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Then talk to the head of the FBI and not Mr. Hoover, but the fellow who headed this investigation, and go in, what did you do, what is all this talk about your having no liaison with the Secret service?  You did have an interview or at least you located this man two or three weeks before the assassination.  Didn't you pass this on to the Secret Service, why didn't you if you didn't, and how about this business of the overpass?  Did you have Secret Service men of the overpass?  It was obviously a place to have somebody, because you can drop a bomb right over it.  Well, apparently it turns out they didn't have, for God's sake why didn't you?

Rep. Boggs.  I notice in the overpass it never even gets into it.

Of course, it did not happen that way.  But isn't it a lovely record for history, a policy statement that the Commission would get to the bottom of everything with the FBI, not be conned by Hoover, thoroughly investigate Secret Service failures and omissions.  So it was also with the report that Oswald had been an FBI agent.  In his book, Portrait of the Assassin (sic), Congressman Ford opens with a nerve-tingling account of the special session of January 22, 1964, called urgently for the unusual hour of 5:30 p.m., when no one in government works.

Perhaps, before tingling more nerves, Including our owns, it might serve a constructive purpose to describe the Congressman's book.  It has his name on it as author, and it consists of no knowledge, we as. citizens, did not pay him for learning as a member of the Warren Commission.  It was written by a member of his staff, which makes the Congressman's authorship more painless, if it has no such offset on the contents.  This is one of his two private commercial "Warren Reports," the second being for Life magazine's issue on that Report's appearance.  With this history ‑ to which we may add the entirely improper use of classified materials -- is it not strange that none of the Commission's defenders, beginning with Governor Connally, saw fit to apply the description "scavenger" to him?  That opprobrium is reserved, of course, for those who consider the Commission did less than was expected of it.  Congressman Ford, who was responsible for this doing or not doing, however it is regarded, merely published, for personal profit, the first book, for which the taxpayers paid him.  He got paid twice, so to speak, for work he did not do twice, and used classified material to boot.  "Scavenger," I agrees is not a proper designation.

There is a real problem with his lengthy direct quotations from the executive session of January 22.  Rather, there are a number of problems.  First of all, the cause of its this report about Oswald's federal connections.  Despite his contrary pretenses, this was not, in any sense, new information to the Commission.  That Oswald had to have had some kind of federal intelligence relationship was obvious from the beginning.  The very first thing I wrote on this subject was a proposed magazine piece saying just that, and I did that writing the first week after the assassination.  Such reports appeared regularly in the press.  The Commission's perturbation was because there was apparent confirmation of it.

Another very real problem is the assurance to me by the head of the National Archives that there was no such session.

Admittedly, Congressmen Ford should know, because, presumably, he was there.  He says he was.  Likewise, the head of the Archives should know because he has all the records; or, in a possibly more precise formulation, he is supposed to have all the records.  I know and have proved that he does not, and I am not suggesting this is his, fault.  He has only what was transferred into his custody and has not since been removed.

However, according to his records, the Commission appears to have had but an even dozen meetings during its ten months of life prior to it issuance of its Report.  This seems to me a rather inadequate number of sessions for work of this volume and significance unless, what is possible, the Commission members just did not do any real work.  The dates the Archivist identifies as those on which the members met are December 6 and 16, 1963; January 21 and 27, February 24, March 16, April 30, May 19, June 4 and 23, and September 18, 1964.  This means that, during the most crucial three months, while the Report was being composed, it met not once.

If study of the Report itself can be taken as validation of this lack of meeting by the members, a rudimentary knowledge of traditional bureaucracy gives pause.  Without meeting, the members abdicated entirely to their staff, control over what would appear under their names in the Report until after it was written and not in page proof.  Casual examination of the Report can be taken as confirmation of this, yet I still doubt it.

In any event, here again we have the epitome of honor and integrity in the investigation, proceedings, Report and subsequent compliance with what is known (no joke intended) as the "Freedom of Information" law passed by Congress with such patriotic fervor and pre-packaged hoopla.

The Commission solved its own problem with ease.  It merely made mention no mention of all these exciting doings in its own Report.  Thus, it gave its member and author-by-ghost  a clean "scoop."  It did not just suppress.  Its intention may have been noble, to keep from troubling the people.  Effect should be the opposite, for what little evidence is hidden in he files is consistent with such Oswald preoccupations.  Nothing else makes sense out of most of the story and much of official behavior.

