information is concerned, I
have no recollection of whether we volunteered it or not. (63)

(57) Helms’ characterization of fulfilling Warren Commission
requests on a case-by-case basis rather than uniformly volunteering
relevant information to the Warren Commission stands in direct
opposition to Rankin’s perception of the CIA’s investigative
responsibility. Rankin was asked by staff counsel whether he was
under the impression that the Agency’s responsibility was simply to
respond to questions addressed it by the Warren Commission. In
response, Rankin testified:

(58) Not at all and if anybody had told me that I would have
insisted that the Commission communicate with the Presi-
dent and get a different arrangement because we might not
ask the right questions and then we would not have the
information and that would be absurd. (64)



482

(59) Slawson supported Rankin’s position, testifying that Warren
Commission requests to the CIA were rarely specific. “The request
was made initially that they give us all information pertinent to the
assassination investigation.” (65)

B. THE CIA’S FAILURE TO DISCLOSE CIA ANTI-CASTRO ASSASSINATION PLANS
TO THE WARREN COMMISSION

(60) An unfortunate consequence of the Warren Commission’s reli-
ance on the CIA to provide the Commission with all relevant mate-
rial is reflected in the subsequent exposure of the CIA’s anti-Castro
assassination plots and the Agency’s failure to provide this infor-
mation. (66) Rocca indicated that he had no knowledge at the
time of the Warren Commission investigation of Agency efforts to
assassinate Castro. (67) Consequently, he was not in position to
communicate this information.

(61) The record also reveals that the CIA desk officer to whom
Helms initially gave the responsibility to investigate Lee Harvey
Oswald and the assassination of President Kennedy had no knowl-
edge of such plots during his investigation. (68) Scelso testified that
had he known of such assassination plots, the following actions
would have been taken:

(62) We would have gone at that hot and heavy. We would
have queried the agent (AMLASH) about it in great detail.
I would have had him polygraphed by the best operative
security had to sce if he had [sic] been a double-agent.
informing Castro about our poison pen things, and so on. I
would have had all our Cuban sources queried about it. (69)

(63) As the record reflects, these plots were known to few within
the CIA. Mr. Helms’ testimony regarding these plots reveals that some
Agency employees compromised the policy of its Director to supply
all relevant information to the Warren Commission. The following
exchange between committee counsel and Helms illustrates the extent
of the Agency’s compromise :

Starr Counser. Mr. Helms, T 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 to be informed as to
why the Warren Commission was not told by you of the
anti-Castro assassination plots.

Mr. Heras. T have never been asked to testify before the
Warren Commission about our operations.

Starr Counser. 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. Herms. Yes, but how do you know they did not know
about it? How do you know Mr. Dulles had not told them?
How was I to know that? And besides, I was not the Direc-
tor of the Agency and in the CIA, you did not go traipsing
around to the Warren Commission or to Congressional
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Committees or to anyplace else without the Director’s
permission. )

Starr Counsir. Did you ever discuss with the Director
whether the Warren Commission should be informed of the
anti-Castro assassination plots?

Mr. HeLwms. I did not, as far as I recall.(70) .
(64) McCone testified that he first became aware of the CIA’s anti-
Castro assassination plots involving CIA-Mafia ties during August
1963.* He stated that upon learning of these plots, he directed

that the Agency cease all such activities.(75) When asked whether the

CIA desired to withhold information from the Warren Commission

about the Agency anti-Castro assassination plots to avoid embarrass-

ing the Agency or causing an international crisis, he gave the follow-
ing response :

(65) I cannot answer that since they (CIA employees knowl-
edgeable of the continuance of such plots) withheld the infor-
mation from me. I cannot answer that question. I have never
been satisfied as to why they withheld the information from
me. (76)

(66) Regarding the relevancy of such plots to the Warren Commis-

sion’s work, Warren Commission counsels Rankin, Slawson, and Spec-

ter were in agreement that such information should have been reported

to the Warren Commission. (77)

(67) TRocea testified that had he known of the anti-Castro assassina-
tion plots, his efforts to explore the possibility of a retaliatory assassi-
nation against President Kennedy by Castro would have been intensi-

*On August 11, 1963, a Chicago Sun Times article reported that the CIA had
in the past been in contact with Chicago Mafia figure Sam Giancana. Upon being
apprised of this article, McCone requested a report about the article from Richard
Helms. The memorandum that Helms provided to McCone stated :

1. Attached is the only copy in the Agency of a memorandum on subject,
the ribbon copy of which was sent to the Attorney General in May of 1962.
I was vaguely aware of the existence of such a memorandum since I was
informed that it had been written as a result of a briefing given by
Colonel Edwards and Lawrence Houston to the Attorney General in May
of last year.

2. I spoke with Colonel Edwards on the telephone last evening, and, in
the absence of Mr. Bannerman on leave, I was with Colonel Edwards’ as-
sistance able to locate this copy. As far as ¥ am aware, this is the only
written information available on Agency relationships with subject. I
hope this will serve your purpose.

3. I assume you are aware of the nature of the operation discussed in
the attachment, (71) '

Attached to the above memorandum was a May 14, 1962, memorandum from
Sheffield Edwards to Attorney General Robert Kenredy which described the CIA-
Giancana connection as having been terminated prior to McCone’s assumption of
the CIA directorship.(72) McCone concluded that the CIA-Giancana operation
concerned the assassination of Fidel Castro.(73) The 1967 CIA Inspector Gen-
eral’s Report concluded that August 1963 was :

f * * The earliest date on which we have evidence of Mr. McCone’s
being aware of any aspect of the scheme to assassinate Castro using
members of the gambling syndicate. (74)
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fied. He stated that: “a completely different procedural approach prob-
ably would and should have been taken.”(78) )

(68) Scelso offered a highly critical appraisal of Helms’ nondisclo-
sure to the Warren Commission :

Starr Counskr. Do you think Mr. Helms was acting prop-
erly when he failed to tell the Warren Commission about the
assassination plots?

