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on November 17, 7.963, a check was also mad~ of communications 

! Gispatched to the New Orleans office on Saturday, November 16, 

} 21963. There were only three, those being: .(1) a teletype in 

lo fugitive case, (2) a communication in a stolen motor vehicle 

  

t deserter. None of these communications made mention of Presi- 

i dent Kennedy. 

  

a 

2 

3 

4 

“i 5 | investigation, and (3) a communication concerning a military 

; 
: 

7 

8 More thar 50 employces of the Kew Orleans Office were 

9 interviewed -- employees who had been assigned to that ofzice 

“30 | since at least November of 1963. All stated that they kad 

4 7 at . - 

21 | no knowlcdge of, such teletype. 

12 | The Special Agent in Charge whom the former cl.erical 

  

33 f employee said he telephoned on the morning of November 17, 1963, 

14 | also said he knew nothing whatever about the alleged teletype. 

15 ] We e1s0 ‘interviewsd the former clerical emplcyce involved. 

316 || This timc, he insisted that a teletype reporting a possible _ 

17 assassination attempt on the President was, in fact, received 

1s j at the Hew Orleans Office while he was on duty there Hovember 

117, 1963. He claimed that other clerical employees of the New 

  

- 
Orleans Office knew of the receipt of this teletype, but he 

refused to furnish their nanes. -- 

When specifically ouestioned as to whether he had a copy. : 

of this or any other Government documents, he gave an emphatic 
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£ : 
3 _2 At that Cie -- in 1968 -- we fully{ hvised the Deparct- 

a "2 | ment of Justice of the allegiations which the former clerical 

} 35 “employee had made, and of the results of our extensive inquiry 

| 4 | regarding them. 7 , 

5 f Now, more than seven years later, the story of the “phan- 

6 tom teletype” has surfaced again. This time it has a new 

TY twist. ° 

8 On’of the newsmen who contacted us lest month stated that 

9 | our former clericai eaployee made avail table to him the text. 

. 10 fof the alleged teletype, claiming that he had an actual copy — 

bo. 22 | of the teletype but wes afraid to furnish it for fear of bcing 

I ae prosecuted. ° 

t J In an effort to ecbtain the dyucument which this former 

: 14 | employee claims to have so that it can be examined for authen-. 

15 ticity, the Department of Justice granted him immauns ty from 

16 procecution for prrloiring, possessing, or not having produced 

17 |. the alleged document. The former employee was adv: sed of 

16 | this action on September 23, 2975. Even under a grant of 

  

" © immanity, he would not agree to make such document available 

2. 
} to us, stating that he was not claiming he had,:such gocunent. *s
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The fcllowing day we contacted the former enployee's 
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. 22 | attorney. We informed us that his client had typed a precise 

ot ez fl copy of the alleged teletype’ when he had access to it in our 

3 26 | New Orleans Field Office. aT a 

~~ 25 | Other sources have Curnished us vFth the text of the   a 
— 
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| alleged replic chat our former cimployee '" ssesees. It has 

       

  

     
   
   
   

   
   

  

| been carefully reviewed and compared with the format and wording 

of investigative and communications procedures in existence in 

1 1963. Several variances have been detected. a 

This individual's story has caused newsmen and others to” 

} ask whether such a teletype was, in fact, sent fron our Head- 

| quarters on November 17, 1963, and whether all copies of it ° 

  

subsequently were destroyed. 
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Since the information regarding the “phantom teletype” has 

noe be2n expanded to include the text of the teletype, as weil 

eabeae . oe 
as its pursosed. ‘transmission to all FB! Field Offices -- which 

wots 
| incidentallysnot the initial allegation of the for’: clerk in 
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1568 -- we contacted all 59 of our Field offices and i: nstructed 

| that each conduct a thorough and detailed search of records and 

~ uN
 

files in an effort to determine if such a teletype had in fact 

~
 

. 

an 

existed. Each of our 59 Field Offices uaifomaly advised basea 

~ a
 

i on the penetrative fearches made that there was ne ‘evidence .-- 

~ = 

to indicate or corroborate the existence of such a teletype. 

