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Mr. Badi(.._\). Sti.ll the same title( e

Fhone {Ares 235)

Mr. Adamsc? Yes. .. O ' i 1

Mr. Badillo. Where is the Acent's Supervicor? ..

" Mr. AGams. The Special Agent's Supeivisor.is in SLn:
| piego. ‘ : : .;};'
r. Badillo. What is his title?

Mr. Adams. Special Agent. He is still a Speqial Agent.

Mr. Badillo. Where is the Special Agent in charge now?
Mr. Adams. He is retired. . ’ T e

Mr. Badillo. Mr. Chairman, I think that in vievw of the

fact that the letter from the Justice Department indicates the

basic rezson for non-prosecution is the statute of limitations

and that the particular people who saw the note and who have f'

WAI'R 8 "AUL

testified allegedly as to the content’s' of the note are the‘ré,.
I-think that this Committee has the responsibilitsr to bri_ng "
these pedple before us and have the oprortunity to inte;:rogar;e
éhcm by ‘oursclvcs, rather than just getting a sec.ogxd?iz.and
report. They are there. This is a crucia) issue.*® And aécor.din
to the testimony, they remember having seen the note amd ihéy
remember that it contained some indicatioﬁ of violence and
I think it is important that we get direct evidence Qbere the
direct evidence is rcadily avaiiable. - |

[
A LR

Now, isn t there a rule that provides that where there

- e

is evidence of violence cn the part of an i.nc’.a.vic’x.hl. and

“‘.

A1 £t Steaet, $.E., Washington, D.C. 20033

| where the President is coing to be commg to tcwn. that the
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| FBI notifies tt \aecret SErvice? - m~
Mr. Adams. At this time, in 1963, our guidelines were

| rather narrow in this regard. They provided basically for

; notifying the Secret .Service of any threat against the Presi- '

f dernt, against his family, or the ‘vice President. To-

Immzdiately followxng the assassination, Mr. Hoover |

; ordered an inquiry be conducted by former Assistant Director
/‘ -

1 el .

|‘Da1e, who was in charge of the Inspection Division, and it was

| $)mediately recommendcd and also approved that our eriteria’

’

| ed. And that.recommendatzon and those criteria were srbse-

yuently incorporatcd into an agreement betwcen the FRI and the

Secret Scervice. VWe have such an ag:eement'today. I can fur-

| nish the Committece the guidelines by which we do today fur-

nish information to the-Secret Service.

Hf.'Badillo: 2According to the testimony that you made here.

the contents of the note were of a threatening natére: that is,

according to the testimony of the receptionist and the Agent.
Is that correct? - oo S
Mr. Adams, The rcceptionist felt it was threatenihg in

nature and ==

Mr., Badillo.- Vell, tﬁé words are ==

Mr. Adams, ~And it contdined & —
Mr. Badillo; Well, the words are: nzet. Lhis beha'wgrn-

ing. I will blow up the FEI and the Dallas Police Department

for disseminating information to the Secret Service be broaden-

’
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| T am saying the receptionist did state it contained that. The
| Agent, however, says it containca no threat. This was the

f Agent to whom the note was delivered.

| just conclude. Agent Hosty testified before the Warren Com-
| micgion that he saw no reason to inform the Secrct SErvice of
i Oswald’s presence in Dallas, because Ocvald had never been

| shown to have made any kind of violent statement.

(v
-

l & contradiction of what Agent Hosty testified to?
*14

| that the note containcd'no threats. %He testified —-

‘ tified and we discussed this before the meeting. Mr. losty is

| the case Agent. ' - .f:;”. ;ﬂi;f 

PO

; if you don't £ °p bothering ny wife.® (igﬂthat threatening?
)y .~
Mr. Adams. That is right, and I am not arguing with you.

Mr. Badillo. Excuse me, my time i{s running out, let me

Mr. Adams. That is correct.

