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m many citizens, & commission headed ..vwmu‘m&mge Rockefeler 2l

nvestigated whcihor gomestic CIA activitisc ‘emoeded tho-Agency’s
tatutory suthority. Mail intercepts, infiltration of dissident groups,
llegal wiretaps and break-ins were among the subjects of %.o

nvestigation. .
%&&oﬁ Commission concluded that the :n—dn».gommw.pwwf
s

e CIA’s.domestic’ 53&&8%& statutory authority
Nevertheless, over the 28 years of its history, the CIA has engaged in
1ome activities that should be criticized and pot permitted to happen
1gain—both in light of the limits imposed on the Agency by law and
\s & matter of public policy.”(4)
{¢) The committee investigation -
‘As the committee examined the Agency’s role in the investigation
Jf the death of the President, it focused its investigation in these areas:
The Agency’s handling of the Oswald case prior to the
assasgination; -
CIA support of the Warren Commission investigation; and
_ Developments relevant to the Kennedy assassination after pub-
lication of the Warren report. .
The committee’s investigation proceeded on the basis of interviews,
lepositions and heari Evidence was received from present and

tormer CIA officials and employees, as well as members and staff attor-

ffect with respect to q
Co the extent possible, the o@Bb&S«ﬁﬁ:umzo& investigative leads by in-
erviewing Cuban an Mexican citizens. Further, an extensive review
»f CIA and FBI files on Oswald’s. activities outside of the United
3tates was undertaken. The CLA materials made available to the com*
nittee were examined in anabridged form.(6)

Much of the information obtained by the committee came from pres-
ot and former officials and employees of the CIA and dealt with sen-

sJosing them. Much o»iwunmmwggs.nvoamo? 5889_.&%8?
Jusionary, since detailed analysis would have required revealing sensi-
ve o e ot eormonce—Oroald

- (1), preassassination #n Megico Oity.—
An individual identified Bmﬁgi came to the oﬁﬁ.wmou
»f the CTA in the fall of 1963 when he made s trip to Mexico City. The
%%E&%Qn?oasaiu%?ogms.
&&%9&1.?}28%%5&8‘@185&19%5.
£ m-wvbnur be might have associated while there. .

: headquarters in Wi D.C., was informed on October 9.
{9688, that a person who iden ed himself as Oswald had con

uestions relevant to the ccmmittee’s inquiry.(5) -

249

in Mexioo City on October 1, 1963. Headquarters
{*Osw#id had spoken with an individual possibly

1 hed been obtained. This

7
( wu.:‘.bm October 1963, CIA intelligence sources abroad determined
that Oswald had visited the Soviet Embassy or the Cuban consulate in
Mexico City at least 5 times for the purpose of obtaining an in-
transit visa to Russia vis o_:.w.a.w
mined that Oswald was a former t Union,
activity in Mexico City was considered to be potentially significant by
both headquarters personnel and CIA intelligence sources sbroad. (9}
Headquarters, however, was not informed about Oswald’s visa request
nor of his visits to the Cuban consulate. As a result, while other in-
terested Federal cies were u..lem& of Oswald’s contact with the
Soviet Embassy, they were not ormed about his viss request or of
his visit to the Cuban consulate.(10) .
The committee considered the possibility that an imposter visited
the Soviet Embassy or Cuban consulate mzlam%uo or more of the con-
tacts in which Oswald was jdentified by the CIA. This icion arose,
st Jeast in part, because %&wab&?ﬂ obtained by the in Octo-
ber 1968 was shown after assassination cmnwuo FBI to Oswald’s
mother a8 ibly showing her son. (Mrs, ald maintained the
person in the picture was ber son’s killer, Jack Ruby.) (11 In addi-
tion, the description, based on the .vro»eﬂgw. that the CIA had re-
ceived in its first report of Oswald’s contact with the Soviet Embassy
in Mexico City, in fact bore no resemblance to Oswald,(1£) The man
in the mrooomnpvv was clearly neither Oswald nor Ruby, and the CIA

g?cau?owng_aﬂﬂmg It was uorz.ooeBEmgvo:o«&.
because the individusl was posing a8 Oswald, In fact, the commitiee

