U/
on November 17, ’963, a check was also madr;of conmunicztions
| dxvpatched to the New Orleans office on Saturday, Novenber 16,
1.1963. There were only three, those being: .(1) a telatype in

| & fugitive case, (2) a communication in a stolen motor venicle

l descrter. None of these comnunications made mention of Presi-

| dent Kennedy.

p1

2

3

4

@ 5 1 investigation, and (3) a communication concerning a militery

] )
7

8 More thar 50 emplcyces of the Kew Orleans Office were

9

{nterviewed -- employeces who had becen éssigned'to that ofiice

'107 since at least November of 1963. A1l stated that they Rad
-4 Y ’ -
11 | mo knowlecdge of,such teletype.

12 | The Spccial Agent in Charge ﬁhom the former clerical

33 | employee said he teleplioned on the morning of loveaber 17,_1963,
14 | also said he knew nothing whatever about the alleged teletype.
15 | Ve also 1nterv-ew~d the forwer clericél emplcyee involvea;
16 || This timz, he insisted that a tcletype teporting a possible_'
171 assassination attempt on the President was, in fact, rece*eed.

18 || at the lNew Orleans Office wh;le he was on duty the:e Hovember

| 17, 1963. He claimed that other clerical employees of the New

-

Orleans Office knew of the receipt of this teletype.xbut he

refused to furnish their nanes.

-

¥When specifically questionea as to whethezr he had a copy. :

| of this or any other Government documents, he gave an gmphatic

€16 Pirst Steet, 5.8 Wathingten, B.C. 20003

denial and also dernied evel seviig mads cop-cs of Government

documnnts. : . S U

.' ’
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é -3 At that (x.e == 4in 1968 -- we fully{)iv:.sod the Depart-

g T2 ; ‘ment': of Justice of the allegiations which the fo:me. clerical

E 3 'employee had made, and of the results of our extensive inquiry

| 4 } regarding them. N -
5 § Now, more than sevcn yeare later, the story of the "phan-
6 tom teletype” has surfaced again.' 'i'his time it hzs a new—
7. tvist. )
8 | on’0f the newsumen who contacted us 1;-;51; month stated that
9 ' our former clerical eaployez made avail able to him the text .

- 10 'of the alleged %teletype, claiming that he had an actual copy
| 11 | of the telet: 'pe but was aftaid to furnish it for fear of being
% 12 prosecuted. |
““:: _.13 ‘ ' In an effoxt to cbtain the ducument which this former
J 14 § employee elaims to have go that it can be examined for a':athen-,

-15 ticity, the Department of Justice granted him i@-n-.::;.‘.‘.;y froa ‘

16 procecut-ion for prrloiring, possessing, or not having produced

17 || the alleged docurent. The former employee was adv"-.sed of

16 § this action on Sep::em'oer 23, 1975. Even under a gzént bf

19 imm.mity, he would not agree to make such document available

.20 j to us, stating that he was not claiming he ha; ;s'{:r-’h document.