Mr. Badillo. Now, if this testimony is true, fsn't that
Mr. Adams. Well, Mr. Hosty is the one who clainms to date

Mr. Bz@illo. V¥ho is Mr. Hosty in this sequence cf events?

¥r. rdams. I feel that Mr. Hosty has been publicly iden-

Mr. Badillo. The Agent in Charge? .

Mr. Adams. No, the case Agert in this matter, to whom

TP e —mdiny

~ e

221 thenote was delivered. -
T 23 Mr. Badillo. I sec. _ S | e
é4 Mr. Adgﬁs. _And Mr, liosty tcstified‘befére thé ﬁ;;i;;
. 2 i Commicsion that,~simce he was the case Zgent on £hé O#w?l&-in-
-\22,.-, o — ——
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_;'Ee bad no knowledge cl-’ ’ vioient propen-

! sitics on the paft of Oswald. 1In his cué:;nt statement, Mr.

U N | T

| Hosty continues to state that the note which was given to hin

! contained absolutely no threats. So there is no inconsistency
in his statement. There is an inconsxstency between w£;£~$e
: said and what the receptionist said. The.:eceptionxst said.
i it did contain a threat. . L .

Mr. Badillo. My time has expired.

O ® <9 o6 o »

Mr. Edwards., Mr. Dodd.

Mr. Dodd. Thank you.

-

Mr. Adams, on Mzy 4, 1964, Mr. Hoover, the former Pirec-

tor of the FBI, transmitted a letter to Mr. Rankin,, General .

WARD & PAUL

Councel of the Warren CommiS'iOﬁ, transmitted a list speci-
fying 69 documents contained in FBI headquarter files concern-
ing lece Ha;ve& Oswald. Of thcse 69 documents, only 46 were
reviewed by the Warren Commission. Did the FBI turn over thé'
completé’file of Lee Harvey Oswald éf 69 documenté,td‘ﬁhe .

Warren COmmissién?

Mr. Adams. As far as I know. I have not addresseu myself

"qr, -

#
to that specific issue, but let me check um;c.,f A?.

I would have to check on that, Mr- podd.

R Washingten, O.C. 2000Y
L)
o

. 0O
N

Mr. Dodd. I would like to make a request, Mr. Chairman,

| at this point that that file of 69 documents be turned over

-_-~

A1 First Street, 8.
¢
b\
(7]

24 to the Committee or whatever procedure is in order in ovder
25 | thet that file may be reviewed. I thinX 5t is an established
It .- ’ -
S 1 .;"_\._‘_'n-_,f'.".‘._\‘,‘mﬁ’ M‘ i ~ - - . ',— \r.;_..,.";":’\ ;:‘, ‘-;
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Warren Comniss <n. ve- O

| not sure you have the answer to day, but --

! for the record a statement concerning that.

© O N O o s N

)
O

ane

Iact tha.. onl&

Mr. Adams. At their decision?

Mr. Dodd. I don't know. That is the point I was ..."ying

| to get. I would like to know whose decision it was. I am

Mr. Adams. No, but I will be glad to subnmit aftexwards

-

Mr. Edwards. Very gcod. We will communicate with you-

' | on that subject.

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

SUBCOMMITTEE INSERT

6 of t.he 69 docuncnts wL_ tev:.efved bytnc

e = ————




Mr. DCqu» According to a trznscrif_ /ot the uanuaxy <es

1964 meeting oif.ne Warren Commiscsion, Leéf:ankin, General
Counsel, zgported that he had juét received a call froy the
‘; Texas Attnrney General Waggoner éarr reporting that 'Oéwald :
| was acting as an FBI underco;e: agent.” This rep&rt.was also
; corroborated by the District Attorney, Henry Wade. na;gin ﬁlso'
reported that Carr ¢01é him that Oswald‘s badge number‘was

| 179 and that Oswald had been paid $200 a month salary for h*s

1 role as an FBI informant.