» eo 

There is no donbt in ry mind regaréing the answer to this 

§ 

- ©   
  

| alleg.. ‘ation. A teletype or other nmessege of this nature sent 
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to all of our offices simply could not and would ndt disappear. 
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its destructicn. In the second place, the fact of its existence! 

~
 w MERE 

  

| conta not be wiped from the. minds of the many enpleyece at our 

H 
“wets 

Headquarters and £n each of the Bice ret hees whe would ‘nave 
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been involved (: its preparation, approve} transmission, 

receipt, and the action taken thereafter. 

These then are the facts deve loped concerning recent 

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

duty in the John F. Kennedy assessination case. ° 

In some instances, the facts are explicit and answer the 

allegjations. In others, the passage of time and inconsis-" 

tencies in the interviews prevent a more definite statement of 

truth. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Edvard. Thank you, Mr. Adams. 

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

would agree ‘is a very serious matter. ° co 

Mr. Adans. Yes. | 

Mr. Fdwards. Wow, it was reported in the newspapers thet 

Washington did learn of the Oswald letter G€2livered to the 

Dillas Field Office ane that Hr. Hoover sent out Jeter of 

censure to 17 Agents because of the incident, end that Mee 

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 this letter in Heston? 

Mr. Edwards: Yes. =~ wo Byte 

Mr. Adams. There Se ne truck to. that. ghexe 46 nothing 

in our files, prior to this inculry, that in any way has re- 
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é 1 ferred to unt wana’ £ visit ¢ to the seek. ~ “Teaving 8 “pote, ~ 

3 . 2 | which was eubsi-quently destroyed. (3 . 

5 3 Mr. ECwards. Well, were some Agents punished in the 

| @ |) Dallas Office? 
- 

} Mr Adams. Yes. . ~ 

6 Mr. Edwards. After? ° : 

9 Mr. Adems. Yes, there wes disciplinary ‘acticn taken 

& against a number of personnel in connection with the PBI 

9 | investigation of Oswald, but not in connection with his visit 

20 | to the office, leaving a note and -- 

11 § Mr. Edwards. Well, on November 1st -- and inciéentally, 

ig 12 : we are going to try to get into names here, except syhere it 

3 . 13 dis absolutely necessary or where a name or two has w#irccady 

° “34 appeared in the press -- Mr. Hosty visited the Paine residence 

"35 in an attemot to lccate Oswald. Ané when the FSI reported to - 

1 the Warren Commission the contents of Oswald's notebook, the 

a7 FBt did not say -- did not report to the Warrent Conszission ; 

18 that in his address book was the. following notetion’: *"Novembez 

g 19 | 1, 1963. FBI “Agent” and 80 forth. And it gave “James P. . 

8 20 Hosty and the address of the Field Office in Dallas." why 

. o ‘didn't the FBI report to ‘the Warren Commission that this 

é a2 | ontey. appeared in Oswald's address book? 7 Lee 

| Mr. Adams. TI am advised that the ¢ rirst report was a. sO 
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1 and give yout tata a later date. ~ “Oe een te ie 

2 Mr. coves Yes, would you, pleasd) . 

3 | Mr. Adams. I can give something for the record on is. 

4 | {The information will be submitted at a later date.) 

s | SUBCOMMITTEE INSERT . ae De 
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i 2 Mr. Edwar(_ Because this happened QO be the same Agent 

a “2 that the note was addressed to, that is the missing note that 

: 3 ] was destroyed, we are interested. ae 

2 4 Mc. Acams. Right. Yes. / . : 

- 5 ‘Me. Edwards. Mr. Butler? | x ot 

6 M. Butler. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. "of 

7 _ On page 3 of your statement ana on page 4, vou tell us . 