21 The fcllowing day we contacted the former émployeé's

22 | attorney. He informed us that his client had typed & precis‘e

2z | copy of the allegcd teletype when he had access to 1; 1n our

24 New Orleans Field Office. . C e Chaly
~\\ 25 | _ Other sources have 'utn.’:‘.hco uc ¥7ih the text of thc

'n:'~::M.."'~‘- - e m’ M ..-A\' ’p\.r’“’__osW;.:‘-\:vx -t“‘h ' o .A - V "‘WA—

— e oty



a <O 5 L AT e e e ot s e e i lin Al

U TOTTTTT e

i
-
i

-1 || alleged replic, :that ouxr former cmployee " sgesges. It has
-2 | been carefully reviewed and compared with the format and ﬁording%k
3 ;of investigative and communicaticns procedures in cxistéhce in
4 } 1963. Scveral variances have b;ep detected. ' 1;'-
5 This 1ndividua1'; story has caused newsmeé and otﬁé;s‘to'
6 1bask whether such a2 teletype was, in fact, sent from our Head-
9 | quartérs on November 17, 1963, and whether all copies of it °
8 s;bsequgntly were destroyed. |
| 9 | Sipce the information regarding the “phantom teletype” has
. 10i-now bean expggﬁ;d to include the text of the teletype, &s welil
11} as 1ts«pu£:;€ed transmission to all FBI Field Offices —- which
lé ] 12,\1ncidentall§2:8t the initial allegation of the fori’r clerk in
% 13 I 1568 -- we contacted all 59 of our Field Offices and instructed
. .14 :that‘each conduct a thbro;gh and detailed éearch of records and
'15 files &n an effort to determine'if such a tcletvpe had in fact
16 existed.. Each of our 59 Field Offices éniformly agvised based |
171 on the penetrative searchcs made that éheré was nc'evidehcefu
18 i to ind.cate oz corroborate the existence of such a teletvpe.'“
29 There is no doubt in my mind regaréing the answer to this
20i alleg*ation. A teletype or other wmessage of this nature sent

.t
.

to all of our ofiices simply could not and would ndt disappear.

N
i

8

its destructicn. In the second place, tne fact cf its existence

N
(&

. _;".’ :_7* L

?could not be wiped from the mird, of 4L moawy exﬂ‘cyeos at our

N
>

! A.o\'
Headquartets and &n each of #x 11 rf!!c&. who wou1d have

410 Fiest 'Streot, 5.2, Wathington, 0.C. 20979
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been invclved (giits preparation, approvs_ ) transmission,

receipt, and the action taken thercafter.

These then are the facts develbped concerning recent

PG PRTI8 E0ai JER BN

charges thit have been made about the FBI's performance-of,

-

duty in the John F. Kennedy assassination case. o -
In ponz instances, the facts are explicit and answer the
a;leg)ations. In othars, the passage of time and inconsis~

tencies in the intervicws prevent a more definite statement of

© O =N &6 o 2 O M M

truth.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Edward. Thank you, M¥r. Adams.

Let's refer to the Owsald letter, which I believa you

*

" WA<D A PAVE

would agrce'is a very serious matter.
Mr. hdams. Yes. |
#r. Fawards. low, it was reported in the'newspapers th;t
Washington did learn of the Oswald letter d2livered to the

P:allas Tield Office ané that Mr. Hoover sent out iétter:ofi

t.

censure to 17 Agents because of the incident, &nd that “?4::x

Hosty, the Agent involved, was suspended without pay.for"‘

30 days and transferred.

-

Is there any truth to any of those statements?

Mr. Adams. You mean because of th}s letter in qtestiqa?

Mr. Edwards: Yes. - < "ffjﬁi*?i’; oo

By VR

Hr. Adams. There 22 nc truih to that- ”he:é ﬁﬁvnoth‘"o

410 Pt ghreet, S.E, Wathington, 0.C. 10703

in our files, prior to thic incuiry, tiat in any way has re-
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wh:.ch was subs'..quentlj destroyed.

| Dallas Office?

am— i S+ o i Ntk o e i e

- o . { - . - U
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ferxred to th} wald £ v:.sit to the offi leavzng a not

(.

Mr. Ecwards. Well, were some Agents punished in the

-

Mr, Adams., Yes. . ' -
Mr. Edwards. After?
Mr. Adcms. Yes, there was disciplinary acticn taken

