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the Warren Commission did not gain access to the CIA's
production fro

in Mexico City until an advancei/stage in its investiga-

tion. The record reflects that Mssrs. Willens, Slawson,
Fomtt R Sarpeillanc e .Pm:’.* Cwnd
and Coleman did not review “he production®until they

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

reviewed a number o\, om the Soviet and Cuban
Embassies. These '\ﬁncluded one call to the
Soviet Embassy on September 27 believed to have been e

made by Oswaldy two calls made by Silvia Duran from the )ézZAﬁg

Cuban Consulate to the Soviet Consulate, and one call fro?

the Soviet Embassy to the Cuban Embassys made by an uni-

dentified caller. (Cite SA)lyson memo of April 21, 1864.)
On September 28 thé | K;ZOrd&ia 62k/§/f7
o siles | e sovien N PR
call by Silvia Duran at the Cuban Consulate to the Soviet [, ‘
: . Lt

Consﬁlate. (Cite.) _ : , \ /2wy,
On October 1 tJ cecp e <r ;%cor&Q’two 7.
calls made by a persoé‘la - .i1fied as ._ee Harvey

Oswald to the Soviet Embassy. (Cite.)
The Commission representatives were also supplied
two conversations that

dﬁggkween the Cuban President Dortic@®and the

}V ‘¢’ Cuban Ambassador to Mexico, Armas. These conversations
Al '

fconcérned Silvia Duran's arrest, whether Oswald had been
p e ey
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LY offered money while at the Cuban fifmbass.yla_nd' the general
state of -affairs at the Cuban Embassy in Mexico City
following the assassination. (Slawson memo of April 2.2,

1964, pp. 45-46).

. rL¢Conml‘f4¢£I
LMJ" ~ $ review of CIA files einrmesctStesenciset COrro-
7
4 ome randicrm ololi rg
;//ibw:\,t/f borat@@ o#£ Slawson's w
qo” /‘ )provuied to and reviewed by th\e Commission. =EEs On-R
SO 0 W;{q, Slantsenls pecord i S
J,Lt-‘ CIA document, blind memorandum # entitled "Materlal

/J/ “/ from P-8593 shown to Warren Commission® (Stétion Oswald
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b File) and is dated April 10, 1964. (FOIA 653-828). This
NY}‘" made by Oswald to the Soviet Embassy. These include&.three oltha

document records that the Warren Commission was shown bcalls

. CorTa L own §
‘ /f earTERRRsTomesmet. September 27 listed above, one call of
September 28, two calls of October 1, and one call of

Ll ' \h(w
, rf October__z_ = Lo < ——
W |

d&W
W While thié™does not correspond to the listing of
‘\S'\i} calls-/set forth iy Slawson, it does independently establish

/. Cos e
¥ M{ \thatg"\n,o calls

November 22, 1963 were shown to

he Warren Commission.

(L)

J‘"v “In addition, this document corroborates the showing o~

X \f ~ of the two Dortlcas—Armas conversatlon$of November 26,

s
F v

'y

q@f/v‘ representatives in an effort to determine if a transcript

)’) of the Calderon conversation was ever sh‘éan to the Warren



Q& Commission. The response &n both accounts has uniformly
been that the Calderon conversation was never made avail-

able to the Commission nor was its existence ever made

knbwn to the Cdmmissibn. (Rankin dep; Slawson interview,
Willens response to ietter, but see Rocca deposiﬁion
vwherein he sﬁates that he is sure,the‘Commission_knew of
it, Helms hearing.f In addition, the Calderon 201 file
bears no reference to-the conversation'nor_does it indi-
caﬁe that it was ever made known or provided to:the War-
Vren‘Commissiontfor its analysis.

4n;za;’§£é available evidence suppérté'thé conclu~
sion that the Warren Commission was never_givenvthe informa-

tion or the opportunity by which it could evaluate Luisa

Calderon's significance to the events surrounding Presi-

dent Kennedy's assassination. Had the Commission been
expeditiously provided this evidence of her intelligence.
background, association with Silvia Duran,'aqd her com—

mentary follbwing the assassgsination, it may well have

| | ' Potenti o
given more serious investigative consideration to her &mad

| Y ltd-ﬁx b Dewdald Yboo Cond an souef/\,m.f
t hree=rrasmelg -t - = sl aRssenld o

' F;vﬂﬂlﬁqﬁinvolvement in a conspiracy to assassinate President
* . Kennedy.
(Quote Rankin on ik would have been done.)

Two difficult issues remain which are raised by

the Cbmmittee's finding. First, why didn't the Agency

ot




provide the Calderon conversation to the Warren Commis-

sion; secondly, why didn't the Agency reveal to the War-
' s

&
ren Commission theer full knowledge of Calderon's intel-

‘ligence background, her possible knowledge of Oswald and
her possible connection to the CIA or some other American
Aintelligence apparatus.