WAS Lee Harvey Oswald ever an FBI info:mant?
Mr. Adams. Absolutely not. Thif was thoroughly covered
j by the Warren Commission and was- included in the éonclusiéns:~

the fact that he was not an informaut.

" Mr. Dodd. Going back to a question raised. earlier by the

14
15 | Chairman, Lee Harvey 05wa1u had an.address book cf the names |
16 }i| of various pecople. It has been reported that a page of that
37 | addresss’ book containing the name of the Rgent in cve tion'
'13 regarding this particular letter that was destroyed, was in
_% 19 | that addresss book and that that page was torn out. Do you.
 ;; 20 | have any information as to whether or not that is a fact? =
:g ;{ Mr. Adams. No, I don't. Again, I will be glad to sub-
§ g2 | mit that, Secause, as you can unde:staqd, during thc aSeaSSi‘
'g - 23 | nation investigation, we transferred 89 additional Aacnts 1n»o
g 24 D#llas, and we conducted 25,600 intervievs and‘it is éust no? i

possible for me to have at the tip of my fingerérf'.f“-

~ -

-~
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1 Mr. Dodd. C‘pu can see the thrust of G' quastion.  This
2 gets baclk to the questions raised by !’athez'.' Drinan earlier re-
. 3 y‘_ garding why or what wouid motivate that particular ‘Agexit o
4 | destroy that letter. I can understand that one particula:' Agent
5 may get concerned about something that may embarrass him: but
6 in fact, the address book —- but in fact the sumnary of names,
7 t.h'-' name of Mr. Hosty was deleted as being in Lee Harvey Os-
8 |} walld's address book. Now that was a decicion hy gomenue else
9 other tha:n Mr. Hosty, obviously, when you consicer who was
- 310 | holding the evidence. And that wohld indicate 'thex:e was a
11 E motivat:lon that went bevond the 1ndivzdua1 motivation of a -
12 ‘! particular Agent, but rat‘xﬂr a deci ion made at hig’he levels.
13 M.. Adams. Well, Mc. Docl:l, all I can say is su:a..,et'uent
14 ]| to the assassination there have baen many, many allegations.
15 ‘ Each time one arises, we have co:xtixiueé to .1oolr 1nto t.hem‘.‘ .A;xd
16 “ I am sure this allcgation, 1ike t'xe one that Oswald was an
. A7 ‘ informant or like the one that kcegs coming up that Ruby was ,
18 l a paid informant of thc FBI —- well, all I can do i ake your
19 | inquiry and I will bhe glad to respond to it after review of
-zo \ the files. .
21 Mr. Dodd. But you don't have any information or any -
22 \ )'nowledge as to the exclusion of M. fiosty as bci.ng one of the
23 || names in that address book, as to why t.hat was deleteé ..z.om B
24 | that summary? ) g 4:;‘ s i
25 Mr. ‘»dams. I don't even know that it was deletnd. I am

v 2 e -
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i just not famili:: with that particular al{;?atioﬁ. '

Mr. Dodd. W¥hat tfpe of precautions would the FBI normally
take if thvy had knowledge that 'a' particular individual was .

§ capable of Rilling the President? We have seen a couple of

" {nstances just in the past month or so. What steps would be
taken or what is your policy if they had information or if an

‘5 Aaent was avare that someone was capable of that %ind of acti-A

| vity: what steps as to precautions would be taken?
Mr. Adams. If he was'capable of it, if it fits our

| criteria for information requested of us, we would disseminate

it to the Secret Service. * The Secret Service has a protective

responsibility and we have an intelligence rcsponsibili.ty of_- :

i providing information to them according to-criteria they estab-

T wANG 8 PV

! 1ish for the types of information they want to have in order
to carry oui. their protective responsibiliti.es;

Mr. Dodd. And was that procecure followed, as far as

4

.19 || you know, in the case of Lee Harvey Oswald?