8 | that you had interviews and reinterviews. pid the reinter- 

9. | views indicate any inconsistencies from your original fater- 

"210 | views with reference to. your Agents concerning this particular { 

; 11] inquiry, that is, the Gsvzld note? ~ ° 

; - 12 Mr. Adams. Yes, some of the reinterviews were occasionsd 

g 13 i} by the fact we would conduct one intervic:.:’and we wovld get 

4 14 the particular story. We had already interviewed someone else 

15 || and perhaps scme additional information would come vp and then 

326 | we would ,.go back -and reinterview thet person. . it 2lso resulted 

17 | in elaboration on the part of some who had been originally . 

18 || interviewed. - 

: 19 | Mr. Butler. My cuestion is directed to this. ‘Do you have 

4 ‘20 | Agents who gave different stories in 1963 from what they now . | 

| s ‘21 | tell us in 1975 with reference to this matter? us ° , | 

! o 22 Mr. Adans. No, because actually we have nothing in the 

j 23 | files -- in other words, we have nothing in cur ‘Files concerains 

: i | 24 this visit. This was, ‘completely <. ce new fosre which came ‘out 

Sn 25 in July of 1975. 
*e 

no — 
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8 1 Mr. Buti. Well, those people whi_had some knowledce of 

: . 2 | this in 1963 _ did not, in the course Nene interviews 

i 3 in 1963, reveal knowledge of this, are they now telling you 

' 4 | their knewledge? . . . oe 

: 5 Mr. Adams. That is right. It is inconsistent in the 

. 6 | fact thet this matt er was not properly reported as it should 

7 —# have been in 1963 and now individuals are telling us that it 

8& fl did, in fact, occur. There is’ your inconsistency. 

-) . Mr. Butler. Yes, but you don't consider it was the 

; 10 | responsibility ‘of these Agents to have volunteered that infor- 

11 | mation? , : °    
Mr. Adams. Yes, I do. 
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Mr. Butler. And what discipline have you teken with — 

reference to them? e 

-
 a 

Mr. Adams. Well, we haven't, because we have been waiting. 

~ on 

fox the Department to decide as to whether eny eriminal action 

a 

might flew fron these events. We received their final epinion 

rw]
 

a 

yesterday on that. Now, we ere in the process cf reviewing 

~ @
 

the matter from an internal administrative action standpoint 

q 
Aacly 

| because of the fact that you have individuals who neve know-   
4 

lege this took place and they did not report it at the time; 

Aree individuals that had ksevledge that that note was s actual! 

  

destroyed. 

  

Mr. Butler. Do you find eny indscation that there was . 

} collusion with reference to the fellure to volunteer this infor- 
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3 ; 2 mation, I meaty-collusion at any level? a 

¥ "2 Me. Adams. Only collusion from the standpoint that we ] 

3 3 . do have an individual admitting that he did have the note and 

4 {| he makes the statement that he destroyed it upon instructions 

5 | of his Agent in Charge. If that statement is correct, there 

- - 6 | woulé te collusion between the two. The Agent in Charse denies 

7 } having issued such instructions and denies having any knowledge 

8 | of it. You have individuals, a nuber of individuals, in the 

9 | Dalles Office who had knowledge of the fact that Oswald had 

- 30 , visites the Office and had left a note of some sort. | 

11 Mr. Butler. I understand this is generally shered infor- 

g | 4g | mation? _ . | . .° . 

t 43 Mr. Adams. That 43 right. 

“a4 Mr. Butler. And was not volunteered by anyone? 

“95 Mr. Adams. That is right. . . 

16 Mr. Butler. ‘Now was that because nobody was willing to 

17 take the initiative in this regard, or was there scme general 

1g f| consensus, axter G@iscussion, among these people that maybe. this 

19 ie one of the things we. wouldn't volunteer? oD . o : - 

20 Mr. Adams. During Mr. Basshtt's inquiries, we were 7 

21 unable to come up with any evidence of a meeting dctualty having . 

. g2 teken Place where a decision was made “Let's “ ali of thiz. 

: 23 qhis is one of the problems we have. , x 

uh | ; Ma’. ButJer. Well, it is one of the questicas vou really. 

a | liczven'( answered, £t seers to me. fe cpvaity : a 
mw 75 | -- . 
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f you come to with reference to that? 

| to Satisfactorily answer. The one individual, the individual — 

i who actually destroyed the note, indicated that his-motive was 

| reputation within the Bureau? | ° 

i and embarrassing to him personally. 