-.Mwmvoeom._dvv was not even obtained st & time when
Oswald was repo to have visited the Soviet Embassy in Mexico

City.(19)

.“m-o question of an Oswald imposter was also raised in an FBI
Jetterhead memorandum to the Secret Service dated November 23,
1963. It was based in part upon information received by CLA head-
.—%30..&6&2,9 1963, that on October 1, 1968, Oswald had con-
'.W&Eonwoimﬂgwu!&go&u :

SEE .?OBEHB%@E&&B&%SO&%&H.

: gsﬁg& .nBB_uguonuﬁE?wonigEF&.

vidusl identified F—Bﬂ—» as Lee Oswald, who contacted the

The maintained that prier te the assassinati E!E!..BI.E.::_.
oBy g&:f"i&!??!pﬂrsrgu&mg.

obtained from thess however,
"r ﬁ u..-m-n'. A %n’ng!uoaue-i-n

~{4sntified as Soviet Consul Kostikov on September 28, 1963, and that
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swald associate referred to in an unconfirmed report pro-

uu__%%%a vO other switméss, Elena Garro de Paz, former wife of the

\ noted Mexican-poet, Octavio Paz. Elena Garro described a.w.wmmoo_p»om

. ~hom she claimed to have seen with Oswald at a party, as “very tal

and slender [with] ** * aonm blond hair * * * a gaunt face [and] &
rather long protruding chin.”* (21) . o .

Two other points warranted further investigation of the imposter
issue. The Oswald who contacted the Russian and Cuban diplomatic
compounds reportedly spoke broken, hardly Boo%suswza Russian, yet
there is considerable evidence that Lee Harvey swald was relatively
fluent in this 1 age.(£2) In addition, Silvia Duran told the com-
mittee that Oswald was not at the Cuban consulate on September 28,

1963, a day the consulate was closed to the public.(£3) The committee
_obtained reliable evidence of 2 sensitive nature from another source,
* “however, 354t & person who identified himself as Oswald met with
. _  Duran at the consulate that day.(24) .

The imposter issue could, of course, have been easily resolved had
photographs of the person or persons in question been taken at the \
entrance to the Cuban consulate and Soviet Embassy. The Cuban
Government maintained to the committee that the Cuban consulate
was under photographic surveillance. In fact, the Cuban Government
provided the committee with photographs of the alleged surveillance
camers location.(£5) The committee had other avo_am.nr-o the CIA
had obtained a picture of Oswald that was taken during at least one
of his visits to the Soviet HE_UE«— and Cuban consulates.($6) The
CIA, however, denied that such a p onom_._.ap%r had been obtained, and
no such pictures of Oswald were %583 by the committee during
its review of the Agency’s files.(£7) . .

ite the unanswered questions, the aSME. of the evidence n_»_h-

the conclusion that mms.pa was the individtal who visited the

mw&% Embassy and Cuban consulate. Silvia Duran, who dealt with

. Oswald at three different times, told the committee she was certain that
the individual who applied for an in-transit visa to Russia via Cuba
was Oswald. Agw She specifically identified the individual in the photo-
graph on Oswald’s visa application form as the Lee Harvey ald
Who had visited the Cuban consulate. (£9) Moreover, Duran stated that
Oswald’s visa application was signed in her presence. (20),