against a numbzr of personnel i,nvconnection with the PBI

investigation of Oswaléd, but not in conncction with his visit

i to the office, leaving a note and ——

Mr. Edwards. Well, on November lst —- and incidentally,

| we are going to try to get into names here, except “here it

iz absolutely necessary or where a namn2 or ¢two has #lrcady
sppeared in the press’-- Mr. losty visited the fair.e residence
in an attemst to lccate Oswald. And when the FBI reported to -
the Warren Commission the contents of. Oswald's notebook, the
FBI did _;:ot say -- did not report to t;.he Varrent Comrission '
that in his gédzess book was thg. following notation’ "Novembeir
1, 1963. FBI ‘Agent” and 80 forth. 2nd it gave "Jém‘c'z_‘svlf.. _‘
llosty and the address of thé Field Office in Dallas."_’..vmly '
'didn't the FBI rcport to't.hc Warren coxmission that thi:s
cntry.appéa-':cd in Oswald's aéidress book? | ‘ )
Mr., Adams. I an adv:.sed that the irst repor‘.: was a ;~ -

summary and it did rot appear in that. but 2'. later did appea"

¢n information furnishcod to the Co:mis:..'.m,. 1 ¢in vesr Sfy that

5 A.-\n .‘. '*'A "' ! (‘\..' -
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and give you( t at a later date.

. Mr. Bdwargs. Yes, would you, pleanse‘)J

Mr. Adams. I can give something for the recoz:d on i:.

(The information will be submitted at a later date.)

'
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é 1 Mr. zdwarC.. Because this happened () be the same Agent
g T2 that the note was addressed to, that is the ;n;ssing note that
E S| v_as' destroyed, we are i.nterested-. . -
. 4 Mr. Acams. Rigbe. Zes. - ) ‘. :
5 Mr. Edwards. Mr. Butler? | - R
6 M.. Butler. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. T
7 . ©On page 3 of your statement and on page 4, vou tell us. i
8 | tbat you had inteﬁi.ews and reinterviews. pid the reinter- -
o vicws indicate &any incons:.stencies from your original iater-
10 | views with reference to your Agents ccncerm.ng this partxcule- {
i 11 §| inquiry, that is, the Oswzld note? . °
E - 32 Mr. Adams. Yes, some of the reintorviews wefc occesioncd
% ‘ 13 § by the fact ve would coaduct one intervic.”and we wouvld get
14 -tl:e' particular story. Ve had already interviewed someone else
15 | and perhaps scme additional information would come up and t.;en
316 || we would.go back -and reinterview t.h::lt person. . It 21so0 resulted
17 in claboration on the part ef some vho had been or‘i:ginany .
18 || interviewed.

g 19 | Mr. Butler. My cueseion is directed to’ this.. Do you have
2 20 | Agents wbo gave different stories in 1963 from what the} now . !
£ 21 tell us in 1975 with reference to this matter? - ) _ %
| §_ 22 Hr. A dau;s. No, because actually we have nothinc i.n the :

» 'g 23 | files -= in otbcr words, we have nothing in cur .iles conccn-nr
: E'-" | 24 " t}.is visit. This was, :ampletcly zr new issve \vhich came out
\‘ 25 1n July of 1975.

= ot
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§ 1 Mr. ButL{\. Well, those people th)qad gome knowleduae of
g .. 2 | this in 1963 ... did not, in the course \f_:-)their intervievs
é S in 1963, reveal knowledge of this, zre they now telling you
4 their knr:wl.edge? . ) ' —-
. 5 Mr. Adams. That is right. It is inconsistent 11; £he
. 6 [ fact that this matt. er was not properly reported as it should
9 I have been in 1963 and ncw individuals are tellirg us .that it
8 || aia, in fact, occur. There is your inconsistency.
, -9 . ¥r. Butler. Yos, but you don't consider it was the
) 10 ‘ responsibility of those Agents to have voluntee*ed that infor-
11 | wation? ’ .
?: 12 k Mr. Ada.'ns. Yes, I &o. . ’
g ' 13  Mr. Butler. And what disciplinz have you tzker with f
| .14 || reference to them? o
‘15 Mr. Adams, Well; we haven't, tecause we have bccn‘ waiting
'15 foir the Departnent to decide as to wh‘ethez zny criminal acticn
17 § might flc.:w> f‘ron these events. We rcceived their final cpinion
. 18 | yesterday on th.at. Now., we are 'i.n the process of review:‘.agv
19 | the matter from an internal aéministrati've action standpc_;int
20 | because of the fact that you have ivdxviduals who ;fa;;,know-
‘gi | lege t‘xi.s took place and they did not teport it. at tnP time. ; ‘
z.é Hou-Brd incividuals ..l-.at had kacwledge that that note was actx.ol.:
23 _ destroye_d. | S !
‘24 ’ | Mr. Buvtler. Do you fin:'. ony 'i.ndic;tion thé.t thé;e:v‘»ras '_ : l
.25 , collusion with reference to the £aflure to volux;tge: t'r'a_is infor—.