18 } Mr. Adams. Yes. As you probably recall, the FBI'was

19 || eriticized at the time that although the action taken fit the,

| criteria -- I mean, we did not have any threat against thé

-~

Ptosident -=- but the Warren Cormission was crit:.cal of the fact

20
21 |

| that these criteria vwere too nartowly drawn. As a result. they

23 | have been broacened considerably concerning the types of R

410 Pisg Sireet, S.E- Viathington, D.C. 20008

24 | informaticn that we now furaish to the Secret Serv..ce._ 'rhat

4 /_‘
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! former D:u:ectog of the FBI to Mr. Rankin (cgardmg apparently
‘ an anuiry surrounding Mr. Ruby. You pointed out in your

: testimony there were eight occasiows between Harch 11, 1959 and
| October 2, 1959, when Mr. Ruby was investigated or talkcd t0

| by the FBI. Now, that is once a month cr rather lessbthaﬁ

% once a month during that period of time, 1s it normal procedure
| to talk to sorecone once & month over a period of time such as
| that, and then have no information or results that were oh=.

! tained? Is that comron practice?
! was felt that he was an individual who would be able to pfo-
| as a night club operator. These contacts are standard to

| any information, then the filc wzs closed. But this would be

: well, vas not a paid informant for the FBI at any time? ‘

PO il — e Tan” % mgnti >
[RS e gt e

e L T R e bt e

Mr. Dodéw ou mentioned that theft«) ~a letter from the.“

Mr. Adams. Well, he was contacted originally because it

vide criminal information to the ©BI because of his cunployment
determine 4if he is going to be able to becomz an informant for
the>FBI. Once these contacts prove ncgative, although he
indicated 2 williagness to coope*ate, but he never furnisheﬁ

a normal developmental process of regular contacts with a_i

parson who may be in a position to furnish informafidn.iﬂw -

s

Mr. Dodd. But it is your statement that Jack Raby. as e

y
IR |

Mr. Adams. That is xxght. I saw a news item on it yester]

' dde wheze one of the Senators had made a statcmcnt again or |

it. And I checked with the SCna.c Comrittee to find out 1£ the*

b W" e

TE v - ,“,‘ -‘;1 . o % " . - . .
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know of anythxna in this regard that I é;u t know, and I haven't
gotten any response in that recard 1nd1cating that there is any-

thing to that effect. And I alsc called down to Dallas last

| night, to have them review the file again, just to make sure

-’ ¢ om”

| that I could testify today that there is nothing in that indi-

e T W T R e Ey v
.

j cating that Ruby was ever a paid informant or ever furnished

| any information, and I was assured that is the case.

Mr. Podd. My time has expired. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

O O 9 o0 O b G N -

Mr. Edwards. Mr. Adams, continuing along the lines of

| questioniﬂg pursued by Mr. Dodd, the letter that Mr. Hoover

| wrote to the Commiscion stating that Ruby was an informant and

contacted on éight occasions, that letter or that information -

WaliG & PAUL"

didn't becomez a part of the Warren Comniscion Report. 1Is that

correct?

-

Mr. Adams. It vas submitted to the Warren Cormission. I

am not sure whether it was in the published report. I con't .

believe it was., .. . .
Mr. Edwarés. Now, don't you think that was most Gigni;
ficant 1nfornation and should have been in the Warren-Comais-w
sion Report? I know you didn't write it. . h
Mr, Adams. No, I have no idea what might have motivatcd

22 ‘ themo coe .o . . . o L, '..'.';‘.' . '._ LA

Mr. Edwdrds. It is curious, though. Also, when dia thzs

letter come to light to the publﬁc? I Yelicve very recently.

-

Is that correct? o s
: o ; . _n—-a-:::—ﬂ;

— e e :
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Mr. Ada:u( ﬂ I thxnl' “this al]egatiox( tas’ “come” up- over't_né; -

| years. Last DC,ember was the first Limeo

“BRoitd {Arce Rbay 14
»

Mr. Edwards. In December of °742

Mr. Adans. Yes. )

Mr. Bdwards. Can you think of any reason why this letter
j should have been suppressed all of this time?

