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secreey. It would he unfortunate if foreipn-related con-
siderations were nsed to sereen from public view informa-
tion about domesj, aetivities which have no valid claim
o seereey. Yer, if (he past is 4 puide, the danger of such
acover-up iy grear,

(16) Finally, there is no point even starting without
planoing 1o cull the insiders, the kinds of people who have
contributed to the success of every important: Congres-
sional investigation. The committees need to hear fest-
moay from agency stafers, whether now cemployed or
retred. But they must evaluate the testimony, from what-
ever source, in the light of today's world. A vast intelli-
gence bureaucracy, rooted in the necds and assumptions
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With remarkable dispatch and virtual unanimity, the new
Congress has determined 10 investigate the operations of
the FBI and the C1A (along with related operations that
make up the so-called intelligenee establishment). By a
vote of 82 10 4, the Senate has established an eleven-
member panel and named Sen. Frank Church as chair-
man. As Senate committees 20, this one is good: from
the: Democratio side, Mondale, Hnddlcslon, Morgan,
Philip Huit and Gary Iart and Church; from the Re-
publican. Sehweiker, Baker, Mathias, Tower and Gold-
water. In qhe House, Democratic policy akers have
recomeiciked aten-member committee of the same type.
Rep. Philiip Burton s quoted as saying that sentiment
favoring creation of such a committee was nearly unanj-
mous. “Then, of course, a commission named by Presi-
dent Ford and chajred by Vice President Rockefeller is
how condiciing an inquiry; it is made up for the most
part of individuals with strong tics to the intélligence
establisiment. But as William Greider points out in The
Weasivin:ron Post, “the circus now has three rings—sclect
commiitees on intelligence in both the House and Senate,
plus the Presidential CIA commission.” In itsell, this
woult scem to insure a thorough investigation. Vice Presi-
dent I'oclelelier is said to have complained bitterly about
the elecrion of Frank Church as chaitman of the Senate
committe winl to feel that there is little prospect for co-
aperatior betyeen the commission he licads and the Scn-
dte comntittee. But what is needed s not so much co-
operation as a close check by the Senate committee on
the findin-, ang report of the commission,

More important, as Tom Wicker notes in The New
York Tivies, “There will never be a better tine or a
more sypathetie public attitude for finding out the
truth, fixir: responsibility for abuses, and fashioning
Jo Pomerance iy co-chairman of the Tayk Force for the
Nuclear Test Ran and a member of the National Council
of the UN. Assaciation, She is also a member of the Na-
tional Bourd and g director of Americans for Democrutic
Action,
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of the 19405, iy threatencd hy heaving historic changes—
not only in the worl( political Sitwafion b in the very
techniques of dary collection. I, penssons invalved  will
20 Lo preat lengths to conform reality 1o their ideologicy]
biases and oecupational needs, Wy fevitimine govern.
mental purpose should intellipence. boh domestic ang
l"orcign, serve? A sound MWWCE g (g question wift
give needed Penspective 1o the problom. of authority, co-.
ordination, operaions and datr evaluation.

In ua Post-Watergate: Ameriey, theoties of inherent Fx.
ceutive power can no longer serve 1) Justity seeret intel-
ligenee baronies ejiher at home or abrogd. B dues
Congress have the will and resources 1o forge a tegitimute

alternative? [

be HAnswvered

safeguards to protect American citizen. against their own
government,” The Watergate investivatons, hearings und
trials have created the ideal setting for yuch inguirics. In
addition, the mandute of the committees—-qs, Ivestiy e
the operations of the FBJ and the CLA—jusiific o broad
range of inquiry. And the tensions between the commit-
tees and the commission could produce some testimony
that might otherwise be diflicult to uncarth, I'or cxample,
Richard Helms has let it be known thai. if he e m.ade
the scapegoat, he will have a 1ot 1o SV S0 e oppor-
tunity exists, beyond curbing und disciplining the ingelli-
gcence establishment, 1o clarify some  isaues that have
been the subject of continuous controversy and concern
since the assassination of President Johy Kennedy.
This opportunity must not be Jost. It is perhups too much
to expeet that these issues can ever be resolved 1o the
complete satisfaction of the entire: public, but he face
that a large majority continues to be deeply troubled by
them demonstrates the need for clarification, What, then,
are these issucs?