(vhﬁﬁ w} ~ The first question can be explained in benign terms.
(/\’

rd.uf”“ lected until after the Warren Commission had eompleted : Honce
~Ld0 o its investigation and published its report. However, this fgf;
| _ ; conversation could have also beeﬁ&;:;;?jzgﬁ‘ i

The Committee —

~e;¢;>lm\w’<{a«8wmbcms H\.s\,c)r\u’\‘ N
h334¥¥ﬁﬁ§éﬁ§¢¥. The Committee can state, however, that ﬁ)

It is reasonably possible that by- sheer over51ght the

conversation was filed away and_not recovered Or recol- /5@)

Cola@ro~ & Sy
%4 <;ggggege£_3he;EgggLJEQZEQ;Dthe conversation did eelss

%V” - pgwe- and the trans§:;>t was not prov1ded the Warren Com-

Ao)(

nission. . : ‘ :

As for the—questrongg:;;ga%&tﬁg-Eﬁ%’Wlthholdlng 0 J
of information concerning calderon's intelligence back-

\ ground, the record reflects that the Commission was merely
informed that Calderon may have been a member of the DGI.
(Cite 5 May memo.) -The memoranda which providedmore ex-
tensive examination of ‘her intelligence background were

not made available for the Comm1551on s review. Slgnlfl—:

cantly, the May 8 memorandum written by

following his debriefing&f AMMUG-1 indicatedthat AMMUG-1
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Culdeen
and a second Cuban Intelligence officeIAbelieved'EBE to
be a CIA-operative.' It is possiblg that this information L
was not provided the Warren Commission either because &“/
there was no basis in fact for the allega;ion or becau; (ov
the allegation was in fact'true. ‘If the allegation /:i+#ﬂ'
were true, the consequenées for the CIA would have been )/r%
serious;écr:IE woulguﬁfhonstrateAxhat a CIA operative, fﬁ i
‘well placed in the Cuban Embassy, may have possessed in—pﬂﬁd l4
formation prior to the assassination regarding Oswald

and/or his relationshié to Cuban Intelligencé?ugggéf;at

. .
ﬁgervices possible involvement in a conspiracy to assassinate

President Kennedy.
¢
on' S .
Regarding ﬁ%ybpossible association with the CIA,

the-Committee=hasexaminmed—Catderontas—£file. W .h;Aaw-»«;
v evi .
reveal# no ostensible connection between Calderon and

the CIA. However, there are indications that such contactv
between Calderon and the Agency was contemplated. A
‘September 1, 1963 CIA dispatch from the Chief of the Spe-
cial Affairs Staff to the CIA's Chief ofAStation in Mexico
City stateé in pért:

»...Luisa Calderon has a sister residing in

identify the sister, our domestic exploita-

tion section might be in a position to follow
up on this lead...Please levy the requirement

n (CIA asset) at the next opportunity.
(fo IAL935, Sept. 1, 1963)

ﬁﬂ Reynosa, Texas, married to an American of '
7 Mexican descent. If (CIA asset) can further



An earlier CIA dispatch from the CIA Chief of
Station in Mexico City to the Chief of the CIA's Western
Hemisphere Division records that: B

Wilfredo of. the Cuban Consulate, Tampico,

reported that Luisa Calderon has a sister

residing in Reynosa, Texas...Luisa may go

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

or her mother may make the trip--details

not clear. §21849, July 31, 1965)

At the very least, the above dispatche&;evidencegk
an interest in Calderon's ‘activities and those of her
family. Whether this interest took the form of a clan-
destine-~agent relationship is not revealed by Calderon's
201 file.

The Committee has queried the author of the above-

cited dispatch requesting that Calderon's sister be con-

tacted by the CIA's "doméstic exploitation sectionlijjx

z/fBEQZEJEZEis, the—dtspatoir s—xutiror, was a member
of the CIi's Special Affairs staff at the_time he wrote
‘the dispatch. He worked principally at CIA headquarters
and was ﬁﬁﬁn responsible for.recruitment and;handling
of agents for collection?fntelligence'data; Mr. Ronis,
when interviewed by this Committee, stated that part of

~his responsibility was to scour the Western Hemisphere

division for ogerational leads related to the work of

the Special Affairs staff. Ronis recalled that he normally

would send requests to CIA field stations for information

=

or leads on various persons. [-&fESe= he would receive no
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” . response to these request%;/ It was Ronis' recollection

that tbe above-~cited démestic exploitaéibn section was
a task force within the Special AffairsVStaff. vHe also
stated that in 1963 the CIA's Domestic Contacts Divisién
might have been requested to locate Luisa Calderon's sis-
ter. Ronis told the Commﬁfee that he had no recollection
of recruiting any person associated with the Cuban Intei—
ligence Service. He did recall that he had recruited
women to perform faéks for the Agency. However, he did
not recall ever recruiting any employees of the Cuban
Embassy/Consulate in Mexico City. Finally, Mr. Ronis
stated that he had no recollection that Luisa Calderon
was associated with the CIA. (HSCA Staff Interview August
31,.1978)