% statements were corroborsted by Alfredo Mirabal who +

succeeded Azcue as Cuban consul in Mexico City in 1963. Mirabal L

testified that on two occasions, from a distance of 4 meters, he had

observed Oswald at the Cuban consulate and that this was the same

rson who was later photographed being shot by Jack Ruby.(37)
w.ogan. the committee was given access by the Cuban Government to
Oswald’s original viss application, a carbon copy of which had been
supplied to the Warren moEBmmnmoF Testimony before the committee
&uﬂmmw& that each of these forms had been nm%.b& 8?2—%..%93V
The application papers were photographed, and the signature on them
was then studied M-«rn committee’s panel of handwriting experts. The

anel’s analysis indicsted that the signature on both forms was that of
WS Harvey Oswald*(33) Finally, reliable evidence of a sensitive
nature provided to the committes by the CIA tended to indicate that

* 4 ¥lens Garro' sllegation is discussed in more detail in section I C 2, supra.

‘s Cupan Q!-h_ Ascue indicated to Eonoel.ﬁm?. Eu.»- »n.ﬁ-.:-# vﬂamuoﬁ in -Sw rO-
Mbited spplications from being removed from consu premises filled ou!
Mol e o etated, Bwover, that spplications could be filled out eleewhere.

- Soviet Embassy in Mexico City inquiring as to any m ,
Special Agents of this Buresu, who have 8:33% with mm
wald in Dallas, Tex., have observed photographs of the indi- .
- vidual referred to above and have: to a recording of - T
his voice. These Special io-zre of tha.oninien that the
) MWMW@-amaan&-g individual was not Lee Hﬁﬁd@% Oswald.
1
In response to a committee inquiry, the FBI reported that no tape
noooa..ﬂm of Oswald’s voice was in fact ever received. The Bureau
explained that its Dallas office only received the report of a conversa-
tioh To which Oswald had been a party. This explanation was inde-
pendently confirmed by the committee. A review of relevant FBI cable
trafic established that at 7:28 pm. (CST) on November 23, 1963,
Dallas Special Agent-in-Charge Shanklin advised Director Hoover -
that only a report of this conversation was available, not an actual
tape recording. On November 25, the Dallas office again apprised
the Director that “[t]here appears to be some confusion in that no
tapes were taken to Dallas * * * [O]nly typewritten [reports were]
su wmom * * 21(15)
anklin stated in a committee interview that no recording was ever
received by FBI officials in Dallas.(76) Moreover, former FBI Special
Agents James Hosty, John W. Fain, Burnett Tom Carter, and Arnold
J. Brown, each of whom had conversed with Oswald at one time, in-
formed the committee they had never listened to a recording of
Oswald’s voice.*(17)

Finally, on the basis of an extensive file review and detailed testi-
mony by present and former CIA officials and employees, the commit-
tee determined that CIA headquarters never received a recording of
Oswald’s voice.(18) The committee concluded, therefore, that the in-
formation in the ovember 23, 1963, lettérhead memorandum was
mistaken and did not provide a basis for concluding that there had
been an Oswald imposter. .

* 'The committee did, however, obtain independent evidence that
someone ht have ‘as Oswald in Mexico in late September
and early ber 1963. The former Cuban consul in Mexico City,
Eusebio Azcue, testified that the man who applied for an in-transit
viss to the Soviet Union was not the one who was identified as Lee
Harvey Oswald, the assassin of President Kennedy on November 22,

. 1963, ue, who maintained that he had dealt on three occasions in
Mexico .with someone who identified himself as Oswald, described the

man he claimed was an imposter as a 30-year-old white male, about 5

feet aﬁﬁﬁt@m in height, with a -long face and a straight and pointed

nose. IR
Tn addition, the committee interviewed Silvia Duran, s secretary in
the Cuban consulate in poau.buavu:nrmro’mmgmo!pu?

Oswald who had visited the consulate on three occasions, she described

him as 5 ga.p&u“ﬂb&?ﬂor%vnﬂzoumr&:%?«&m

not match those of Harvey Oswald.(£0) The descriptions given
by both Azcue and Duran do besr a resemblance—height aside—to an

s The committee 814 mot three ot . O
i!s.g-.l.hgﬁ. egusmall-.lctfv&-tea_! §
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