g
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s ~/
mation, I mean--~collusiun at any level? -

¥c. Adams. Only collusion from the otandpoin; that we ]

:do have an individual admitting that he did have the note and

| be makes the statcment that he dectroyed it upon instructicns
i of hic Agené in Charge. If that statement is correct, there
! would te collusion between the two. The Agent in Charge denies

| having issuved such instructions and denies having any knowledge

i of it. You have individuals, a nunber of individuals, in the

© ® 9 o o s 6 N W

pzlles Office wno had knowledge of the fact that Oswald had

- 10 vigites the Office and had left a note of some sort.

11 | Mr. Butler. I understand this is generally shzred 1gf6r-
§ | .12 |i mation? - . | » K '
é | 13 | . Mr. Adams. That i3 right.
: ‘94 Mr. But)er. Ané was not volunteered by anyone?
BY: \ Mr. Adams. Tﬁat is right. . - i
10 | Mr. Butler. ¥Now was that because nobody wa# willing ioi

-

17 | take the inftiative in this regard, or was there scre general

18 | conscnsus, aiter édiscussion, amcng these peocle that mzybe. this

23 | This is one of the problems ve have.

» i . e e
 $ 10 | 4= one of the things we wouldn't volunteer? = -~ . .- .
1 d ' o
g 2 20 Mr. Adams. During Mr. Basshtt's inquiries, we were

| E 21 unakle to come up with any evidence of a meeting actually havin:;
¥ s

: g 72 taken place where a decision was made "Let's tc &all of thi )
3 |

&
!

-

v»ﬁr. Butier. Well, it is ornc of ¢{he questicas you really

ne || Yicven't answzred, &t seems to me. C o

20 g VT oy m g, | W
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{ you come to with reference to that?

to satisfactorily answer. The one individuzl, the individual

| who actually destiroyed the note, 1ndica:éd that Ju‘.s-'-motive was

| rcputation within the Bureau? | -

| ana embarrassing to him personally.

| tion of vital cviocnce and information of this scatl doc—.s{ a0t

| involve a violation of any statute? 1Is that a czime?

| ment. The rcsults of our investigaticn s+ 2€teried to thn

Mz, AdamsC'l’hat is true that == O - LT
Mr. Butler. Now, you also specnlate the purpose of your
inquiry was (5) as to what were the motive_é behind the note's

destruction. I see no answer to thi_s. What conclusip;l aida

Mr. Adams. Well, that was another area that we .wz2re unable
Cwf s
emnbarrassment to the Rurcau and embarras sment to him bcrs«..nany'

that that was to avoid the embarracsment of ha.virg the fact s>

that Oswald had been in the office and no action had bzen.taken
Losest il . :
£xom his visit to the office.

pid you come up 'with anj other facts?
Mr., Bassatt. No, I 4id not.
Mr. gdams. That was the only -- . - .

Mr. Butler. That was protection to the individuval’s

- -

.Mr. Adams. That is right. And protectioh to the Bureau.

His motive was he felt it would be embarrassing to the Bureau

.

Mr. Butler. And yet, you are satisfied that the destruc-

Mr. Adams. Well, the natter was scfcrred to the Dcpa"l:-
u_;sl':‘ : ‘

»
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é . 1 Department for :onsidcration,gand_thore-. '1d-hr4e bwon poten- |
ﬂg -2 | tial violations. but there is also a lapae of 12 years and the
wé S | Department would have to answer —-- well, I can read you, if .