Various present and former CIA representatives
were queried whether Luisa Calderon had ever been asso-
ciated with the CIA. The uniform. answer Qas that no one
recalled such an association. (Cites: Hélms, Hearing, August
9, 1978, é. 136; Rocca, Dep.-p.l1l48, July l7,5197€EML.“ﬂuv°Ii$\
Interview of August__, Piccolo, Interview of ) |

~Culdera

‘Thus, thelégency)flle and the testlmony of former
CIA employeeshf’e%real%o connection 3% Calderon ag)t\l_\e
CIA. Yet, as indicated earlier, this flle,if 1ncomp1ete¢xb££

the most glaringemission belnngTT\'&amuun-ugmnuﬂiChﬁb&s:ca—s

kﬂ@(ﬁryptic remarks following the assassination of President

Kennedy.
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is a bona fide defector or that.he has
furnished us with accurate and valuable
information concerning Cuban intelligence
operations, staffers, and agents. (Langosch
memo to Director of Security, 23 June 1964)

As an officer of the DGI, A-l1 from August of 1963

until his defection was assigned to the DGI's Illegal
4 u‘o'b"‘ :
Section B '}N 68894 24 April 64).. Phis—seetion.
was responsibile for training agents for assignment in
Latin America. His specific responsibility pertained to
handling of agent operations in El Salvador. (Personal
Record Questionnaire 4 June 1964; Otta In 68894 24 April
64) o |
; dentiGed Soche ClR ;

A~-1 kmew—who—were the Cubanfiﬁtelligence officers
assigned to Mexico City. 1In th;isgggasd he intially

o

w-*"‘"g
identified Alfredo Migabal, Manuel .

‘IQQ&‘Rogel’ ddriguez
and thMgmmﬁéfcial q;;acﬁé as DGI offipefgﬁbbsted at the

Cuban E 69 in Mexico City. (supra) Langosch described

" A-1's knowledge of DGI operations in Mexico as follows:

In Mexico City, he knows who the intelligence
people are. One is the Cuban Consul Alfredo
Mirabal. He is called the Chief of the Centre.
That is his title but he is actually the
intelligence chief, or at least he was until

the 16th of April at which time a replacement
was sent to Mexico to take over. This fellow's
name is Manuel Vega. The source says that the
Commercial attache whose name is Ricardo Tapia
or Concepcion (he is not sure which is an intel-
ligence officer) and another one is Rogelio.

(I might say that some of these names are familiar
to me.) (p. 5 or reel 4, 23 April 1964, debrief-
ing of A-1, 30 April 64) :
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for Presentation to the Warren Commission outllnlng various
positions adopted by the CIA vis a vis its 1nvest1gat1ve
efforts and assistance to the Commission. (Brief, May 14,
1964, FOIA 695-302A).

i ) fL'.‘;\.

‘At Tab E of MeGeners brief it states:

Within the past week, sighificant information

has been developed by the CIA regarding the re-

lationship with Oswald of certain Cuban intel~-

llgence personnel in Mexico City and the reac-

tion in Havana within the Cuban Intelligence

Service to the news of the assassination of

President Kennedy. The Commission Staff is in

-the course of being briefed on the Cuban as-:

pect (cite supra May 14, 1964 FOIA 695-302A).

The 31gn1f1cant 1nformatlon referred to thereln is
the 1nformat10n A-1 prov1ded. ~T @“ch“&"7

On May 15, 1964, the day of stiye *iﬁ**“£; ‘interview,
the Warren Commission received its flrst formal communica-
tion regarding A-1l. However, the Agenfly did not at that -
time identify A-1 by his real name nr cryptonym nor did
the-Agency indicate'that-the'source ofrthiS'information

was. a defector then residing under secure condltlons in

the Washlngton, D.C. area. (See May 15 Letter from Helms

" to Rankin FOIA ). The May 15 communication did state that

S

o

the Agency had established contact
"with a well-placed individual who has been
in close and prolonged contact with ranking
officers of the Cuban Direcion General de
Intelligencia." (Cite)
Attached to the May 15 communication was a copy of

Langeseh's above referenced memorandum of May 5, 1964 re-

.........

t
{
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garding A€1's knowledge of Oswald's probabl€ contact wifh
the DGI in Mexico City. (Cite above.) The attachment
made no reference to the source's status as aAdefector’A
from the DGI.~ _(’ijup./f“w7 |

| As set forth in the section of the report concerning
Luisa Calderon, on June 18, 1964, Howard Willens of the
Warren Commission reviewed Langoscﬁ's May 5 memo and
the questions upén which the information set forth in the
memo was elicited. Neither the questionqgg'the memo shown
to Willens made reference‘té the source's status as a de-

RIS e

fector collaborating with the CIA~ (Cite Arthur Dooley
Themo . ' LI A b e pur S 1t
memo, 19 June 1964, FOIA 739-319). o W et