Mr. Adams. No, I think that the Warren Conmission probably

had a lot of information which they considered basically work

omdom\au»w;_

papers to go into their f£inal report. Now, as these work paperxs
are probably becoming more available to researchers, there willl

| be other questions raised in the future. But I don't have any

; . .

Aidea. . : .

WARD & PAVL

¥r. Edvards. Well, it is zzther shocking wher ycu thiﬁk,
| about it ghat you £ind out 12 ycars later that both the Warren
15 | commission and the FBI knew that Jack Ruby had been reporting
'f ) 16 | to the FBI and yet we have to wait all that time to find 1£

17 §| ovt. It° is the %kind of discicosure coming about very late that

- .

adds to any paranoia that might be taking place in this coun-

18 |

19 | try. Wouldn't you agree?

20 | Mr. Adams. Well, on reporting, I would have to be a little

picky over that word because in these contacts, because all of

them were absolutely negative. He furnished no information of.

€105 Street, S.E, Wathingten, D.C. 20003
N
-

I

- é; value. So he was not an informant of the FBI. He waé Séiﬁg g
é‘ contacted ta determine whether he wouid become an 1nformant by g

. 25 furnishi?g us information. ] ) L e %
< ; : 5 !
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1 : Mr. Ed\'(..... Yes, but this i.-; the(.. who killed the man

;

, who allegedly k:.ned the President of the-JUnited States.

. 2
3 Mr. Adams. That is right. .
4 Mr. Edwards. And yet the people find out 11 or 12 vears
5 | later that he was an FBI 1nforma-1t on at least eight different_
6 | occasions. . )
7 ¥r. Adams. Well -~ .
8 * Mr. pdwards. Okay.
9 Mr. Butlcr. #Nr. .Chaima.n; may I? It is correct, is it
30 | pots that these contac’ts with Mr. Ruby were in each instance
! 31 || instituted or initiated by the FBI? '

g 12 mr., Adans. Yes. . )
% . 13 Mr. Dutler. And done in an effort to eolicit 1nfomation
__;. *34 | from him?

’-! ‘18 Mr. Adams. That is right.
| 1-6 Mr. Butler. And you got a negative response in ea'c:h
17 \S.nstance..? IETEE .. - -
‘ 18 ¥Mr. Adams. That is right. .

g 19 Mr. Edwards. Yes, I agree. We should have.been told: :
"5' 20 [| about it. The public should have, somewhere aloné; the line, :
% .2'1 i becn told. ~ - )
§ ’ 2‘2 Yiow, Mz.;. Adams, we were talking earl ier about the Oswaléd

N 23 letter and the fact that a number of Agents vere dxsciplincd

410 Fivst Streot,

' 24 | 2n ¢he ballas Office a5 a rc.,ult of some Jungs that baopenec

25 ! cr dién't happen ir the investigation. ﬁow nany }.gents were

gy

y - ¥
5 -\1’ :
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i ¢isciplined? (

'pared on that point. I do know that after the assassination,
i I_do—knou—that Mr. Hoover asked that the matter be inqu;zed intc
% aAnid, of course, as a result of 1t, every little item was cover-
i ed as to the handling of the inygstigatign. I know that Agents
A §n pzllas were disciplined and I know that Agents in washington

| were éisciplined.

would normally be expected, and I think the Commission in its

e s Al e Snb i o et Soai e -

e e s B o . * — ey bl MU PR RUSNETIp DR e SRS

Mr. Adam;gt I really couldn't answeiw%bat. I am net pre-

Mr. Edwards. Por what type of misconduct?
© Mr. adams; No misconduct as such; for failing to perh;és
include Oswald én the'secﬁrity index; for delays of a few d?ys
in handling communications; for just a review of th; case as

to whether it represented the professional vorrmanship which

Report was critical along the same areas, that is, that the .
investigation of Oswald could have been more vigorous.
Mr. Edvards. Mr. liosty was onc ol those disciplined? -~ |

B R LS T

Mr. Edwards. Now, Mr. Hosty also intervzewed Oswald 1n

the Dallas Jail? Is that correct?