Mr. Scruso. No, I think that was a morally highly repre-
hensible act, which he eannot possibly justify under his oath
of office, or any other standard of professional public
service.(79)

C. AGENCY’S LEGAL RESPONSIBILITY TO PROTECT SENSITIVE SOURCES AND
METI{ODS—TFACTORS AFFECTING TIIE CIA RESPONSE TO WARREN COMMIS-
SION REQUESTS

(69) The length of time required by the CIA to respond to the War-
ren Commission’s request for information was dependent on (1)
the availability of information; (2) the complexity of the issues in-
volved in the request: and (3) the extent to which the relevant infor-
mation touched upon sensitive CI\ sources and methods. On the first
two points, Helms testified that when the CTA was able to satisfy a
Commission request, it would send a reply back. With respeect to
timing :
(70) ... some of these inquiries obviously took longer than
others.
For example, some might involve checking a file which was
in Washington. Other inquiries might involve trying to see if
we could locate somebody in some overseas country.
Obviously, one takes longer to perform than the other. (80)

(71)  Under law, the Director of Central Intelligence has always been
required to protect sensitive sources and methods from unauthorized
disclosure ({50 U.S.C. §403(d) (3)1). As a result of this responsibility,
in some instances the Agency initially limited access by the Commis-
sion to CTA original source materials.(87) J. Lee Rankin expressed the
opinion that on occasion, the Agency’s effort to protect its sensitive
sources and methods affected the quality of the information to which
the Warren Commission and its staff were given access. (82)

(72) The committee was fully aware that traditional intelligence re-
porting procedures do not normally include revealing sources and
methods. Moreover, Federal law obligates the CTA to protect its
sources and methods from unauthorized disclosure. Had the Warren
Commission investigation been conducted under normal conditions,
revealing sources and methods would not have been expected, much
less required. Nevertheless, it may be argued because the circumstances
of this investigation were extraordinary, no possible source of relevant
evidence should have been considered an unauthorized disclosure.
(73) The committee identified two related areas of concern in which
the Agency’s desire to protect its sensitive sources and methods may
have impeded the Warren Commission’s investigation. These were:
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(74) —Initially not providing the Commission with original source
materials pertaining to Oswald’s trip to Mexico;

(75) —The Agency’s reluctance to reveal the origin of a photograph
of an unidentified, man who had mistakenly been linked to
Oswald.

(76) The CIA’s concern over revealing the existence of sensitive

sources and methods was evident from the inception of the Warren

Commission. Scelso commented that “we are not authorized at first to

reveal all our [sensitive] operations.”(83) He did, however, testify

that:

(77) We were going to give them intelligence reports which
derived from all our sources, including [sensitive] sources,
including the [sensitive sources] and the information gotten
from the interrogation of Silvia Duran, for example, which
corresponded almost exactly with the information from the
[sensitive sources].(84)

(78) Scelso’s characterization is supported by examination of the
background to the first major CIA report furnished the Warren Com-
mission, dated January 31, 1964, regarding Oswald’s trip to Mexico
City.(85) Much of the information provided to the Warren Commis-
sion in this report was based on sensitive sources and methods, iden-
tification of which had been deleted completely from the report.

(79) The CIA policy limiting Warren Commission knowledge of
CTA sources and methods was articulated as early as December 20,
1963, at which time a cable was sent from CIA headquarters to a [for-
eign country] station. The cable stated :

(80) Our present plan in passing information to the Warren
Commission is to eliminate mention of [sensitive sources and
methods] in order to protect [* * *] continuing ops. Will
rely instead on statements of Silvia Duran and on contents of
Soviet consular file which Soviets gave [State Depart-
ment]. (86)

(81) The basic policy articulated in the December 20, 1963, cable,
as it specifically concerned the CTA’s relations with the FBI, is also
set forth in a CTA memorandum of December 10, 1963.(87) In that
memoranduny, [an Agency employee] of the CTA Counterintelligence
Staff, Special Investigations Group. wrote that he had been advised by
Sam Papich, FBIT liaison to the CTA, that the FBI was anticipating a
request from the Warren Commission for copies of the FBI’s materials
which supported or complemented the FBI’s five volume report of De-
cember 9, 1963, that had been submitted to the Warren Commission.
Papich provided [the Agency employee] with this report, which indi-
cated that some U.S. agency was conducting a sensitive operation
abroad and asked him whether the FBT could supply the Warren
Commission with the source of this operation. The [ Agency employee]
memorandum shows that he discussed this matter with Scelso. After
a discussion with TTelms, Scel«o was directed by Helms to prepare CTA
material to be passed to the Warren Commission. The [Agency em-
plovee] then made the following notation regarding sensitive sources
and methods;
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(82) 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 information which could relate to sensi-

tive sources and methods * * * [The] Agency desired to

establish some other policy with regard to meeting the needs

of the Commission.* (88)
(83) 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 a CIA
[unit]. (97) This cable indicated that knowledge of Agency sources
and techniques was still being withheld 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
that would be in a form protective of the CIA sources and tech-
niques. (92)
(84) * On February 1, 1964, Helms appeared before the Commission.
It is likely that he discussed the CIA memorandum to the Warren
Commission of January 31, 1964.** (93) On February 10, 1964, Rankin
wrote Helms in regard to that CIA memorandum.(94) A review of
Rankin’s letter indicates that as of his writing, the Warren Commis-
sion had no information pertaining to CIA’s [sensitive sources and
methods] that had generated the information on Oswald.
(85) Rankin inquired in the February 10, 1964, letter whether Os-
wald’s direct communication with employees of the Soviet Embassy
in Mexico City (as stated in paragraph 1 of the January 31 memo-
randum) had been obtaind by [sensitive source and methods] or by
interview. Manifestly, had the Warren Commission been informed of