Based upon review of the Langosch memoranda, the Com-

mittee has determined thatzgggggficant infoiééEE§§:Iegard‘<;X‘
' pa— - LS

, _ . T,
ing Luisa Calderon was withheld from the Warren Commission ,ﬁf;,

(Cite Calderon section). This information was derived ‘A“ka/
| | el

from ... debriefings of A-1. (Cite May 7 and 8 Langosch - ';au~h247
, _ g

_ _ , : RN OY

vided by the CIA, the Committee has not found any credible ", 40, >

memos.)' From the Committee's review of the A-1 file pro-

evidence indicating that other information provided by A-1 /4h7
o

. VA4
However, in its review the Committee has determined that

ore w/(@gj.)

specific documents referenced in the A-1 file #& not present

to the CIA was relevant to the work of the Warren Commission.

in that file.
One

. ' S o _
PHe missing item*of considerable concern to the Committee .




i S
T is a debriefing report of A-1 entitled "The Oswald Case."
(Dispatifh 035, 23 March 1965) On March 23, 1965, a
CIA dispadtch records the transmittal of the report, along

with eleven other A-1 debriefing reports. (Cite supra.)

Next to the listing of the "Oswald case" debriefing report '

is the handwritten ﬂ&atlon "SI. A CIA employee who has
' ol A o Commitie
worked exten51vely with the Agency files system balaoued
C bt O pnd= quéasgmbﬂfénf .<Nw~@3
this notation +© séand-£e» the CIA component* Special In-

fﬁw .~ telligence. (uﬁRE:IEz;Z%prgEeB;atIng:be&iefegychg:pékzL
L tian.te-stapd—£for _the CIA-component—Seesiet-Jdnteldigente.

IJL“ Other CIA representatives believed the notation was a re-

ference to the Counterintelligence component CI/SIG. In

i
nhm‘") a CIA menorandum dated , it s stated
Pl Quote Barbara's memo.

Y 0’,{‘—‘ “1
A N <5

. <

<Y S M

PR The Zgency has been unable to locate this document

and therefore the Committee cannot pass judgement upon the
substance of the missing materials.

The Committee has queried A-1's case.officersregard%zg
additional information that A-1 may have supplied ﬂ:ggzdiﬂg‘
Oswald. Joseph Lanogsch when interviewed by the'Committee
stated that (HSCA staff interview Joseph Langosch, August .

fﬂw“hgl, 1978), he did not have contact with the Warren Commission
_} and does not know what information derived from A-1's de-—

brleflngs was supplled to the Warren Commission. (Cite also
e, TP . T B e\ A S it pon s A NN AT PR
Hidalgo and Rlccolo.) He also stated that he does not
i n¥ O a AN




fr 12da i\ s -

s At/ ‘ |
recall thatf##q provided any other information op QOswald's K
dngum, a

contact wﬂith the DGI other than hé-memoranda
REAA AT @€l N 0}
hexsins (Clte WS I N snterview. )

In a furth,er effort to clérify the substance of informa-
) H'—— - .
tion that-MRHE& provided to the CIA regarding Oswald, the

S -

. ««Committee has attempted to locate ﬁ&/e The CIA has also
ot
B H =

© .-/ 'jattempted to locate..b.me&)é (give date of separation from CIA)
::' "/. - e e N

vyt '
: é»/.if “*'but has been unable to determine his present whereabouts.
P ) “ A-1
GAe R Thus, gaps do exist regarding information AMMHBE may _
/;w have s‘upplied the CIA  1d- —Bg;b%ﬁn\ t‘h'e basis of _ f,,&

a D.r}ﬂ\ N
ithegoney , exceptfm the Calderc

TS ST DB BAT . B LT8R R Wy A g0

Y Crielg

ormation

Y

investigative significanceﬂ#A broader question remains
however. The Agency{ as noted earlier' did not reveal to
the Warren Commission that A-1 was present in the Washington,

D.C. area and under controlled conditions ,accessible to the
. dersd T /
E v rg sl ConS s AROAR oS
Commission. Ewen—eensidering. the CIA's serious concern

for protecting its sources, the fact that A-1's status was
Y tare Ao L
2 Aarte ALy
not disclosed $oreclosed. the Warren Commission from exercising

b a possible option, i.e. to take the sworn testimony of A-1

N as it concerned Oswald and the Kennedy assassination. On

| S 4 . s
E v

Sya e .
rrj’_“ ** this issue, as the written record tepds to show, the Agency
';,'J l‘.:‘,‘/'\’ ‘S‘SI,’,"OW‘ exw(QJngJ
w0~ unilaterally rejected thep option. Ie—chould-nes

.
w

bd--not—fadl;~in-A=1"ETCAEE, The

g eNOXme blems-es. l:ish-if:gmbgﬂawﬁidqu,gm}t—'d:tﬁ“mm”mip.
o o — T aL 5 e ’ Lo ..""'-:.-\ qr:' e M i‘,...' 4 ' R ‘:\.." R RO ;'
. R . :‘, . o S0 A — s e
g;-' . ..;_fr_____—-&———'" B P - N .