Perhaps this is an unfair formulation.  The Commission really did better than make no mention of the incident precipitating this emergency executive session/non-executive session.  It made a general statement that Oswald was not an agent of any federal agency.  Considering that it made no investigation, although it did ask its "investigators" if they would be so kind as to "investigate" themselves, had no evidence, and relied entirely on incomplete, inadequate and self-serving denials, this would be remarkable were it not by this Commission and in this Report.  Behind this casual, meaningless dismissal lies apprehension in secrecy, in those executive sessions of which transcripts are still extant.  This is the way it went February 24, beginning with Warran:

The next item on the agenda is status report on allegation that Lee Harvey Oswald was an undercover agent for the Federal Bureau of Investigation or other Federal investigative agency.

Mr. Rankin?

Mr. Rankin.  We have enclosed as part of your exhibits here what we have in regard to the various affidavits of agents, Mr. Hoover personally, and the interviews that were had with the various Dallas officials and newspaper reporters.  We checked out Mr. Hudgkins, as you will recall, who sent me the source of the rumor, and we checked out all other sources, and the reports are here, and they all show negative.  There wasn't any disclosure by Mr. Hudgkins.  He said he had such information, but he refused to disclose his source, and he did not indicate that he had anything more than the number that he said and the claim that there was such a relationship.  That is all here in these reports.

Then, as you recall, we informed you before what the address in the telephone number book of Lee Oswald had in it the name of Hosty, and his telephone number and his automobile license, and that it wasn't in the transcription of that information which was furnished to us by the F.B.I.  And we have written to the F.B.I. to ask them, an official inquiry, how that could happen, and to furnish us all of the information concerning that occurrence.  And we have not received a reply yet.

The Chairman.  Very well.

Is there any discussion of that, or any action needed?

Mr. Rankin.  No.  We plan to follow up on this whole problem, he refused to disclose his source, and he did not indicate that he had anything more than the number that he said and the claim that there was such a relationship.  That is all here in reports.

Then, as you recall, we informed you before that the address in the telephone number book of Lee Oswald had in it the name of Hosty, and his telephone number and his automobile license, and that it wasn't in the transcription of that information which was furnished to us by the F.B.I.  And we have written the F.B.I. to ask them, an official inquiry, how that could happen, and to furnish us all of the information concerning that occurrence.  And we have not received a reply yet.

The Chairman.  Very well.

Is there any discussion of that, or any action needed?

Mr. Rankin.  No.  We plan to follow up on this whole problem, as the Commission has indicated, of claims about undercover agents, and we are going to report to you.

Rep. Ford.  There will be reports from other agencies aside from the F.B.I.?

Mr. Rankin.  Yes, the same inquiry addressed to them.  And we have these comprehensive memoranda that have been developed for five of the six areas, and we have samples or copies of two of them for the Commissioners to examine when they have time.

This is one of Rankin's better performances.

If, as might be expected of a reporter, Lonnie H. Hudkins, III, refused to give his source, this did not mean it was not known.  It was.  According to one version, it was Dallas Chief Criminal Deputy Sheriff Allan L. Sweatt.  There were numerous compelling reasons for his not being a witness before the Commission.  Among these are the commission of the crime almost directly outside his office, use of his office for the immediate taking of affidavits and eyewitness accounts, his function, and the fact that he promptly collected all the available pictures of the assassination and the scene.  If none of these persuaded the Commission not to hear him, his having heard or having evidence that Oswald was a federal agent was more than enough to satisfy it.

This, of course, is not quite the way Rankin put it.  But if those daring-do investigators could accept Rankin's explanation, they could accept anything.  What is more, they did.

The "Investigation" of FBI Agent James P. Hosty's name, phone and license numbers appearing in Oswald's notebook is adequately handled in the Report with the statement that the FBI's number is in the phone book.  That is all the Report could say because there was no investigation at all.  This is not the same as Hosty's number, not the same as his license number, not the same as the FBI leaving it out of its transcription of Oswald's notebook (on the ground that they knew it, so they did not bother the Commission with it).  It is not at all the same as Hosty burning his notes of his interviews with Marina Oswald a month after the assassination.

Had there been an investigation of FBI Oswald-Expert Hosty, there might have been official confirmation of the charge that he was a pal of the rightist-extremist Robert Surrey and the hate literature with which the President was welcomed to his assassination.  The Commission took no evidence on this, but Hoover did discipline Hosty for reasons never made public.

If, by this time, the reader has come to understand Rankin, it will be unnecessary for me to praise the smoothness and rapidity with which he shifted the subject, beginning with his "yes" in response to a question about Oswald's possible official connections and sliding instantly to the comprehensive memoranda dealing with other areas.  His apprenticeship as Solicitor General of the United States was not wasted.