. e —

Mr. Adams. Yes, sir, . - - 7.4 

Mr. Edwards. Was he with the police for the entire, I

| believe 17 hours that Oswald was intervicwed’ pia vou have an

| FBI Acent there the entire tlmn that Oaddld was 1ﬁtorviewed

in the Dallas Jail.

- -

_7": wd l\m,‘: ‘ ’ > -' ?
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| doudbt it.

| interviews of Oswald in the Dallas Jail by the Dallas police

| and the FBI?

| report on thcir.handling of OSwald-after his arrest and I would

| assume that all of this material is in the Commission’s files.

| cipline dezlt with shortcomings in reference to the investi-
| gation and not what preceded the asséssination. Is that cor-

| rect? .-

'prior to the assassination.

G . @)

Mr. Adams ;I don't know the answer ") that, but I rather

Mr. Edwards. Did Mr. Hosty write a report of the inter-

Mr. Adams. Yes.

Mr. Edwards. Is there a transcription of all of the

Mr. Adams. I know the Dallas police submitted a lengthy.

-

Mr. Edwards. Mr. Butler? ’
" Mr. Butler. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

vwith reference to the discipline of the Agents, the &ikf

Mr. Adams. ¥ell, it was what preceded the assassiﬁatidn;

in other-words, the handling of the investigation of Oswald .

Mr. Butler. That is the basis for the dlscipline?

R .

Mr., Adams. Yes, sir.

. : ;-‘.4.'- ha

e o

A

| following this? W¥hat has boen the subaequcnt hictory, for o

| example, of the Speccial Agent in Charge? I know, I understand

+
|
e

".-1:. e TR

Mr. Butler. how, were there any extraordlnaty advancement'

aw%%@,w P '»’i’farr?
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| within the FBI following —-

i the terrination of the investigation from 1963 on up to his

| retircment, his recent retirement. : AL
Mr. Butler. So, there was no advancement with reference

rapidly? o . S '-,’f};'
. Mr, Adams; No. |
Mr. Butler. Or received preference in any,wﬁy?_ -
M=, Adans. YNo. . | - ‘l”f;'fi
Mr. Butler. And theze és a way to determine Whe;#;f'theré
% Aas becn preference as & result of'this? | LA

‘ 1
now he is reég;eg, but what is tre histgr;\ff this man‘’s record

Mr. Adams. He was in that Dallas Of{fice continuously siaco

to hin in grade? , c

rir. Adams. HNo.

¥r. Butler. Unless it was salary advancemeat?

¥r. Adams. No.1M4«k¢J"“"’? .

Mr. Butler. The same is true of the other people who are

involved in the inguiry with teférence to the dispocition of

-

the note?

Mr. Adams. As far as the disposition of the note --
¥r. Butler. I mean, you Lave answered the guesiion
several times that these people temain_Special Agents until '

their retirement or until present time. Well, di& aay of them <

vell, does the record indicate that any of them advanced rather!

.

Mr. .Adams. That is right.