* The opinion expressed by Scelso as of December 20, 1963, was set forth on
January 14, 1964, in a formalized fashion when Helms expressed his concern
regarding exposure by the FBI of Agency sources to the Warren Commission.
Helms wrote that the CTA had become aware that the FBI had already:

called to the attention of the Commission, through its attorney, that we
have information [as determined from Agency sources] coinciding with
dates when Oswald was in Mexico City and which may have some bear-
ing on his activities while in that area. (89)

Helms further indicated that the CIA might be called upon to provide addi-
tional information acquired from checks of CIA records and agency sources. He
suggested that certain policies be employed to enable CTA to work cooperatively
with the Commission in a manner which would protect CIA information, sources
and methods. Among the policies articulated were two which Helms claimed
would enable the Azency to control the flow of Agency originated information.
In this way the CIA could check the possibility of revealing its sources and
methods inadvertently. The policies articulated were:

(1) Your Bureau not disseminate information received from this
Agency without prior concurrence.

(2) In instances in which this Agency has provided information to
vour Bureau and you consider that information is pertinent to the
Commission’s interest, and/or complements (or otherwise is pertinent
to information developed or received by your Bureau through) other
sources and is being provided by you to the Commission, you refer the
Commission to this Agency. In such cases it will be appreciated if you
will advise us of such referral in order that we may anticipate the
possible further interest of the Commission and initiate action prepara-
tory to meeting its needs. (90)

**Jee paragraphs 78.
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the sensitive source and method, this inquiry by Rankin would not have
been made.

(86) Nevertheless, it was Rocca’s recollection that during the time
period of January 1964—April 1964, Warren Commission repre-
sentatives had visited the CTA’s headquarters in Langley, Va., and had
been shown the original source materials derived from sensitive CIA
sources and methods.(95) Rocca, however, did not personally make
this material available to Commission representatives and was not able
to state under oath precisely the point in time at which the Warren
Commission first learned of these operations. (96)

(87) On February 19, 1964, the CIA responded to Rankin’s inquiry
of February 10.(97) The Agency response indicated that Oswald had
contacted the Soviet consulate and was also interviewed at the con-
sulate. Nevertheless, the Agency still did not explicitly reveal the
source of this information. (98)

D. WARREN COMMISSION KNOWLEDGE OF CIA SENSITIVE SOURCES AND
METHODS

(88) During the period of March—-April 1964, David Slawson drafted
a series of memorandums that, among other issues, concerned Warren
Commission knowledge of and access to the material derived from
relevant CIA sensitive operations. CIA headquarters had obtained
the raw data generated by these sensitive operations almost immedi-
ately after the assassination.(99) A review of these memorandums
tends to support the belief that the Warren Commission, through
Messrs. Slawson. Coleman and Willens, did not obtain access to CTA
[original source] materials until April 9, 1964.(700) On that date,
Coleman, Slawson and Willens met with a CTA [representative] who
provided them with [raw data] derived from [sensitive operations].*
(89) It appears doubtful that the Commission had been given direct
access to this material prior to April 9. Nevertheless, by March 12,
1964, the record indicates that the Warren Commission had at least
become aware of the CIA [sensitive operations] that had generated
information concerning Oswald.(702) Slawson’s memorandum of
March 12 reveals that the Warren Commission had learned that the
CIA possessed information concerning conversations between the
Cuban Ambassador to Mexico, Hernandez Armas, and Cuban Presi-
dent Dorticos.** The Dorticos-Armas conversations, requested by the
Warren Commission representatives at a March 12 meeting with CIA
officials, including Richard Helms, concerned Silvia Duran’s arrest
and interrogation by the Mexican Federal Police.(704) Helms re-
sponded to the Commission’s request for access that he would attempt
to arrange for the Warren Commission’s representatives to review
this material. (705)

(90) Another Slawson memorandum, dated March 25, 1964, con-
cerned Oswald’s trip to Mexico. Slawson wrote that the tentative con-
clusions he had reached concerning Oswald’s Mexico trip were derived

* Slawson, when interviewed by this committee, stated that he became aware
of the existence of CTA [sensitive operations] probably prior to his April 9, 1964,
trip to Mexico City and no later than during his visit to Mexico City.(701)

**These conversations had been summarized in the CIA’s January 31, mem-
orandum concerning Oswald's activities while in Mexico City.(103)
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from CIA memorandums of January 31, 1964, and February 19, 1964,
and, in addition, a Mexican Federal Police summary of interrogations
with Silvia Duran, her brother Ruben, hushand Horacio, and a hand-
ful of friends, conducted shortly after the assassination.(106)

(91) Slawsonsaid:

A large part of it [the summary report] is simply a sum-
mation of what the Mexican police learned when they interro-
gated Mrs. Silvia Duran, an employee of the Cuban con-
sulate in Mexico City, and is therefore only as accurate as
Mrs. Duran’s testimony to the police. (107)

(92) These comments indicate that Slawson placed qualified reliance
on the Mexican police summary. Moreover, there is no indication that
Slawson had been provided the [raw data] pertaining to Duran that
had been obtained by means of [sensitive CIA sources and methods].
In fact, by virtue of 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 revealed, the Commission had been forced to rely
upon the two memoranda that did not make reference to the [sensitive
operations], and a summary report issued by the Mexican Federal
Police. Thus, the Agency had for over 8 months precluded exposing
[raw data] generated by its [sensitive operations] to the actual review
and analysis of the Warren Commission. (108)

(93) The evidence indicates that Slawson had not been given access
to the [raw data] pertaining to Duran that had been generated by CIA
[sensitive operations.] This is further supported by his memorandum
of March 27, 1964. in which he states his conclusion that Oswald had
visited the Cuban Embassy at least twice and probably on three occa-
sions. (709) This conclusion, he again wrote, was based upon an analysis
of Silvia Duran’s testimony before the Mexican police. This memoran-
dum bears no indication that he had reviewed any [raw data] pertain-
ing to this issue.