The Commission never conducted an investigation to determine whether Oswald had had intelligence-agency connections.  Instead, it called Hoover and CIA head McCone, their assistants, took affidavits in advance and entered them into evidence with the wrong person authenticating each, and wound up saying what was false and to its knowledge false, that it had a denial from every agent who had had any connection with Oswald.  This is exposed at length in Oswald In New Orleans.  Yet it knew these self-serving denials for which it demanded acceptance were worthless.  The matter was secretly discussed on several occasions.  April 30, Senator John Sherman Cooper's opinion was presented by McCloy:

He said this is a very serious charge that has been made, and you ought to have not only just the written statement ‑ people would be disposed to discount the mere statement of the heads of those agencies, and that we better be surrounded by the testimony that they would give to indicate the plausibility of the denial.

This Commission labored under the presumption that federal agencies would hasten to admit having employed the man accused of killing the President.  If it had not, it could never have dreamed of listening to vapid denials and accepting them at face value.  This was three months after that emergency meeting in January, more than five months after the reports first obtained currency, and the required investigation had never been made.  It never was.  The Commission displayed this blind faith in the spooks.  Its technique in the Report was to raise straw men, those less substantial suggestions of Oswald's intelligence connections, the weaker rumors only, knock them down as though this were the entire story and add to that its acceptance of the meaningless official denials.

Dulles was very cooperative.  He pointed out that his stewardship of the CIA ended November 26, 1961.  He offered an affidavit for up to that period as a substitute for being questioned.  The affidavit was unsought and undescribed .  It seems he offered to swear that Oswald had no CIA connections.  Then he immediately said he had no records, "McCone has all the records."  Dulles was pretty gung-ho!

Subtle chief spook.  This was also his way of telling the other members of the Commission what was false, that if Oswald had worked for the CIA, there would be a written record of it and that this record would be readily available.

Nobody wanted to trouble his colleague.  Rankin suggested, "We could ask Mr. McCone to try to satisfy himself before he testified as to whether or not it was true for any period, and then let him testify on that basis."

There is no substitute for an investigation, so no investigation at all was made.  The federal government was provided with a forum ‑ all the federal government ‑ for saying what the Commission knew in advance was not worthy of credence, and the Commission credited it and demanded public acceptance.  It never took testimony from any of those who might have had information.  It did not publish the information it had.

Among the provocative items are two cases of negotiations for motive purchases, in New Orleans, in 1961, when Dulles ran the CIA and Oswald was in Russia, where his name was used.  One use was by a CIA Castro front.  Need the Commission have more persuasive reason not to investigate?  The Commission had the identification number, allegedly Oswald's.  How comforting it might have been to publish this with the federal accounting of that identification number.

In any event, the Commission sought no affidavit from its member who had run the CIA when Oswald could have joined it, took no testimony from him, and thus papered over the gaffe of the President's appointing to the Commission a man it should have investigated and his incredible behavior in accepting the assignment.

In his hair-down performances cloaked in the "Top Secrecy" of these back-room conferences, Dulles disclosed what would be suspected ‑ and officially denied if the suspicion were voiced – that, despite his "resignation," he was still very much connected with the CIA.  The Bay of Pigs, the best known of his many fiascoes, ruined the country's reputation, not his.  He wore two hats an a Commission member.  The other was that of the CIA.  He grew so careless, lulled by the secrecy of the simple hearings that should have been public but could not have been were the Commission to get away with what It set out to do, and by the security of the executive sessions, that he permitted his continuing CIA relationship to become officially recorded.

If one examines the list of the Commission's files, he will find File 931 is still suppressed but not, certainly, from its content.  That listing reads:

Memorandum dated 12/13/63 Re: Analysis of World Reaction to President Kennedy's Assassination supplied by Mr. Dulles.

"World Reaction," the stated subject of this file,  was public.  In post-John Kennedy assassination United States, it is, appropriately, secret.

Not a free voice of the free press has been raised in question or complaint about this.

By normal standards, this was a consistent Commission.  When the papers carried criticism of the Secret Service by a former chief of Presidential security, it was decided to call him an a witness.

"I would be glad to get" his views, Dulles offered on December 16.  "It would be background information of the Secret Service's relations with the FBI," he added.  Thus, all the necessary warrant for not taking this testimony, which was not taken.  This Commission was determined not to be really critical of the President's protection that particular day.  For Dulles, this also was left-handed help to his own baby, the CIA.  He focused criticism on the FBI and Secret Service.

Not that the Commission was all that favorably impressed by the Secret Service.  The contrary is indicated, as long as it was just between the girls, where it could not bother the people, like in this same "Top secret" executive session, beginning on the very next page.  McCloy had endorsed Mrs. Jacqueline Kennedy as "the chief witness as to how those bullets hit her husband."  Russell had agreed, "Yes, there's no question about that."  (Therefore, the Commission expunged just this part of the widow's testimony in printing the hearing.)