1 tion of vital evidence and informacion of this sort docs not. 

| involve a violation of any statute? Is that a crime? { 3 

| went. The results of our investigaticn wer. »eter2ed to the 
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Mr. Adams (~: That is true that -—- _ © - a 

Mr. Butler. Now, you also speculate the purpose of your 

inguiry was (5) as to what were the motives behind the note's 

Gestruction. I see no answer to this. What conclusion aid 

Mr. Adams. Well, that was another area that we were unable 

| wef 7 

¢ 

embarrassment to the Rureay and enbarras sment to hin bersenally 

that that was to avoid the embarrassment of having the fact 7.:.- 

that Oswald had been in the office and no action had been.taken 

et ee Ie’ 
fxon his visit to the office. 

Did you cone up with any other facts? 

Mr. Bassatt. No, I did not. 

Mr. Adams. That was the only <-- . , os 

Mr. Butler. That was protection to the individval's 

‘= - 

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

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

eo 

Mr. Butler. And yete you are satisfied that the destruc- 

    bol den 

Mr. Adams. Well, the matter was scforreé te the popazt- 
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| tial violations, but there is also a lapse of 12 years and the 

Department would have to answer -- well, 1 can read you, if. 

; you would like, their letter which explains the declaration. 

| with you later. . . 

   
nae ty last tan a . . Lotte Mt att A, Sa Nie tb Nascent coat an 

RT ar ~ — “ 

Department for “oneaorat Son na-tnoee #1d-hrve- _baon poten- 

  

nafs! oe Woe Pt a wee Se oe 

  

De thsg a7. PO 

If you would like for me to - 

Mr. Butler. Wo, I think not. The staff will share that 

Oo 

Mr. Adams. All ri ight. 

Mr. Butler. I would think that rather than going inte- 

Executive Session or anything of that nature, if you could 

share that with our staff, I think that would be sufficient 

for our purposes. ° 

Mr. Adars. I would be glad to. 

Mr. Butler. One other question which I have hexe deals” 

with the clerical employee who hes gotten us invol. ed in the 

“phantom teletype.® 

| Mr. Adams. Yes, sir. 7 

Mr. Butler. His reports to you, in response to your 

inquiries, are they under oath? 

Mr. Adams. No, sir. Originally, he was interviewed, 

back in 1968. During the current resurrection of the teletype 

issue, I was personally in contact with him to advise him 0 of | 

the fact that the Deputy Attorney General had authorize - 
rigs 

imounity from prosecution if he would make this ‘teletype oo 
  

avaiiable, which he claimed to have. fie then claimed he ‘@idn't 

—s 
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| of it, since he originally had refused to furnish them. And 

t he said that he would agree. to be interviewed under oath once 
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have it. ant asked him 4£ he would aiG)y “liing to be irnter~ 

viewed under oath concerning his. allegations and also furnish 

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

he receive dthe results of our 1968 investigation, which he 

had requested under the Freedom of Information Act. We have 

furnishee him that. His attorney ccntacted him and he advised 

that he would still reserve the right to decide whether he wi 

be intervieved under oath after he reviews the results. pad 

he has not contacted me to date, concerning his wilicngness to 

be | interviewed. | 

Mr. Butler. One wore question, if I pay, Mr. Chaicran? | 

Is the grant of immunity stili alive, er has that been with- 

rawn, or dces that have any present vitelity?. . , 

Mr. Adams. fT would have to consvit with the Department. 

There was no condition attached to J. 2t was basically if ; 

7 | 

he would make 4t available pr <omptly. How, I don't know ho« 
-. 

PO Negus 

long they are willing to leave it upon. 
f tle . 