: Wyﬁ light of the establishment of A-1's bone fidx*®
(Cite Langosch's guote supora), his proven reliability and

~ & . his depth of knowledge of Cuban intelligence activities,<A/f§

i OpTien - el i bl ot ALr@l o Ve (Sa et T mcnrieia.
’ -.#,:L.»f}}:é}i)w atvwbe vy lendT, Aad o oppo ! ’*‘1&/;«?.&&1",’::‘.35:..4



THE AMLASH OPERATION .

During 1967, the CIA's Inépector General issued a

report which examined CIA supported aSsassination pléts.
Inéluded in this report was discussion of the CIA-Mafia
pldts and an Agency project referred to as the AMLASH
operation (67 IGR pp. 1-74, 78-112). The AMLASH operation

involved a high level Cuban official (assighed the CIA

' cryptonym AMLASH/1) who during 1962 while meeting with a

/
CIA repfesentati#g expfessed'the“desire to assassinate
Fidel Castro (;§67 IGR p.84). As a resultvof AMLASH's
expressed pbjectiVe and the CIA's desire to find a wviable
political alternative to the Castro regiﬁe, the Agency sub-
sequently provided’AMLASH with both moral and material
<’““§ﬁppert;desigggd t
fi:£1w) pp. 80-94). The AMLASH operation was terminated by the

L

liminate Fidel Castro. (1967 IGR

CIA in 1965 as the result of security leaks (1967 IGR

vp’\ . .
L{ . pp. 104-106). During 1965, AMLASH and his conspirators

*ij - were brought to trial in Cuba for plotting'against Castro.

+€WJA AMLASH was sentenced to death/but at Castro's request the
sentence was reduced to twenty-five years imprisonment.
(1967 IGR pp. 107-110). | | |
| In its éxamination of the AMLASH operation ¢ the 1967
IGR concluded that the CIA had offered both direct and in-

" direct support for AMLASH's plotting (1967 IGR p. 80).

The most striking example of the CIA's direct offer of sup-

port to AMLASH reported by the 1967 IGR states:




it is likely that at the very moment Presi-
Qent $ennedy was shot a CIA officer was meet-
ing with a Cuban agent in Paris and'givin§him
an assassination device for use against
CASTRO. (1967 IGR p. 94)

The 1967 IGR offeredbno firm evidencevconfirming
or refuting Céstro's’knoWledge of tﬁe‘ggLASH operation prior
to the assessination'of President Kennedy- The Report
does note that in 1965 when AMLASH was tried in *Havana
court, November 1964 was given as the xﬁiﬁ:;éigéafl i%
tisrermbiipi-oh AMLASH's actions.waxemt&eést§§CIA support.
(1967 IGR 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 Comﬁittee concluded:

.The AMLASH plot was more relevant to the Warren

Commission work thafy the early CIA assassination

plots with.the_qnderworld. ‘Unlike those earlier
plots, the AMLASH operation was in progress at

the time of the assassination; unlike the earlier
plots, the AMLASH operation~couid clearly be traced
to the CIA; and unlike fhe eariier plots, the CIAa
had endorsed AMLASH's proposalbfor a coup, the

first step to him being Castrofs assaésination,
despite Castro's threat to retaliate for such
plotting. No oﬁe directly involved in either

investigation (i.e. the CIA and the FBI) was told

of the AMLASH operation. No one investigated a
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connection between the AMLASH operation and

President Keﬁnedy's assassination. Although

Oswald had been in'contact with pro-Castro

and anti-Castro groups for many ﬁonths before

the assassination, the CIA did not conduct

a thordugh investigafion of questions of I
Cuban government or Cuban exile involvement in

the assassination. (Church Committee, Book V,

Final Report, p. 5)
~ In 1977, the CIA isSue#ed a second Inspector
4General‘s Report conéerning the subject of CIA sponsored

assassination plots. This Report, in large part was in-

tended as'a rebuttal of the Church Committee's findings.
The 1977 IGR states:

The.Report.kof the Church Cdmmittee) assigns

it {the AMLASH opération) characteristics that

it did not have dﬁring the period preceding

the assassination of JFK in order to' support

the SSC view that it should have been repbrted

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

The 1977 IGR concluded that/prior to the assassination
of President Kennedy, the AMLASH dperation was not an
assassination piot.and that the treatment of the issue

by the Church Committee was both imprecise and misleading. jﬁk%f&b

: o Wby
(19771 IGR Tab D, p. 28) ‘ - 7

Nevertheless, the 1977 IGR did state:




it would have served to reinforce the credi-
bility of (the Warren Commission) its efforts
had it taken a broader view of the matter (of
normal avenue of investigation). The CIA,
too, could have considered in specific terms
what most then saw in general terms--the possi-
bility of Soviet or Cuban involvement in the
assassination because of the tensions. of the
time. It is not enough to be able to point to
erroneous criticisms made today. The Agency
should have taken broader initiatives then as
well. That CIA employees at the time felt--
as they obviously did--that the activities -
about which they knew had no relevance to

the Warren Commission inquiry does not take
the place of a record of conscious review.
(1977IGR p. 11)