(94) The record supports the judgment that as of April 2, 1964, the
Warren Commission, although aware of their existence, had still not
been given access to the above-referenced series of [original source
materials]. A memorandum of that date by Coleman and Slawson
posed one question to the CIA and made two requests for information
from the Agency: (170)

(95) (1) What is the information source referred to in the No-
vember 28 telegram that Oswald intended to settle down in
Odessa;

(96) (2) We would like to see copies of the [raw data] in all
cases where the [raw data] refer to the assassination of related
subjects;

(97)  (3) We would especially like to see the [raw data] in which
the allegation that money was passed at the Cuban Embassy
is discussed.(771)

(98) The question initially posed by (item 1) in the above-referenced
memorandum of April 2 concerns a [sensitive CIA operation].(712)
Obviously, if Slawson found it necessary to request the source of the
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information, he had not as yet been provided access to the original

material by the CIA.

(99) Ttem No. 2 of the above listing tends to show that the Commis-

sion had not been given access to certain [sensitive raw data] concern-

ing the assassination.

(100) Item No. 3 of the above listing reveals that the [sensitive raw

data] pertaining to the Dorticos-Armas conversation of November 22,

1964, in which the passing of moneys was discussed, had not, as of

April 2, been provided to the Commission, despite the Commission’s

having specifically requested this information at a March 12, 1964,

meeting between Commission representatives and Agency representa-

tives.(773)

(101) On April 3, 1964, Coleman and Slawson expressed their con-

cern about getting complete access to all materials relevant to Oswald’s

Mexico City trip:

(102) The most probable final result of the entire investigation
of Oswald’s activities in Mexico is a conclusion that he went
there for the purpose of trying to reach Cuba and that no
bribes, conspiracies, etc. took place.

(108) * * * In order to make such a judgment (that all reason-
able lines of investigation that might have uncovered other
motivations or possible conspiracies have been followed
through with negative results), we must become familiar with
the details of what both the American and Mexican tnvestiga-
tory agencies there have done. This means reading their
reports, after translation, if mecessary, and in some cases
talking with the investigators themselves. [Emphasis
added.] (714)

(104) Nevertheless, as the record tends to show, Coleman’s and
Slawson’s desire for a thorough investigation was subject to the lim-
itations imposed by the CIA’s concern for protecting its sources and
methods from disclosure. Given the gravity and significance of the
Warren Commission’s investigation, the Agency’s initial withholding
of original source material from the Commission staff may have im-
peded its ability to reach accurately reasoned conclusions with respect
to Oswald’s activities while in Mexico City.

(105)  On April 8, 1964, Slawson, Willens. and Coleman flew to
Mexico City, Mexico. to meet with the representatives of the State
Department, FBI. CIA, and the Government of Mexico.(775) The
group was met by U.S. Ambassador Freeman, Claire Boonstra of the
State Department, Clark Anderson of the FBI and a [CIA represent-
ative].(776) That same day, the [CIA representative] made available
the [raw data] concerning Oswald and Duran that the Agency had
[collected].(777) In addition, he provided the group with photographs
for tthe time period covered by Oswald’s visit.(778) David Slawson
wrote:

(106) * * * The [CTA representative] stated at the beginning
of his narrative that he intended to make a complete dis-
closure 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
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confines of the Commission and its immediate staff the infor-
mation we obtained through him without first clearing it with
his superiors in Washington. We agreed to this.(119)

(107 Z)e The [CIA representative] described to the Commission staff
members the CIA’s course of action directly following the assassina-
tion, indicating that his staff immediately began to compile dossiers on
Oswald, Duran and everyone else throughout Mexico whom the CIA
Jmew had had some contact with Oswald.(720) He revealed that all
known Cuban and Russian intelligence agents had quickly been put
under surveillance. Slawson concluded :

(108) The [CIA representative’s] narrative plus the material
we were shown disclosed immediately how incorrect our pre-
vious information had been on Oswald’s contacts with the
Soviet and Mexican (sic) Embassies.* Apparently the dis-
tortions and omissions to which our information had been
subjected had entered some place in Washington, because the
CIA information that we were shown by the [CIA repre-
sentative] was unambiquous on almost oll the crucial points.
We had previously planned to show the [CIA representa-
tive] Slawson’s reconstruction of Oswald’s probable activ-
itics at the embassies to get the [CTA representative’s] opin-
ion, but once we saw how badly distorted our information was
we realized that this would be uscicss. Therefore, instead, we
decided to take as close notes as possible from the original
source materials at some later time during our visit.(727)**

(109) It may be that the “informational distortions” that Slawson
notes were merely the product of Slawson’s mistaken analysis of the
CIA. material provided to him. The record does reflect that Slawson
had reviewed the CIA’s January 31 memorandum that accurately
summarized all of the [raw data]y'm question. (723) Nevertheless, as
the result of his direct review of the active [raw data] derived from
the original source material, Slawson was able to clarify substan-
tially his analysis of Oswald’s activities while in Mexico City. (724)
(110) It may be argued therefore that the CIA’s reluctance to pro-
vide the Warren Commission with its original source material may
have hampered the efficiency of the Commission’s investigation of
Oswald’s Mexico City activities. In the process, the CIA’s reluc-
tance conflicted with President Johnson’s Executive order that the
executive agencies:

(111) * * * furnish the Commission with such facilities, serv-
1(ces and cooperation as it may request from time to time.
125)

E. THE PHOTOGRAPH OF AN UNIDENTIFIED INDIVIDUAL

(112) On November 23, 1963, an ¥BI Special Agent showed Mar-
guerite Oswald a photograph of a man. (726) This photograph had
been supplied to the FBI on November 22 by the CIA. (127) It had

*The reference should be to the Cuban Embassy.