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

way this could ever be oe to rest -- when an individual ‘   
  

U Ipadz 

22 claims gomething existe thet had been Ccestioyed, you heve 2n 

. 
fa ht or ett “4 

£3 wohill battle ever proving it never existed -- tne—t— felt-tiat 

gu wy Ain Ayprnnasat: 
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24 att he has an actual copy, which he originally clasned, theta : 
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willing to proc . 2 dt, in ordcr to get ao “matter “autheneicated 

4 

or denied. I don't believe it exists.. I "as told he had a 

gad. 
° 

copy and that he considering destroying it because of his con- 

        

   

  

   

    

   

   

} cern over prosecution. And I wer.t right to the Department to 

iget authority for immunity . Then I am told he is not claiming 

he has such a copy. , 

Mr. Butler. Thank you, Mr. Adams, my time has expired. 

  

Mr. Edwards. Mr. Drinan. 
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Mr. Drinan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. ee 

Mr. Adans, the FBI did not give us this cocument. until 

a
)
 

  

this morn ing, contrary to the Rules of the House, and Harold 

Tyler of the Department of Justice also broke that rule and 

a]
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zpologized. So, 4= I an bringing embarrassircnt to the Bureau, 
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I think that might be a good policy in sowe cases. 

     
  

  

14 

- 25 I think the key question here is the motives beliing the - 

16 | destruction of the notes You skirt around that, and you state 

17 “whatever thoughts and fears may be motivated the concealment 

18 of Oswald's visit and the concealment and subsequent destruc— 

q ° 19 tion of the note are unknown.” io a 

i 20 Well, the ‘Agent dn Charge ~~ well, the Agent L said that he 

f 21 dié this to -avoid embarrassment to the Bureau. What kind of 

K op I rules do you give to these people to avoid enbarrasenent ~o the 

i 23 Burecu at any cost? What embarrassment could have come to thi. 

i 2A peicau? 
i a ; i 

25 " sae BETS. Well, | we don't give them any -- - first, ‘let pac oi 
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| apologize -G_ . - os VU. , _ — 

| copies of this in advance. I was waiting for the Department 

i to. decide the criminal issues involved, which would have limited 

| ny testimony here today if further action was being considered. 

} And I didn't get that until yesterday afternoon. . . 
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| work for the FBI, both Agents and clerfcal employees, have a 
4 . : . 

1 we should all be embarrassed if we make a mistake. . Enda we 

a 
  

‘ 

Mr. Drinan’ Why did he think that way then? 
o eam ee 

_Mr. Adams. First, let me apologize for not giving you 

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

Mr. Adams. I realize that, and I try to comply ever7_tine 

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

But, we don't have any rule concerning embarrassment of 

the Bureau. I think what happened -~ — , 

Mr. Drinan. Well, he had rules, sir. He had reles. And 

the only motive you have given as to this action is -- 

Mr. Butler. Nr. Chairman, I must object. Can the witness 

be entitled to complete -his answer before he is interrupted. 

If that woutd be a ruling of the Chair, I would appreciate it. 

Mr. Edwards. The time is MR. Drinan‘s. — - 

Mr. Drinan. Mr. Adams? a 

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

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

think you have to have an official pronulgate rules saying that 

are embarrassed when we make a mistake. I bse expat 1 aced over   
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this incident pat people failed to ear. jue’ their respoasi-     
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bilities in this regard. But, there isn‘ t \yany order that you 

pustéo-nothing-to-embarrass- the -hureau;-that-you must conceal 

    

° 

facts to avoid embarrassing the Sureau. . 

I just think that frequently it comes toa person’ s miné 

} that “x hate to embarrass the Bureau by ny actions.” I think 

| that dis what he meant. 

  

Mr. Drinan. Am I right in concluding that you are sug- 
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i gesting that the only possible motivation -_ 

Mr. Adams. No, sir, I am not. 

  

Mr. Drinan. All righ 2t, what is the other possible moti- 

| vation? 