T4—shewtdbe-noted—that Richard Helms, as the highest
level CIA employee in contact with the-Warren Commission
ofla regular basis, testified to the Rockefeﬁller Commission
that he did not believe the AMLASH operation be—h;;é~been
relevant to the investigation of President Kennedy's death.
(Rockefeller Commission, Testimony of Richard Helms, 4/24/75
pp. 389-391, 2) 1In addition, Mr. Helms testifiea before
thé#gommittee that the AMLASH oberation was not‘designed
to be an asSassinetion plot (Richard Helms, Exeoutive'Ses~
sion testimony, 8/9/78 pp. 26—27L'

A cOntrasting.view to the testimony of Mr. Helms was

offered by Joseph Langosch who in 1963 was the Chief of

Couhterintelli ence for the CIA's Special Affairs Staff ]

(hereinafter SAS). During 1963, the Special Affairs Staff

was the CIA component responsible for CIA operatlons di- /LL"/0

rected against the Government of Cuba and the Cuban Intel-

ligence Services (HscA Affidavit of Langosch, Sept. 4,




1978, p.l) The Special Affairs Btaff was headed by
Desmond Fitzgerald and was.fesponsible for the AMLASH
operation (Church Repert, Book V, pp. 3, 8, 79)%3 LangoScﬁ
as ﬁhe Chief.of Counterintelligence for the Special Af-
fairs Staff was responsible for safeggarding SAS against
penetration by foreignlintelligence services, partieularly'
the Cuban Intelligence Services. (HSCA staff, ’ supra)
it was Langosch's!recollection

that the-AMLASH‘operation prior to the

assassination of President Kennedy was

characterized by the Special Affairs

staff, Desmond Fitzgerald and other

senior CIA officers as an assassination

operation initiated and sponsored by the

CIA. |

Langosch'further recollected that as of 1962 it
was highly possible:that_the Cuban Intelligence Servicee
were aware of AMLASH and his association with the CIA and
that the_information upon which Langosch based hisrconclﬁe,'
sion that the AMLASH operation was insecure was available
to senior level CIA officials including Desmond Fitzgefald.
(HSCA Langosch Affidevit p.- 4 supra) |

However, the issue before this Committee‘is not
simply whether the AMLASH operation was an assassination
plot prior to President Kennedy's death. The broader |
and more significant issue, as the 1977IGR has identified

it, is whether the AMLASH operation was of sufficient

relevancy to have been reported to the Warren Commission.




In the case of the AMLASH operation thé%determina—

tion is a most difficult matter to resolve. Reasonable
men may differ in their characterization ‘0f the Agency's
o . A

operational objecitves..

-Based upon the presently available evidence it -

is the Committee's position that such information, if made
v g:}f\é*
avallable to the Warren Comm1551on mery have stimulated

the Commission's’'investigative concern for possible Cuban
~ involvement ox oomplicity in the assassinatiOn.‘ As J.
Lee Rankin commented before this Comnittee:

...when I read...the Church Committee's
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 oéﬁt on somebody else or
not tell any moré or polish it off. I
don't think that could have happened back’
in 1964. I think there would have been

a much better change of getting to the
heart of it. It might have only revealed
that we are involved in all these things
and who is involved in it and who approved
it and &ll that. But I think that would
have at least come out. (Rankin p. 91)

The Committee is in agreement with Mr. Rankin

. that had the AMLASH operatlon been dlsclosedgto the Warren
i i85 197 b ik
Commission, —a+=®ay~ have been able to foreclose the specu-
has su(mnudm&n YhetiatAe f:,_&,) S
lation and conjecture that Cthe past decadé@h&sﬁ%@@n' A~ﬂ%ﬁ7-n¢“
Ftbo@@,gﬁk#MHh*ﬂg’ I NAPRAASE & :

footnote to the turbulent relatlons

between Castro's Cuba and the United States.
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On April 23, 1976 the Senate Select Committee to/Au&v,?H):?

Berk - Write-ups

Study Governmental Operations (hereinafter SSC) issued itS/b%ta4/

S " . . ' . . . e~
report regarding "The Investigation of the Assassination YT .
of President John F. Kennedy: Performance of the Intelli- \
gehce Agencies." This report set forth a limited study

of those federal agencies, primarily the Federal Bureau

of Investigation and the Central Intelligence Agency, that
provided aséistance to the Warren Commission in its investi-
gation of the circumstances surrounding the assassination

of President Kennedy. 1In particular, the SSC examined

the relevancy of certain information pertaining to alleged
assassination plots by the CIA against Fidel Castro and
the withholding of this information from the Warren Coﬁmis—
sion. The SSC conclusions pertaining to these alleged CIA
sponsored assassination plcts have generated additional

public and private inquiries regarding the substance and

quality of information reported by the CIA to the Warren
Commission.