** A separate Slawson memorandum of Apr. 21, 1964, records the results of
his notetaking from original source materials following the [CIA representa-
tive's] disclosures. These notes dealt exclusively with the [sensitive raw data]
pertaining to Duran and Oswald for the period September 27 to October 1,
1963.(122)



491

been obtained in early October 1963 and at that time had been linked
by some [ Agency employees] to Lee Harvey Oswald. (128) The subject

of the photograph, however, bore no resemblance to Lee Harvey
Oswald.

(113) On February 10, 1964, Marguerite Oswald testified before the
Warren Commission and recounted the circumstances under which
she was shown the photograph. (729) Mrs. Oswald testified that she
believed this photograph to have been of Jack Ruby. (730)

(114) Thereafter, on February 12, 1964, J. Lee Rankin wrote to
Thomas Karramesines, assistant deputy director for plans (DDP),
requesting both the identity of the individual in the photograph and
an explanation of the circumstances by which the photograph had
been obtained by CIA. (131)

(115) On that same day, in a separate letter, Rankin wrote to
McCone recarding materials that the CIA had disseminated since
November 22, 1963, to the Secret Service, but not to the Warren
Commission. He requested copies of these materials, which included
three CIA cables concerning the photograph of the individual orig-
inally identified by some [Agency employees] as Lee Harvey Oswald
and thereafter shown by the FBI to Oswald’s mother. (132)

(116) John Scelso testified about the reasons why the CIA did not
explain to the Commission the origin of the photograph:

(117) We did not initially disclose to the Warren Commis-
sion all of our [sensitive] operations. In other words, we
did not initially disclose to them that we had [such opera-
tions] because the November photo we had [of the unidenti-
fied man] was not of Oswald. Therefore it did not mean any-
thing, you see ? (133)

Starr CoUNSEL. * * * So the Agency was making a uni-
lateral decision that this was not relevant to the Warren Com-
mission. (134)

Mr. Scerso. Right, we were not authorized, at first, to reveal
all our [sensitive] operations. (135)

(118) On March 5, 1964, Rocca wrote in an internal memorandum
to Helms that “we have a problem here for your determination.” (136)
Rocea first outlined Angleton’s desire nct to respond directly to
Rankin’s request of February 12 regarding the CIA material for-
warded to the Secret Service since November 23, 1964.(737) Rocca
then stated :

(119) “Unless you feel otherwise, Jim would prefer to wait
out the Commission on the matter covered by paragraph
2 [of the above-referenced February 12 letter to McCone re-
questing access to CIA reports provided the Secret Service
after November 22, 1963]. 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 it to them in copy. Incidentally, none of these items are
of new substantive interest. We have either passed the mate-
rial in substance to the Commission in response to earlier
levies or the items refer to aborted leads, for example, the
famous six plhotographs which are not of Oswald .. .”.(138)

43-819—79——32
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(120) On March 12, 1964, representatives of the Warren Com-
mission and the CIA conferred regarding the February 12 request
for the materials forwarded to the Secret Service by the Agency.(739)
The record indicates that the Commission at the March 12 meeting
pressed for access to the Secret Service materials.(740) Rankin wrote
to Helms on March 16 that it was his understanding that the CTA
would supply the Commission with a paraphrase of each report or
communication pertaining to the Secret Service materials

with all indications of your confidential communications
techniques and confidential sources deleted. You will also
afford members of our staff working in this area an op-
portunity to review the actual file so that they may give
assurance that the paraphrases are complete. (741)

(121) Rankin further indicated that the same procedure was to
be followed regarding any material in the possession of the CIA
prior to November 22, 1963, which had not as yet been furnished
because it concerned sensitive sources and methods. (742)

(122) Helms responded to Rankin’s March 16 letter on March 24
with two separate communications.(7438) The initial letter of response
provided the Commission with a copy of the October 10, 1963, CIA
dissemination to the FBI, State Department, Immigration and Nat-
uralization Service and Navy Department (and to the Secret Service
on November 22) regarding Lee Harvey Oswald and his presence at
the Soviet Consulate in Mexico City. The response revealed that on
October 23, 1963, the CTA had requested from the Navy two copies of
the most recent photograph of Oswald in order to check the identity of
the person believed to be Oswald in Mexico City.(744) The CIA
stated that it had determined at some unspecified time that the photo-
graph carlier obtained by a [sensitive source]* and shown to Margue-
rite Oswald on November 22. 1963, was not Lee Harvey Oswald.(745)
The Agency explained that it had checked the photograph against the
press photographs of Oswald generally available on November 23,
1963.(146)

(123) = The second letter from IHelms revealed that on November 22,
1963, immediatelv following the assassination, and on November 23,
1963, three cabled reports were received at CIA headquarters regard-
ing photographs of an unidentified man who had visited the Cuban
and Soviet Embussies during October and November 1963.(147)
Paraphrases of these cables, which did not reveal sensitive sources and
methods, were attached to the second letter.(748) The Agency wrote
that the subject of the photograph referenced in these cables was not
Oswald. It was further stated that:

(124) In response to our meeting of 12 March and your memo
of 16 March, we will arrange for Mr. Stern and Mr. Willens
to review at Langley the original copies of these three dis-
seminations to the Secret Service and the cables on which they
were based, as well as the photographs of the unidentified
man. (149)

*This should not be confused with the two Navy photographs.
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(125) On March 26, William Coleman wrote in a memorandum for
the record:

(126) The CIA directed a memorandum to J. Lee Rankin (Com-
mission Document No. 631) in which it set forth the dissemi-
nation of the information on Lee Harvey Oswald. I realize
that this memorandum is only a partial answer to our in-
quiry to the CIA dated March 16, 1964 and I hope that the
complete answers will give us the additional information we
requested. (150)

(Coleman went on to state:

As you know, we are still trying to get an explanation of

the photograph which the FBI showed Marguerite Oswald

soon after the assassination. I hope that paragraph 4* of the

memorandum of March 24, 1964 [CD 631] sent Mr. Rankin

by the CIA is not the answer which the CIA intends to give

us as to this inquiry.(151)
(127) The following day, as agreed by Warren Commission and
Agency representatives, Samuel Stern of the Commission visited CIA
headquarters in Langley, Va.(152)
(128) Sterns’ memorandum of his visit reveals that he reviewed
QOswald's file with Rocca.(153) Stern indicated that Oswald’s file
contained those materials furnished previously to the Warren Com-
mission by the CIA.(754) The file also contained :
(129) Cable reports from the CIA of November 22 and 23, 1963, of a
person who had visited the Cuban and Soviet Embassies during Oc-
tober and November [sic] 1963 ; and reports on these cables furnished
on November 23,1963, by CIA to the Secret Service. (155)
(130) Stern noted that these messages were accurately paraphrased
in the attachments to CD 674 provided the Warren Commission on
March 24, 1964.(156) Stern also reviewed the October 9, 1963, cable
from a CTA unit to CTA headquarters reporting Oswald’s contact with
the Soviet Embassv in Mexico City.(757) In addition, Stern examined
the October 10, 1963 cable from CI.\ headquarters reporting back-
ground information on Oswald.(758) Stern recorded that these mes-
sages were accurately reported in the CTA’s January 31 memorandum
to the Warren Commission reporting Oswald’s Mexico City trip.(159)
(131) Last, Stern noted that Roecca provided him for his review a
computer printout of the references to Oswald-related documents
located in the Agency’s electronic data storage system.(160) He
stated “there is no item listed [ . . . ] which we [the Warren Commis-
sion] have not been given either in full text or paraphrased.”(167)
(132) Thus, by March 27, a Warren Commission representative had
been apprised of the circumstances surrounding the mysterious
photograph.**

*Paragraph 4 of CD 631 stated that CIA concluded, based upon press photo-
graphs of Oswald generally available on November 23, 1963, that the photograph
of the unidentified individual was not of Oswald.

**Helms, in a sworn affidavit before the Warren Commission, stated that the
photograph shown to Marguerite Oswald had heen taken outside of the conti-
nental United States sometime during the period July 1. 1963. to November 23,
1963.(162)
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F. LUISA CALDERON CARRALERO

(133) The committee devoted considerable attention to the following
memorandum that was obtained as a result of a review of the Oswald
file:(163)

(134) Subject: Comments of Luisa Calderon Carralero

1. A reliable source reported that on 22 November 1963,
several hours after the assassination of President John F.
Kennedy, Luisa Calderon Carralero, a Cuban employee of
the Cuban Embassy in Mexico City, and believed to be a
member of the Cuban Directorate General of Intelligence
(DGI), discussed news of the assassination with an acquaint-
ance. Initially, when asked if she had heard the latest news,
Calderon replied, in what appeared to be a joking manner,
“Yes, of course, I knew almost before Kennedy.”

2. After further discussion of the news accounts about the
assassination, the acquaintance asked Calderon what else she
had learned. Calderon replied that they [assumed to refer
to personnel of the Cuban Embassy] learned about it a little
while ago.

(135) Rocca, in response to a 1975 Rockefeller Commission request
for information on a possible Cuban conspiracy to assassinate Presi-
dent Kennedy, wrote regarding Calderon’s comments:

(136) Latin hyperbole? Boastful ex post facto suggestion of
foreknowledge. This is the only item in the [sensitive opera-
tion] coverage of the Cubans and Soviets after the assassina-
tion that contains the suggestion of foreknowledge or
expectation.* (165)

(137) Standing by themselves, Luisa Calderon’s cryptic comments
may not have merited serious attention. Her words may indeed have
indicated foreknowledge of the assassination but may equally be inter-
preted without such a sinister implication. Nevertheless, the commit-
tee determined that Luisa Calderson’s case merited serious attention
in the months following the assassination.

* 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 [sensitive sources] that might suggest foreknowl-
edge of a plot to assassinate the American President. This involves a
faulty translation * * * [Calderon’s statement]. In answer to * * *
[a] * * * question as to whether she had heard the latest news, Cal-
deron said: “Si, claro, me entere casiantes que Kennedy.” The verb
entere is mistranslated. Me entere (the first person of the verb
enterarsede, past tense) should be translated as “* * * I found out (or
I learned) [about it—the assassination] almost before Kennedy [did].”
In other words, Calderon was saying she heard about the shooting of
Kennedy almost at the time the event took place. . . .(164)

The narrow interpretation of Calderon’s comments assigned by the Agency is
not the only reasonable one. The translation of me entere as either “I found
out” or “I learned about” does not foreclose interpretation of Calderon’s com-
ments as a suggestion on her part of possible foreknowledge of President Ken-
nedy’s assassination. The interpretation, in any event, should have been left to
the judgment of the Warren Commission, not the CIA.
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(138) T.uisa Calderon’s name first surfaced in connection with the
assassination, on November 27, 1963, in a cable sent by then-Ambas-
sador Mann to the State Department.(166)

(139) In that cable, Mann stated:
. . . Washington should urgently consider feasibility of re-
questing Mexican authorities to arrest for interrogation:
Fusebio 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. (167)

{140) This cable does not state the basis for arresting Calderon.
Nevertheless, the CIA’s copy of this cable bears a handwritten nota-
tion on its routing page. That notation states: “Info from Amb Mann
for Sec. Rusk re: . .. persons involved with Oswald in Cuban Em-
bassy.” Mann went on to state in urgent terms: “They may all quickly
be returned to Ilavana in order to eliminate any possibility that
Mexican government could use them as witnesses.” (169)