4 | you would like, their le*ter which explazns the 3§§i3;§;k$n?,
B 5 | 1¢ you would like for me to — | B .
6 | " Mr. Butler. HNo, I think not. The staff will share that
7 | with you later. - ] . )
8 | Mr. Adams. All ri ght.’ |
-9 ; Mr. 3utler. I would think that rather than going into-
. 10 || Executive Scssion or anything of that natﬁre, if you could
11 || share that vith our staff, I thinP that would be sufficient
§§ | .12 for our purposes. ’
g 13 ¥r. Ad;ms. I woglé be glad to. -
14 Mr. Butler. One other question wbich I have Lexe dezls
15 with the clerical employce who has gotten us 1ﬂvolued in the
16 *phantom teletype.” ) .
.17 |} . Mr. Adams. Yes, sir. ' " J
. 18 ¥r. Butler. His repo;ts gp you, in responsé éo youﬁ
?g 19 | inquiries, are they under oath?
_'é 20 Mr, Adams; No; sir. Originally, he was iﬁ:eriiewéd,-
| g ;; back in 1968. During the current resd&reétion of the teletype
éi; ‘go | issve, I was personally in contact with him to advisebhim of
‘u§~ T 23 | the fact that the Deputy Attorney General had autho*ized
:g 24 | dimounity £zom p:osecut‘on if he would make this teletype {mf :

avaiiable, which he claimed to have. Be then claimgd ke dién't

.
4

g
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| of it, singe he o:iginaliy had refused to furnish them. And

i he said that he would agree. to be intervieived under oath once

. i
'have it. And(\ asked him if he would bgj ‘1lling to be irter~

viewed under oai.h concexrning his allegat:.ons and also furaish

me the nanes of these people that he now claims had knowl 2dce

he receive d the results of our 1963 :lnvestigatior.;, which he
had requested under the Freedom of Information Act. We have
futni.shcd Lim that. His attorney cocntacted him and he advised
‘that he would s..lll rezerve the right to decide whether he wi
ba intezv:cwed undor oath after he rcviews the 'csult.. :s.xd
he has not contacted me to date, conceming his wili’rngness to
be - interviewéd. |

¥r. Butler. One wore question, if I pay, Mr. (.-xa......ﬁi?
Ig the grant of dmrunity stili alive, cr has that teen with-

rawn, or Gces that have any present vitality?. ' ‘
Mr. Adams. I would have to consvit with the Department.v

There was no coadition attached to St. It was ba...cally i H

he would make it available p somptly. tiow, I don't know how

- .
',‘ .‘.-v Y% T

long they are willing to leave it upon. R

But as far as I am personally concerned, I felt the only |

way this could cver be yut to rest -- when an individual - '

UV Dyeads
claims something cri.su: thet haé been Cestioyed, you heve 2n
S » A0
ushill battle ever proving it never existed -~ t.s.f-l £cit-Liat
FX P YL .Ar.f-r.w.u .t e

v
L eemam ama

4££ he has cn actual cupy, which he or*gi.nal"y claimeb, Mv :

{eoo':u szndation- would e -to-give him ..mmun.‘s'r eny ne hs fe

e
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| or denied. I don't believe it exists. I vas told he had a
copy and that helc;;izécring destroying it becaus; of his con-
| cern over prosecution. And I went right to the Departmeni to
}get authority for 1mmunity. Then I am told he is ﬁoi claimin§
he has such a copy. | .
Mr. Butler. Thank you, Mr. Adams, my time has Expired.
Mr. Edwardc. ¥r. Drinan.
Mr. Drinan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. . e
Mr. Adans, the FBI did not give usvthis document. until
this morning, contrary to the Rulesvof the House, and Harold
Tyler of the Department of Justice also brok; that rule ;Qd
zpologized. So, if I am bringing embarrassiont €0 tLe Burcau,
I think that might be a good policy in soue cases. i
I think the key question here is the motives beliind the -
| destruction of the hoté: You skirt around that, and you state
17 “whatcvet:thou;hts and fears may be motivated éhe'cpncealment
of Oswald's visit and thc concealment and subseqguerit égstfﬁd?
tion of the note are vnknown.® ': » '