What followed is less than high endorsement of the Secret Service:

Chairman.  I wonder if the report we got from the Secret Service wouldn't pretty much clear that up.  If it doesn't, good Lord what can they report to us on that will help us.  They were there, right at the car, and know exactly what happened.

Rep. Boggs.  Well, this FBI report doesn't clear it up.

Chairman.  It doesn't do anything.

Rep. Boggs.  It raises a lot of new questions in my mind.

Mr. McCloy.  The FBI was down there.

Mr. Dulles.  Yes, but during the investigation I don't think they have any business around the president.

Rep. Ford.  No protection responsibility.

If this additional uninspired comment that the FBI report does nothing about one of the central points is no ringing endorsement of that agency, either, it, nonetheless, did not shake the Commission too deeply, for then and there, when the question of a report from "Texas authorities" arose, the chairman's response was, "I'll call the Attorney General on the phone as soon as I leave this meeting."  The FBI did all sorts of little chores like this for the Commission, what most investigators would prefer doing for themselves, particularly when no more effort is required to phone Texas than next door.

The extent to which the Commission needlessly mortgaged itself to the executive agencies it had no reason to trust, every reason to assume had vested interests and, in fact, should have been the object of Commission independent investigation, is beyond belief.  There was no minor chore it did not pass off to them.  It seems to have used the Department of Justice, whose agent Oswald reportedly was, as a substitute for telephone and mail service, although it had direct liaison through then Inspector Tom Kelley.  Even the State Department required the Department of Justice be the Commission's ambassador:

Mr. Dulles.  Is the Secret Service report coming direct us.

Chairman.  They're supposed to send it to us.  I don't know.  The Department of Justice is checking on it.

Mr. Dulles.  The Secret Service is under Treasury.

Sen. Russell.  Did the State report come directly from the State Department?

Chairman.  No, it came through Katzenbach, and he's checking all these for us, as I understand it.

Dulles's misgivings about the FBI may be taken as professional jealousy as well as mistrust, the spirit in which he resumed after this quotation:

Mr. Dulles.  We can expedite the CIA report, I know, because I can give them, or the FBI can pass to them these exhibits about Oswald being in Russia.  That is going to be a pretty key business, the analysis of these reports.

Chairman.  Haven't the CIA any contact with the FBI?

Mr. Dulles.  I don't think they'll do it because the FBI has no authority to pass these reports to anyone else without the Commission's approval.

Mr. McCloy.  The CIA knows everything about it.  I don't know how they got it but John McCone knows everything.

Mr. Dulles.  He has not seen the reports because I've checked with the people yesterday at great length.  I have no authority to give it to them and he has not seen the exhibits that we now have, that describe about Oswald while he was in Russia.

Chairman.  I see no reason why we should not give John McCone a copy of the report and let him see it.  He can see mine if he wants to.  Do any of you see any reason why he shouldn't?

Sen.  Russell.  I know of no reason.

Rep. Boggs.  I can see no reason.

Mr. Dulles.  I can make mine available.  I wouldn't want to do it without approval of this Commission.

Sen. Russell.  I have never been able to understand why it is that every agency acts like it's the sole, agency in the Government.  There is very little interchange of information between the departments in the United States Government.  The entire view is that they are a separate, closed department, and there is no interchange of information.

Parenthetically, I suggest that Dulles' statement that Oswald "being in Russia" would be "a pretty key business" is more an effort to condition Commission thinking, as he did repeatedly, than a statement of fact, which it is not, and was not, save for propaganda yield.

In any event, it was officially permitted that two federal investigative agencies could talk to each other through an official ambassador:

Mr. Dulles.  I wouldn't want the FBI to pass this report around every place.  If you give me authority I would be willing to ensure that's done.

Chairman.  If there in no objections, Mr. Dulles will be authorized to make his FBI report available to Mr. McCone.

To this mixed picture of unending Commission questions about the federal police, neither asked nor answered by it on the record and put down in the Report, there is added an occasional other side, the ??? slipped in by Rankin.  For example, on April 30 he assured the members of Oswald's Mexican trip,

We sent a team down there.  We have a complete exploration ???  We are getting some additional material to follow up.  But th??? be very complete, everything that we could possibly get, and ??? that the CIA and FBI did a remarkably good job down there for ???

Ever the team player, Rankin's opinions are colored by his role as the lawyer who went to court for the Department of Justice.  What the FBI and CIA did was learn a few superficial things and leave enormous blanks.  Beginning with the very beginning, when Oswald left New Orleans on his Mexican hegira, the Commission never did learn the time, and was unable to establish the day or the route he took.

If for this Commission this is "complete" and a "remarkable job," what, then, is the praise the CIA earned by giving the Commission a photograph of Oswald at the Russian Embassy that is not of Oswald but of a man whose identity was never learned and about whom the Commission had trouble
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