W
a
r
e
 

& 
P
a
u
 

Mr. #dams. I have been unable to arrive at motivations 

i as to why this actaon was taken, because we have been unable 

to determine, for one thing, Mr. Drinan, the actual contents - 

of the note. Had we been able to determine, with certainty,   
the contents of the note, then perhaps we would have been. able 

  

to sheé some light on the motivation as to why the acticn was 

| 

  

taken to destroy the note. fo 
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Mr. Drinan. I think you have a fairly good consensus as 
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21} what the note said. _° 

22 | Now, there are three people invelved, ena Tt Suppose the 
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| g 23 | question is -whom will we believe: will we believe the Agent? 

ib 24 | Be Gestroyed the note because his Supe: visor or the special 
ry 5 

25 || Agent in Charge told hin to. Will we belfeve the agent's 
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doesn’ t even recall the note being delivered and yet there dis 

} & consensus thet the note was, in fact, delivered. 50 the 

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

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

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

| out to the nation that the FEI had, in*fact, been investigating 

Lee Harvey Oswald, that Lee Harvey Oswaid h ac visited the 

| So, he destroyed it, thinking this was the best sey out. Tt   
* eta? LV ae, 

pK aor Re adele 

Fiat Nene te, Ransepediiatesr 
TSI 

superior? ah ‘and the note in the agel > workbox shortly 

after Pres caen{- Kennedy" 's assassination fd he says he has never 

heard of it: since. And the Special Agent now says that he 

you can't believe them all. And that gets us Gown 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 

Bureau, and this is what caused the unfortunate violation of 

the rules. . 

Mr. Adams. Tf think that would be a most unfair assurption| 

and I just can't agree with it. I can't see any basis for it. 

Mr. Drinan. Well, sir, I am looking for a motivation.” 

Motivation is the key question here. Why did this particular 

AGent do what be did? I can't find any other motivation. © 

From alt thet I have seen, he had no personal stake in 

this other than the fact that he didn‘ t want the fact to come 

Dallas office and left this note, and then this: thing « came up.   
om
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' seems to me the burden is on you, sir, to suggest some: other 
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| possible motiv{ ion. 

lx can speculate. I could say, one, he has indicated personal 

embarrassment. He had reccived the note. Admittedly, ke had 

barrassment, perhaps, in the fact that Oswald had visited the 

| office afterwards. ‘if the note did contain a threat, on the 

I. other hand, and he failed to take appropriate acticn, that 

1 would be a motive for d2stroying the note. 

te at ee ee oe 

  

Mr. Adams. I don't feel the burcen is on-me fo do thet. 

received the note from Oswald. He said it did not contain any 

threat. If that is truc, then there would have beer no em- 

Mr. Drinan. Could the embarrassment have come about, in 

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

‘ever a letter is received that it is recorded somehow. We | 

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

that it was received. Could that have been the reason, that 

is, he didn’t want to dring this out that rules had been vio-~ 

- 
ad 

lated? 

Mr. Adams. No, I don't think that the note would have — 

necessarily been recorded until such time as he took action   
on &t and included it in the official files of the FBI. ‘In i. 

- i 

other words, the receptionist would not record the note when 

me
ee
 

ee
 

creme 

she received it. She delivered 4t to the Agent and he would 

normally include it ina communication, or he would send it” . 

to the Chief Clerk's office, where it would be Fe Lalizea into 

the files. 
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ZI wish we Cua arrive at a notivatic’) ) I wish we could 

completely answer, satisfactorily, what the note said, ‘and who 

| ordered its destruction. We have a conflict in sworn state- 

! ments in this regard. mle, , a. a 

All that we were able to do was conduct a thorough dinvest- 

| igation. And we are never satisfied when we don’t get all the 

} answers but, as you know, this isn't always possible. 

Mr. Drinan. My time has expired. -Whenk you, sir. 

Mr. Edwarcs. Mr. Kindness. 

i" tir. Kindness. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Pirst, I would like to clarify a question that has come 

up on several occzsions in this Subcomnittee, and 1 ‘ave a 

| never been able to find the rule about which we are arguing. 

| We heve been talking so much about rules here this morning, I 

think we'd better get our own rules straight. 112(g) (4) of 

the House Rules states: EAch Comnittee shall, insofar as is 

. 