buring i§77, the CIA issued a report prepared by
the Agency's Inspector General (hereinafter 77IGR). This

report was intended to be, in large part, a rebuttal to

- the findings of the SSC pertaining to alleged CIA sponsored




assassination plots. The 7q&GR response concluded:

1) That the SSC Book V final report "contains nu-

" merous factual errors, both in the extensive

treatment of a selected operation (AMLASH) and
in a number of separate incidents that it pre-
sents";

2) "While one can make the point in principle that
the Warren Commission could well have broadened
its réview to include the anti-Cuban programs
of fhe U.S. Government, in trying to make the
case for that concept, Book V of the Senate Se-

lect Committee Final Report went to such lengths

in its treatment as to detract from the point
- at hand.‘ It is difficult to characterize it
more generously.* (CIA 77IGR, p. 9)

The 70&GR further concluded that the SSC Final Report
conve?ed an imprgssion of limited effort by the CIA to as-
sist the Warren Commission in its work. The 77IGR was in
fundamental disagreement with this characterization of the
SSC findings and noted that "CIA did seek and collect in-
formation in support of the Warren Commission. " Additionally,
it conducted studies and submitted speciai/analyses and

reports." (Introduction to Tab E of 77&GR).

* The 77 IGR comments regarding Warren Commission lack of .
knowledge of anti-Cuban programs of the U.S. government
will be addressed ai: l¢ni: in another section of this report.
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, In order tq:fazzﬁegggggggﬁggigejthe scope of support

provided by the CIA to the Warren Commission, the 7W&GR com-
piled a comprehensive listing of CIA generafted material
provided to both the U.S. Intelligence Community and the
Warren Commission regarding the assassination of President
Kennedy. In thie g:;&:d,“the Committee agrees with the R
77 IGR wherein it is stated that

"This compilation (of CIA generated material3

is appropriate to consideération of the extent

of the CIA effort, to the extent that it reveal$

something of the results of that effort.” -
(77 IGR, Introduction to Tab E)

Therefore, in order to examine the broad issue of

the CIA's scope and quality of support to the Warren Com-

mission in both an objective and disciplingbg{nmnner, the

Committee has rev1ewed in detail the 77 IGR's listing of

e e A

\<¢ .

ertaining to the assa551;;EIS\ rovided the

informatio

Warren Commission and the U.S. Intelllgence Communit The
Committee has 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 assassination of President Kennedy from

the Warren Commission. In addition, the Committee has
attempted to determine whether, if the Warren Commission
was misinformed or not made privy to information relevant

to its investigation, whether the misinforming or withhold-

ing of evidence from the Warren Commission was the result

of a conscious intent to do so by the Agency or its employes,
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In examining the Agency's comprehensive listing of
CIA generated material referenced above, the Committee has
paralled its review to the structure given to these'materials
by the 77 IGR. 1In this regard, the 77 IGR details four
interrelated compilations of Kennedy assassination material.
These four compilations are:

1) Agency dissemination of information to the Intel-
Vligenqe Community (Foypal and Informal Dissemina-
tionqi

2) Dissemination of material to the Warren Cémmission

3) Agency dissemination to the FBI et al régarding
rumors and allegations regarding President Kennedy's
assassination

4) Memorandum submitted by CIA to the Warren Commis-

sion on Rumors and Allegations Relating to the

TR At Gompilatiog")m above was reviewed by
a staff member of:this €ommittee. This review focused
upon tﬁose.documehts identified in the compilation“as hav-
ing been made available to member agencies of the U.S. In-

telligence €ommunity but not having been made available

] to the Warren Commission for its reviewfqilt should be noted

7 that merely because a specific document was not made available

to the Warren Commission does not necessarily imply that
substantive information relevant to the Warren Commission's

work was withheld from it. The substance of such informa-

President's. Assassination <In‘\’rowlm\ +oTob® 17 'I?Sﬁ\ .
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tion may have been made available in a subsequent com-

munication or report to the Commission. Nevertheless,

these materials have been analyzed to determine if =
and
<3 substantive’relevant information related to Presi-

dent Kennedy's assassination was provided by the CIA to mem-

. . 4haktwas '
ber agencies of the U.S. Zntelligecne Gommunities 88 not

provided by the CIA in some manner to the Warren Commis-
sion. : : —

) L
Gompllatlon set forth above consists of

those materials provided by the CIA in written form to the
Warren Commission. These materials were reviewed, analyzed,

and contrasted against those materials related to Presi-

dent Kennedy's assassination provided by the CIA to member
agencies of the U.S.:fhtelligencefaommunity.