Well, the Agent in Charge ~-- well, the Agent said that he
dié this to-avoid embarrassmcnt to the Bureau. Whaé kind of
rules do you give to these peoplc to avoid cmbarra=°nent +p the

Ll

Burezu at any cost? Vnat enbarrassment coulad have come to the.

i Buircau? . : ,;.';‘

.

-, 2dzra. Vell, ve don't give them any - first, let me

willxng to prg ‘A 1t. in order to get 4.2 “matter authent;cated

* o di o Gend dutet
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| apologize --U . - - U ’ .;.~ , N

¢

Mr. Drinans Why did he think that way t.hen?

* comm

+

e 0 =2 O O s N M M

.Mr. Adams. First, let me apologize for not givi.ng you
! copies of 'tl.'tis in sdvance. I was waiting for the Department
| to. decide the c;:iniinal issues involved, which would have limited
| ny teétimony here today if further. action was being coﬁsidered.

| And I dian't get that until yesterday afternoon. i .

Mr. Drinan. It severely hampers our power to ingquire.

-

Mr. Adams. I realize that, and I try to comply every_ time

10 | in this regard. I have to apologize in this instance.

11 | But, we don't have any rule concerning embarrascsment of

* .

12 | the Bureau. I think what happened ==

13 | Mr. Drinan. W%Well, he had rules, sir. He had rvles. And

14 | the only motive you have given as to tais action is --
15 M-. Butler. MNr. Chairman, I must object. Can the witness
16 | be entitled to complete .his answer before he is 1nterru§ted.

17 1 XIf that would be a ruling of the Chair, I would apprsciate it.

18 | Mr. Edvards. The time is MR. Drinan‘s. .

19 | Mr. Drinan. Mr. Adams? ‘ e

20 | Mr. Adams. Yes, I would like to explain that Agents who

21 work for the FBI, both Agents and clerfcal employees, have a

: . Mt '
tremendous respect and love for the organization. I don't

23 think you have to have an of ‘icial pronulgate rules sayina that

24 | we shoulad all be embarrassed if we make a mista)'e. : 015:;’{ we

410 Fieft Sreet, 8.2, Washingten,
0
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25 | 2re embarrassed when we make a mistake. I i exr.p;;::a..ut.ed over
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this incident ,uat people failed to carg _:ut their respousz-

b;litics in this regard. But, ghegg,isn t \vany orde- that you

pu.c’ao"nothing'io-embartass-the-bureau:*that~you must conceal

-

| facts to uvoid embarrassing the Bureau.

I Just think that frequently it comes to a person s nmind

} that "I hate to embarrass the Bureau by my actions.® I think

i that is what he meant.

Mr. Drinan. Am I right in concluding that you are sug-

© ® 9 6 O s B D

! gesting that the only possible motiv;iion ——
¥r. Adoms. No, sir, I am not.
Mr. Drinan. All right, what is the other possible moti-

| vation?

WADD & PAVL

Mr. 2dams. I have bcen unatle to arr}ve at motivalions
| as to vhy this act;on‘was taken, becausg-we have been unable
to determine, for one thing, Mr. Drinan, the actual contents -
of the note. uad we been able to determine, with certainty,

the contents of the note, then perhaps we would hawe bﬂen able

| to shed some light on the motivation as to why the'actlcn was

| taken to destroy the note. T

.