A
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Mr. Butle( And none of that appeax(.)

o
- -2 Mr. Adams. No. - _ ) ]
3 | Mr. Butler. I have no further.questions, Mr. czméiman. .
| 4 | Mr. Cdwards. Mr. Drinan. ' - E
5 ] Mr. Drinan. 'rhank you, Mr. Chairman. -
6 Could you tell us more about the highest official that
9 il you have interviewed in the FBI? You say in page 10 that he
: 8 was an Assisiant Dircctor at the time of the assassination.’
o | How many Assistant Directors were there, roughly, at that time?
"; .10 - Mr. Adams. I would say eight or ten.
11 " Mr. Drinan. So .he is one of the highest officials of the
12 | B - ’ .
13 | Mr. Adams. Yes, sir. i " . )
24 Mr. Drinan. And he stated that he discussed fjxe Oswald

'15 | case many times with the Special Agent S.n Charge in Dallas,
16 | and that furthermore, this very hish of’ic*al, one of the top

37 || cight or ten in the entire PBI, stated that it was co':non

18 knowledge at ¥BI Headquariers that a threatening message huﬂ '

% 19 || been receivéd frdm Oswald, but that the Special Agent in Charge
§ 20 | seemed disinclined to discuss the threatening lettér: .
i_ § 21 : Now, can you eléborate on i:hat? If he thought fhat it
L-‘-‘3 . g2 | was common ¥kncwledge at the FBI HeadquartersS, and I have no
g ) 23 | reason to doubt his verucity ~-- then at what time was it common
) .E._ 24 | knowlcdge that this threztening letter had been reccived? Caa
) 25 | ‘we draw the infercnce that somcbody in Headquarters, knowing of
\ .

k3
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this, cpoke to(ihe specizl Agq-nt in Chgrétjand maybe that iz - .
the reason he was disinclined to discuss ie?
‘i' ’ I mean, going back to what I said before, unless you Give
a motivatacn, peoplc are gding to infer motives'that may no£
| be correct, but they havé to infer some motives. WNow what would
? you say about the Assistant pirector? Can his veracity be
Questioned?

HR. Adams. Well, his Qeracity coul2 be questioned by

|. virtue of the fact that he says it was commcon knowledge, Dut

| yet we intcrviewed everyone in the chain of command of the two

divisions supervising the investigation and they all deny hav-

ing any knowiedge of it. I don't think it is 2 quaz:ion of

()
N

verzcity. 1 think it is -- well, I don't know what it is. I

-
(4]

"
-
|«
| &
e
]
.
. <
3

[}

-
[

doxu't know at what point he may have learned of this. Where

-
o

he says he talked to the SAC many, many times, but this Assis-
' =
tant Director was supervicing the Oswald asprct a the investi-

)
o

.37 || gation, 30 he was on the phone frequeﬂtly with the'SBC in

18 | pallas, sc -- .
19 § Mr. Drinan. Was this béfore the assassination Qhep-ﬁe
- 20 discussed the Oswald casc? '
"2 Mr. Adams. No. S e S
22 Mr. Drinan. This was afterwar3s? o ":?,f;”
23 | Mr. Adams. Yes. R o | :“i;?;ff::,
24 Mz, Drigan. And obviously, that individﬁal knéw‘there_
. 25 had been a threatening letter receiveé?. | .
< o , .
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| sac in Dallas indicated to him that he wac disinclined to dis-
| ‘cuss it because he was handling it with the Assistant to the

i Director. -

| FBI,” did he know at that time that the message from Oswald had

| been destroyed?
-no knowledge réqatding the destruction of the note.

i according to this former official, the Special Agent in Charge

1 Oswald.

.17 |

- &

Mr. Adams(:sﬂe says a message. He s\;ﬁ a message and the

-

Lk -

Mr. Drinan. Now, did he, one of the highest people in the

¥r. Adams. No. Hz had no knowledge or claimed to have -

Well, that doesn’t quite add up because,

Mr. Drinan.

mentioned on cne occasion he had an internal proble:l involving

one of his Agents who had received a thrcatening message from

So, the Assistant Director did know in 1963 that a threaten-

ing message from Oswald had been received.