: Gbmpilation (3\)

Those:materials set forth in the

Ch,p listed above were in fact included in the first compilation
X ,

PSU% cited hereinf{gerefore these materials were subject to the
fq same standards of review applied to the m:‘eompilation03
A

r/af Those materials set forth in the meompilationcq)
o s Compila-
AJJK

Therefore, these materials were sub-

*

¥%Fﬂ ject to the same standards of review applied to
BT
Q*W:J* éompilatior(;}—)
i it .

b
s

A As a visual aid to the analysis of the materials

Aﬂ -
3:yb contained in the four compilations discussed above, a chart e
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has bequrepared which illustrates the flow of written in-

—

. -~ : . ;

formatio the CI oncerning President Kennedv's assassina-
.~ m—— /

tioa Lo the Warren Commission and the U.S. 1ntelllaence

- the CIA s m deSJ.g—

community ThlS hart
-Qrgwu..mm 1({.54-5 the
nation®ER and subject matter of each documen;r the date oﬁLéﬂtle
- oiurvehis ., Thechartalso ndicals
waﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂnn-s_dcssemlnatéah qui‘whethergnllwas made available
'HJ AT
to the Warren Commission @ the U.S. _,Lntelllgence communltyor'ico%

\ secenhaty PArpedt ot o 1€ e
$his chart e Gerseewrelm R indicat&.gm

for selected sdbjects the volume of information provided

to the U.S.:Ihtelligence community as opposed to the Warren

Commission.

During the course of this study, additional Agency
files have been reviewed. These files have been examined
in an effort to resolve certain issues created by the re- ' E
view of the Agency's compilations discussed herein. Where
apparent gaps existed in the written record} files have
been requested and reviewed in an effort to resolve these
gaps. Where significant substantive issues have arisen
related to the kind and quality of information provided
the Warren Commission, files have also been requested and
réviewed in an effort to resolve these issues. As a resuit,
approximately thirty files, comprising approximafely ninezz/_“_\;.s

5""&4—9 Fr@pm ber )
volumes have been, examined and analyzed by ﬁiﬂl Commltteakﬂﬂ“QT“ﬁ*7’

41
s%ﬂw”.'E%e findings set forth herein




tions. During the course of the past fifteen years, the

CIA has generated massive amounts of information related
to the assassination of President Kennedy. In spite

of the Agency's sophisticated document retrieval system,
certain documents requested by this Committee for study

and analysis have not been located. Whether these docu-

-e.\‘HserekS 'H\-cr w 4

b ?n filed incorrectly or destroyed,

»1nd1v1dual whi

KO &

regulation or

de
in the written'record still exist.

¢+ 9aps
lavt amy goifeqca
./ +~hoer = _T_/ fo,
Secondly, due to dissimilar standards of relevancy . .. ic
.4Wngﬁ‘aqvki4“€Ckwh¢na+*: ~

adopted by certain files requested by the Committee for ;;‘Q
review have either not been made available by the Agency &
or have been made available to the Committee in a sani- w/

tized fashion.> Therefore, to the degree reflected by'the S
Agency's denial of access and/or sanitization of certain
materials, this study's conclusions are based upon the Ao hon.
best evidence available to the Committee though this may
not be all releﬁ%ant evidence to which thej&gency has
access.
One must,‘moreover; give due consideration to the
role that oral discussions, oral briefings, and meetings
of Warren Commission and CIA representatives may have

played in the supply of assassination-related information

by the CIA to the Warren Commission. The subject and
substance of these discussions, briefings, and meetings

ey :
4% not always reflected by the written record made the
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subject of this study. Therefore, the Committee has

conducted interviews, depositions and executive session

shuk€ andmembers
hearings with key Warren Comnlss1on and former or present

Loloe  pemdes Fbet o

CIA representatives in an effort to ft%%*the*gﬁp‘created
“by

rma%“means~of~communieation.

. , . \
The results of the Committee's efforts to chronicle this
aspect of the working relationship between the Warren

Commission and the CIA will beﬁq_subject for discussion

herein. : .
; Lr =«
Tb-._zc, P P PP (LS = 3 A) = . . o mzesl +o /“M A )

. a) Warren Comm1551on relationship with CIA regarding in-

e — T R Sy

.formatlon made avallable by CIA to Warren Commls on

- o it o b Bt

The Committee has, querled)both representatlves of
o e T ”/

/“” ~the Warren Commission staff and those representatlves of

™~ .
Ly/ \\\\Fhe CIAvwho played significant roles in providing CIA gen-
i
¥ x° e;gEéd\lnformatlon to the Warren Commission. Th%:§§§§52?%§
[t {)’} \\Wsp ’,-\Q_,;-@“P\ _.:- A }1 P e
gl consensus of t35§§:quer%e 'was that‘the Warren Commission
N e S v
~
Ehe $ and the CIA enjoyed a successful working relationship dur-
o* - !!iill'lll
w : .
o Ulrying the course of the Commission's investigation /\'ZC
W 1 4l ‘ h““;’ e =)
Ay Depo of R. Rocca 7/17/78, p. 18) William Coleman, a senior /.
» ’ _ v 7
? staff counsel for the Warren Commission who worked closely afifb
S o
with Warren Commission staff counsel W. David Slawsonj on b

matters which apem

f the CIA's

€58 resources, characterized the CIA representatives
with whom he dealt as highly competent, cooperative, and
intelligent. (See HSCA staff interview 8/2/78). Mr.

Slawson expressed a similar opinion regarding the Agency's'




cooperation and quality of wo