+ - e . s 4 2% o o

Mr. Drinan. I think you have a fairly good consensus as

to what the note said. : T

8.¢., Wathington, 0.C. 20003
N
o

Now, there are thrce people invclved, anid X supﬁose the

(S
: g 23 | question is .whom w111 ve believe: will ve bel‘eve the Agent?
‘-E» 24 | Be destroyed the note bacause his Supe: visor or the opec:al
: \
25 Agent in Charge told hin to. “l‘-._ll we heldeve \_hg ):;gr_r"-'g
~ _
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‘ doevn t een recall the note being delivered and yet there is

| a consensus that the note was, in fact, delivered. SO the

Special Agent's credibility is somewhat open to question. So

i you are asking us to believe one of these -individuals: however,

| FBI and they drill it into the Agents to never embarrass the

Bureau, and this is what caused the unfortunate violation of

Motivation is the ey question here. Why did this pacticular

| out to the nation that the FBI kad, in-fact, been investigating

Lee Harvey Oswald, that Lee Harvey Oswald h aé visited the’

1 So, he destrOVha it, thinking this was the bcf* say out.; It

ot e ke s e

JErO s T

)

after Pres dcngvxennedy 's assaesznation a.a he says he has neven

heard of it since. And the Specxal Agent now says that be

ybu can't balieve them all. And that gets.us down to the
question of motivation. Unless ycu have some other motivation

to offer, then we have to conclude that it is the rule of the

the rules.
Mr. Adams. I think that would be a most unfair assumpti'on1
and I just can't agree with {t. I can't sce any bacis for it.
Mr. Drinan. Well, sir, I am looking for a motivation.
AGent do what be did? I can't find any other potivation.

From al‘ thzt I have seen, he had no personal s_ahe in

this other than the fact that he didn’ t want the fact to come

e

pDallas office and left this note, and then thxs thing care up.

superior? Bg_ lnd the note in the Agei;>~ workbox shortlY T

com s

: seecms to me the burden is on you, sit, to suggest some othgv
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| pcssible motiv(:jon.

.
.
.
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»
‘
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1

Mr. Adams. I don;t feel the burden i3 on-me fo d; that.

| - can ;peculatc. I could say, one, he has indicated personal
| g;barrassment. He had réccived the note. Admittedly, h- had
received the nmote from Oswald. He said it did not contaxn any

threat. If that is true, then thcre would have beer no em~

| battassment, perhaps, in tbe fact that Oswald had visited the

| office aftrrwvards. If the note é&id contain a th:cat. on the

O @ N &6 o, a O v W

_other hand, and ho failed to take eppropriate acticn, that
" 30 | would be a motive for dastroying the note. :
Mr. Drinan. Could the embarrassment have come about in

the irregularity of receipt of that note? 1 assume’that when-

cver a letter is received that it 35 zrecordad somehow. We

have no record that this was, in fact, recorded, and the date

that it was received. Could that have bcen the reasnn, that

is, he didn't want to bring this out that rules had been vio-

-
-

lated?
Mr. Adams. No, I don't thaink that the note would have

necessarily been recorded until such time as he took action

on it and included £t in the official files of the FBI. "In i
- i

other words, the receptionist would not record the note vhen

cre e coemes

she received it. She dnlivcred 4t to %“he Agent and he wou;d

no*mally include it in a communication, or he uould send 1t i}

to the Chief Clerk's oiffice, where it wcu;d be £e a-ized into

the files.
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I wish we Culd aririve at a mnt::l.vatirk ) I wish we could
completely answer, satisfactorily,_yhat the note sazd, ‘and who
| ordered its destruction. We have a conflict in sworn state-

| ments in this regard. L. ' . :Ji
All that we were able to do was conduct a thorough invest-
{ igation. And we are never satisfied when we don’t get 2ll the
| answers but, as you know, this isn't always possible.
Mr. Drinan. My time has expired. Thanr you, eir.
#r. Edwards. Mr. Kindness.
%’ Hr. Kindness. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Pirst, I‘would 1ike to clarify a question that has come
up on sévcral occasibns in this Suvbcommittees, and 1 havé o
: never been able to fiﬁd the rule abtout which we are arguing.
| v hzve been talking so much about ;ulcs here this morning, I
think we'd better get our own rules straicht. 112(g)(4) qf
l the House Rules states: EAch Comnittee shall, insofar as is

.

| practicable, reguire each witness who is to appear ‘before it

to f£ilc with the Committee in advance of his or her &ppearance

R

a written statement.