I practicable, require each witness who is to appear before it 

to file with the Comaittee in advance of his or her eppearance 

a written statement. 
Ot - 

There is nothing that has been done by the Judiciary 

| Committee in its rules to further supplement that action and 

| there is nothing that has been done by ‘the Subcommittees I _ 

arm , tired of sceing witncsses- appear before this Subcomittec 

we _ “ F pe Ta : - 7 - 
: fet etl eee 

  
an@ be embarrassed by the talk about 48 hours in advance fur- 

       > 

| nishing their statements, when we don't have any such rule. 
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. i 2 I aperes: the fact that the witn 3 is dealing with the 

i " 2 i problem of preving a negative in some BU and it is also \ 

4 3 } appreciated that a good deal of pat:ience has been displayed " 

| 4 {| here. . ° me 

! 5 I thank you, Mc. Chairman. 

6 Mr. Edwards. Mr. Badillo. Wave you finished? , 

97 _Mr. Kindness. Yes. * ° 

8 : Mr. Edwards. Mr. Badillo. 

9 Mr. Badillo. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

- 301- You said, in the beginning, flatly, that you had just 

1 | completed your exhaustive inquiry and that there is no doybt 

  

_ 4p] that Lee Harvey Oswald visited the Dallas Field Of! ?ze zcme 
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13 | deys prior to the assassination of President Kenne@y and that 

aa he left a handwritten note. You stated that you and Director’ 

| Kelly first learned of these occurrences July 7, 1975. Is 

| that correct? | 

Mr. Adams. Yes, sir. nae 

Mr. Badillo. That is a very narrow list. Can you sey   
j under oath that other people in the Washington Bureau dia - 

not know of these occurrences until guly 1 1975? . 

Mr. Pdams. No, I can't, because included in my statement 

4 is the statement by one former Assistant Director who said 

| thet he apparently had some >- | ae os te, — 

  

Mr. Badillo. What I mean is, is there any eviaigence 

  

thet Mr. Hoover -- rt RLOEN , have you tried to determine whether 

  

   
“~ 25 . 

Bae ip SL. eam Ne . — 
~™ Xs rv 7 > aa ¥ Ah. 5 te > 

o eS: SES Sees a A x EG See eee oe *s



0 

qv 

as 

u 

11
6 

te
en
s 

4 
G
e
n
o
m
e
s
 

do
un
en
is
d 
t
e
t
e
e
 

& 
S
L
 = 

Ip: 
in 

i% 

gas 

fur   S
e
 

ee
 

-
 

e
e
 

s
e
 

-
 

      

  

=- Hoover kne, about this? om i 

| : 
: wh fe 

ples er 

Mr. Adans. Noy Ne ‘Fj egqe re feete 

: . d 

-- Mr. Badillo. Or the predecessor to Mr. Kelley? 

Mr. Adams. Right. We have tried to find any record or 

=~ knowledge on the part of anyone concerning FBI Headquarter's 

<-~ulvement in this issue. The only thing we have come up with 

2s the statement by this former Assistant Director, who seems 

think that possibly two Agents in his division might have 

The ~inzovn about it. They have denied any knowledge of st. 

«focomer Assistont Director also says that he has no specific 

=>wledge of any individual in Headquarters knowing of this. 

just thinks it was probably common knowledge do.‘; in this ie = ~ 
. 

-a:-ticular section thet such a note existed. We €on't know 

wisn that common knowledge might have arisen, in say, months 

when someone was transferred to lieadguarters © years after, 

zs2m Dallas and -- 

Mr. Badillo. 

Mr. Adams. 

Mr. Badillo. 

Mr. Adams. 

Mr. Badillo. 

i-=sended now? 

Mr. Adams. 

Mr. Badillo. 

” Mr. Adams. 

tgs -" 

But there is no file at central ‘Hleadquarters? 

We had no record in our files of -- 

Where is this receptionist now? ' 7 so . 

She is in the Dallas Office. | ee 

Where is the Agent for whom the note was i 

soe od ee   He is in Kansas City. ©     
And wher is his ticie ef the present. time? 

Special Agent. 

OI Ap. 
Pete 
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