Mr. Adams. Right. -
¥r. Drinan. But he didn't know it had becn destroyed? )
Mr. Adanms. No.
Mr. Drinan; Wny Qidn't he ask to see that?
Mr. Adams. well. ih;t is a good question.
Mr. Drinan. Thank you. I LR
Az~ R
. Mr. Adafms. And ve esked that.queetion. And he indicatcd

1on, there were rumors galore float‘ng

1 all around the plbpc; there were all kinds of_rumors as to

N4
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.=§ 1 I what was going#}p and what didn't go on.i“}pd he pointed out
.JE * 2 | how busy he was and how busy the Agent i;\éharge in pallas was.ﬁ.
»ﬁE 3 | And he said that during the course af his reporting on it. tﬁat
4 | it nevecr entered his mind concerninq the fact that he ha’ heard
5 | something about the £act that Oswald may be left a threateniﬁg
6 ; message at the office. But he just indzcatea that it didn't
7 | cross.his mind. | | - .
8 . Mr. Drinan. With all due respect, siz, that doesn't quit
6 f aédd up, because he teéalls all the other details about the .
. 10 t threatening lgtger: about how this man was disinclined to dis-
, 11 | inclined to discuss the matter, saying it was just a‘persanpel
§§ .12 | problen. SO-how could he not have reguested the threétening
§§ 13 | 1etter? You had this great national cricis and h2 didn't even
| 14 § ask to have the threaiening message. It just doesn’t adé uwp.
15 | Question add upon questions and -- ]
16 Mr. Adams. Well, h° scid that it was beina handled by
17§ the Aaeistant to the Director ovex on the pcrsonnel—adnivxstvi-
18 | tive side, and that he felt that 2t was just being hanélgd. N
§ 19 Mr. Drinan. He says thit now? . [ .
18

Mr. Adams. No, I think that is in the statement, that £s.

disinclined to discuss it becauae'it was being hand‘eé by an

that the SAC told him it ‘was being handled -- that is, ﬁe was i
1
A
I

410 Fint Street, $.€4 Warhington,
ol
]

&, 23 | Assistant to the Director, who would have been over on the
24 || administrative aide, and he fclt that the matter was be‘ng ;
25 | handled. o ‘ o ' ot ?
N . -
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. Mr. D,igg s You add, as a bottom IT— ., ©on page 12: “We

f% - 2 arc, at thas vcry moment, making our own acsessment of the
E 3 || facts with a view towards instituting appropriate administra-
4 I tive action:' I assume you haave givén us here al). the facts
f‘ 5 you have. On the basis of these facts, sir, how do you make
6 ; an assessment?
2 Mr. Adams. It 4s pretty difficult, but there are considera-
8 I tions. You have individuals vho h ave admitted they had know-
9 [l 1edge that Oswald had visited the office and left a note and
7.
.10 | they failed 4n- insure that it was properly reported to the
11 [ Bureau and to the Warren Commission. .So you do have an admis-
.
_,i 12 | sion of wrong-doing on their part. Where the analysis gets
e iy |
g 13 || difficult is wvhere during the inquiry these people have been
3 ‘ : * -
1 314 | truthful and owned up to the fact that they had such guilty
f 15 | krowledge -~ if you want‘term'it was such, so do you now, 12 -
16 | years later, discipliﬁe them for that, which some would say
? 3
sar e s AT Ghee
17 i you-are- discipliniug them for being honesty whercas, Mr. Drin“n.
. 18 | where you hav e a split of testimony, you can't ta?e action .
,jjg 19 | because you really can't pass judgment. Buti_nn_the.other
g { \.'l N
§£ 20 ‘hand; ouqhave ehe-situation where over the years the P3I has
:g 21 expected employees to report misconduct on the part of other
i 3 !
e 22 | employeces, although we have been criticized for this practice
- ‘ ) M,n_//, "/oL‘
| g . 23 | by some ei—the—eommittees, and there is a question ogishould
‘g =4 || you still go in and take action to let them know that there is
'S
: 25 | no statute of limitations for misconduct and that such wrong-
\
N %o
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