(141) According to CIA files, Calderon made reservations to return
to Havana on Cubana Airlines on December 11,1963, less than 4 weeks
after the assassination. (170)

(142) Calderon, Azcue and Mirabal were not arrested nor detained
for questioning by the Mexican Federal Police.? Nevertheless, Silvia
Duran, a friend and associate of Calderon’s and the one person believed
to have had repeated contact with Oswald while he was in Mexico City,
was arrested and questioned by the Mexican police on two separate
occasions. (172)

(143) During her second interrogation, Duran was questioned re-
garding her association with Calderon. There is no indication in the
reinterrogation report accounting for the questioning of Duran about
‘Calderon.(173) The information regarding Duran’s interrogation was
passed by CIA to the Warren Commission on February 21, 1964, more
than 2 months after Calderon had returned to Cuba.(174)

(1#4) During May 1964, information from a Cuban defector tying
Luisa Calderon to the Cuban Intelligence apparatus was reported to
the CTA. The defector, [ A-17, was himself a Cuban intelligence officer
who supplied valuable and highly reliable information to the CIA
regarding Cuban intelligence operations.(175) At that time, Joseph
Langosch, Chief of Counterintelligence for the Special Affairs Staff,®
reported the results of his debriefing of the Cuban defector, [A-1].
Langosch’s memorandum stated that [A-1] 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 intelligence serv-
ice officers.(176) Specifically, [A-1] was asked if Oswald was known

* Although Mann could not recall his motivation when interviewed by the
committee staff, Mann was prompted to request the arrest of Calderon on the
basis of [an] allegation that Calderon was present at the Cuban Embassy when
Oswald was allegedly given a sum of money, presumably to carry out the as-
sassination of President Kennedy. (Pp. 28-30, 40—43.) (168)

2 Azcue could not have been arrested because he had left Mexico for Cuba
on November 18, 1963.(171)

®The Special Affairs Staff was a CIA component concerned with Cuban
operations.
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to the Cuban intelligence services before November 23,1963, [A-1] told
Langosch :

Prior to October 1963, Oswald visited the Cuban Embassy
in Mexico City on two or three occasions. Before, during, and
after these visits, Oswald was in contact with the Direccion
General De Intelligencia (DGI), specifically with Luisa
Calderon, Manuel Vega Perez, and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez.
177)

(145) Langosch thereafter wrote that Calderon’s precise relation-
ship to the DGI was not clear. As a comment on this statement, he set
forth the CIA cable and dispatch traflic that recorded her arrival in
Mexico during January 1963 and departure for Cuba within 1 month
after the assassination.(178) .

(146) On May 7, 1964, Langosch recorded additional information
he had elicited Tfrom [A-1] regarding Oswald’s possible contact with
the DGI.(179) Paragraph 3 of this memorandum, stated in part:

(147) a. Luisa Calderon, since she returned to Cuba has been
paid a regular salary by the DGI even though she has not per-
formed any services. Her home is in the Vedado section where
the rents are high. b. Source [A-1] 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 “Empresa Transimport.” Her title was Secre-
tary General of the Communist Youth in the department
named in the previous sentence. (780)

(148) On May 8, Langosch further disclosed [A-1’s] knowledge of
the Oswald case.(/87) He paraphrased [A-1] knowledge of Calderon
as follows:

(149) Tthought that Luisa Calderon might have had contact with
Oswald because I learned about 17 March 1964, shortly before
I made a trip to Mexico, that she had been involved with an
American in Mexico. The information to which I refer was
told to me by a DGI case officer . . . I had commented to (him)
that it seemed strange that Luisa Calderon was receiving a
salary from the DGI 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 al-
though Manuel Pineiro, the Head of the DGI, did not agree.
As I recall, (the case officer) had investigated Luisa Calderon.
This was because, during the time she was in Mexico, the DGI
had intercepted a letter to her by an American who signed his
name OWER (phonetic) or something similar. As you know,
the pronunciation of Anglo-Saxon names is diflicult in Span-
ish so I am not sure of how the name mentioned by [the Cuban
case officer] should be spelled. It could have been “Howard”
or something different. As I understand the matter, the letter
from the American was a love letter but indicated that there
was a clandestine professional relationship between the writer
and Luisa Calderon. I also understand from (the case officer)
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that after the interception of the letter she had been followed
and seen in the company of an American. I do not know if this
could have been Oswald. . . .(182)

(150) On May 11, 1964, Rocca wrote a memorandum to Helms re-
garding the information Langosch had elicited from [A-1].(183)
Rocca proposed that

The DDP in person or via a designee, preferably the for-
mer, discuss the [A-1] situation on a very restricted basis
with Mr. Rankin at his earliest convenience either at the
Agency or at the Commission headquarters, Until this takes
place, it is not desirable to put anything in writing. (784)

(151) On May 15, 1964, Helms wrote Rankin regarding [A-1’s] in-
formation about the DGI, indicating its sensitivity and operational
significance. (185) Attached to Helms' communication was a para-
phrased accounting of Langosch’s May 5 memorandum.(786) In
that attachment, the intelligence associations of two Cuban diplomatic
employees, Manuel Vega Perez and Rogelio Rodriguez, were set forth.
Nevertheless, that attachment made no reference whatsoever to Luisa
Calderon.