There is nothing that has been done by the Judiciary :

-

| Comnittee in its rules to further supplement that action and
‘ there is nothing that has been done by ‘the Subcemmittce.;;;._
an tired of sceing witncsses-appear before this Subcomm‘ﬁtec
, and be embarrzssed by the t2lk atout 48 hours in advance fur-

L d

i nishing their statements, when we don't have any such rule.

- . TRl e «
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_ :i'_ 1 I apprec(;:-)e the fact that the wita( : is déaling with the
 § T2 problem of preving a ncqative in some de;;ée and it is also |
 7§ 3 v.appreciated that a good deal of patience has been displayed .
1 4 | here. . . o
i 5 I thank you, Mr. Chairman.
6 Mr. Edwards. Mr. Badillo. Have you £inished? )
9 . Mr. Kindness. Yes. ' - '
8 ) Mr. Edwards. Mr. Badillo.
® #Mr. Badillo. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
- 10l You said; in the boginning, £latly, that you hzd just

11 | completed your exhaustive inquiry and that there is no douvbt

.12 | that ree Harvey Oswald visited the Dallas Field OffZze zome

WARD @& PAUL

13 | days prior to the assassination of Presidznt Kennedy and that
141 he left a hanawritten‘note. You stated that you and Difector'
| Xelly first learned of these occurrences July 7, 1975. 1Is

| that corfect? | |

Hr.lhdams. Yes, sir. . N

Mr. Badillo; That is a very narrow list. Can you say

| under oath that other people in the Washington Bureau diad .
not know of these occurrences until July 7, 1975?
Mr. Adams. Mo, I can't, because included in my statement

| is the statement by one former Assistant Pirector who said

| that he appareatly had somz r=

LN T e

r. Badillo. What I mean is, is there any evieicencc

that Mr. Hocver -- I mean, have you tritd to determine whether

) v v{”‘ ; '\"’.
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== years after, when somcone was transferred to lieadguarters ’

S !loovgr lmc _:;about ¢his? ' /\) y Jrari /'_.

Mr. Adans. Mo Mffc,‘,// ool ot S fod e el e
.*  Mr. Badillo. Or the predecessor to Mr. Kelley?

Mr.b Adams. Right. We have.tr:’.ed to find any x:ec;id or
=== knowledge on the part of anyone concerning- PBI Headquarter's
<=-voulvement in this issue. The only thing we have corme up with
+r +“he statement by this former Assistant Director, "’h? seems
::- shinx that possibly two Agents in his division might havev
~==wvn about it. They have denicd any 'knowlgdge of &t. The
.f=:=mcr Assistont Director also says that he has no spe;:ific

::.ﬁwl-edge of any individual in Headquarters krowing of this.

jost thinks it was probably common knowledge do.% in this

in

~s:=tfcular section that such a note existed. Ve ddn't know

w—=::n that common knowledge might have arisen, in say, months

f-om Dallas and --

Mr. Badillo. But there is no fil.e at central feadguarters?

Mr. ﬁdams. We had no record in our files of ~-
Mr. Badillo. Where is this receptionist now?
Mr. Adams. She ic in the Dallas Office. ;

Mr. Badillo. Where is the 2Agent for whom the note was i

‘&

=zended now? ‘oo . : e T

Hr. Adams. He is in Kanzas City.

Mr. Badillo. And whev Ls his tivie &l ihe presaat’ time?

" Mr. Adams. Special hgemt. -

»
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