(152) Howard Willens of the Warren Commission requested, as a
followup to the May 15 memorandum access to the questions used
in Langosch’s interrogation of [A-1].(787) On June 18, 1964, an
[Agency employee] of Rocca’s Counterintelligence Research and
Analysis Group took the questions and [A-1s] responses to the War-
ren Commission’s office for Willens’ review. The only mention of
Calderon Willens found in the May 5 memorandum was as follows:
“The precise relationship of Luisa Calderon to the DGI is not clear.
She spent about six months in Mexico from which she returned to
Cuba early in 1964.”(188) Willens was not shown Langosch’s memo-
randa of May 7 and May 8, 1964, that contained much more detailed
information on Luisa Calderon, including [A-1’s] report of her pos-
sible association with Lee Harvey Oswald and/or American intelli-
gence.* (189)

(158) The evidence indicates that the CIA did not provide a report
of Calderon’s conversation of November 22 to the Warren Commis-
sion. Consequently, even though the Warren Commission was aware
that Calderon reportedly had connections to intelligence work, as did
other Cuban Embassy officers, the vital link between her background
and her comments was never established for the Warren Commis-
sion by the CIA. The agency’s omission in this regard may have
foreclosed the Commission’s actively pursuing a lead of great signif-
icance.

(154) Inan effort to determine the manner in which the CTA treated
the Calderon conversation, this committee posed the following ques-
tions to the CTA :

(155) 1. Was the Warren Commission or any Warren Commission
staff member ever given access to the [raw data] of Calderon’s con-

*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 CTA [list] of Cal-
deron 201 file). Their existence was determined by the committee’s independent
review of other agenry files.
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versation dated November 22, 1963¢ . . . If so, please indicate when
this report was provided to the Warren Commission or its staff, which
CIA official provided it, and which Warren Commission members or
staff reviewed it.

(156) 2. Was the Warren Commission or any member of the Warren
Commission or any Warren Commission staff member ever informed
orally or in writing of the substance of the above-referenced conver-
sation of November 22, 1963 ¢ If so, please indicate when and in what
fo?n tl;is information was provided, and which CIA official provided
it. (190

(157) The CIA responded by memodandum :

Although the [Mexican unit] 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 docu-
ments containing information provided by the agency and
still bearing a Secret or Top Secret classification does not
reveal whether the conversation was given or shown to the
Commission.* (197)

(158) The available evidence thus supports the conclusion that the
Warren Commission was never given the information nor the oppor-
tunity by which it could evaluate Luisa Calderon’s significance to the
events surrounding President Kennedy’s assassination. Had the Com-
mission been expeditiously provided with this evidence of her intelli-
gence background, association with Silvia Duran, and her comments
following the assassination, it may well have given more serious in-
vestigative consideration to her potential knowledge of Oswald and
the Cuban Government’s possible involvement in a conspiracy to as-
sassinate President Kennedy.
(159) Two difficult issues remain that were raised by the evidence.
First. why did the Agency not provide the Calderon conversation to
the Warren Commission? Second, why did the Agency not reveal to
the Warren Commission its full knowledge of Calderon’s intelligence
background, her possible knowledge of Oswald and her possible con-
nection to the CTA ¢
(160) The first question can be explained in neutral terms. It is
reasonably possible that by sheer oversight, the report of conversation
was filed away and not recovered or recollected until after the Warren
Commission had completed its investigation and published its report.**
161) As for the Agency’s failure to provide information concerning
alderon’s intelligence background, the record reflects that the Com-
mission was merely informed that Calderon may have been a member of
the DGI.(793) The memoranda that provided more extensive exami-
nation of her intelligence background were not made available for the
Commission’s review. Significantly, the May 8 memorandum written
by Joseph Langosch following his debriefing of [A-1] indicated that

*The committee also questioned J. Lee Rankin about the Calderon conversa-
tion. Rankin did not recall that the Warren Commission had ever been told about
Calderon’s comments. (192)

**See above CIA explanation at paragraph 157.
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[A-1] and a second Cuban Intelligence officer believed Calderon to be
a CIA operative.(19}) Nevertheless the evidence would seem to indi-
cate that this information was not provided the Warren Commission
because there was no basis in fact for the allegation.

(162) The committee sought to determine whether Calderon had any
possible association with the CIA. Agency files reviewed and inter-
views with Agency personnel reveal no connection between Calderon

and the CIA.(195)
1V. BALANCE oF THE EVIDENCE

(163)  As this staff report indicates, the Warren Commission and the
CIA struggled with serious issues bearing on President Kennedy’s
assassination and the protection of national security. In most instances,
the evidence indicates that the CIA acted in a responsible and profes-
sional manner. Nevertheless, the evidence does show at least three sep-
arate instances of deficiencies in the reporting of information to the
‘Warren Commission.

164) The first instance—the Agency’s failure to report the anti-

astro assassination plots to the Warren Commission has been ex-
plained in terms of the Commission’s failure to request this informa-
tion (implicit in this logic is the argument that the plots were not
relevant to the Commission’s investigation). The evidence, however,
shows that these plots were in fact highly relevant and should, there-
fore, have been reported to the Warren Commission. Moreover, as the
Commission was apparently unaware of the plots, it presumably was
not in a position specifically to request this kind of information.
(165) The second instance—stemming from the CIA’s legal respon-
sibility to protect its sources and methods from unauthorized dis-
closure—resulted in delayed access by Warren Commission staff mem-
bers to original source materials. Although the CIA exhibited high
standards in reporting to the Warren Commission information derived
from sensitive sources and methods, the evidence indicates that the
Commission’s investigation might have been added had such sources
and techniques been directly available.
(166) Finally, the evidence shows that Luisa Calderon’s comments
expressing possible foreknowledge of President Kennedy’s assassina-
tion should have been reported to the Warren Commission. Her known
association with Cuban diplomatic personnel in Mexico City and
reported association with the DGI add to the force of the facts. Had
her comments been reported to the Warren Commission, they might
have merited the Commission’s serious attention. In this regard, the
Commission did not have the opportunity to make its own judgment.

Submitted by:
Crarves M. BURkE,
Research Attorney.
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