The first of them can be defined in this way: was
Lee Harvey Oswald at any time an informer, paid or un-
paid, for the FBI? f not an informer. was he 5 contact?
Did he have any connection with the SEENCY O any of jts
agents? Thanks to the persistence of ool Weisherg,
the National Archives and Records Servicee ol the General
Services Administration has now released the heretofore
classified transeript of a special executive session of the
Warren Commission held on January 27, 1964 (sce
Whitewash [v: Top Secret, JFK Assassination Transcripe
by Harold Weisberg, 1974). The special executive ses-
sion had been hurriedly cailed by the chairman o discuss
an article which had just then appeared in The Nation—
“Oswald and the FB[” by Harold Feldman (January 27,
1964). The modest premise of the article was that the
Warren Commission, in additjon to telling the public how
President Kennedy was killed, who killed him ang why,
should tell us if the FpI or any other government intel-
ligence agency was in any way connected “with the al-
leged assassin, Lee Harvey Oswald.”” Tle article then
wenl on to cite evidence and Teports indicating that
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Oswald might have been an informer for the FBI In
retrospect, it is remarkable that such a simple proposi-
tion should have agitated the commission to the extent
that it did. The entire transeript of this session is devoted
to a discussion of how 1o treat with—what to do about—
this report, The discussion is most revealing; it shows,
for example, the awesome respect for J. Fdgar Hoover
that prevailed at that tme.

No point would be served here in detailing the discus-
sion that took place at this executive session of the com-
mission. The transcript is now available—ten years liter.
Reasonable men and women will interpret the discussion
and subscquent procecdings differently, but on two points
there should be agreement. One is that the commission,
within the inherent limitations it faced, did in fact in-
vestigate the report. Aflidavits were vbtained from Hoover
and nine FBL ofticialy to the cffect that Oswald was never
an informer for the agency. The commission also hzard
from Dullas law-cnforcement oflicials of reports they had

received that Qswald might have been an informer. On.

the basis of the limited investigation that it was able to
conduet, the Warren Commission and stafl were satis-
fied that Oswald had not been an informer or agent of
the FBI. But the record does not entirely dispose of the
report: there are some loopholes. In fairness it should
be noted that the Warren Commission was not set up to
investigate the FBY; it had a specific and limited mandate.
Mareover, it had to rely, for the nost part, on FBI per-
sonnel for field investigations; it did not have a fult in-
vestigative st of its awn.

Although members of the commission reflected an
awareness that, regardless of the facts, blanket pro forma
denials might be expected from the TFRLE (Allen Dulles
even suggested that for this reason it might be impossible
to dJetermine the issuc), Hoover and the other FFBI of-
ficials who had furnished aflidavits were not called be-
fore the commission, placed under oath and closely
questioned. In addition there were contradictions and in-
consistencies that should have been but never were clari-
ficd. And there were some quirky details; a page from
Oswald's telephone address book, referring to an FBI
agent named Hosty, was withheld until a specific request
was made to produce it. But the real difficulty arises {from
the fact that the Warren Commission was not in a posi-
tion to pursue the kind of inquiry that Congressional
committees can conduct, nor did it have the benefit of
the long series of recent disclosures about how the FBI
and the CIA operate in certain areas, nor did it have
the grounds which cxist today for questioning the credi-
bility of blanket denials of the Xind it reccived. One does
not need to sharc the point of view of those who have
been critical of the Warren Commission to realize that
the record it made on this issue docs need clarifica-
tion. Not to attempt that clarification now, when the cir-
cumstances are most favorable to a full airing, would be
a mistake.

To the same cffect, the committees should find
out what if any ties, as informers, contract employces,
“contacts” or otherwise, some of the key individuals
who figured in reports of the assassination tragedy had
with the CIA. Reports of such conncctions have been
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widely publicized aver the last ten years. The cast is well
known., Merely 1o illustrate: Victor Marchetti has been
quoted as saying that at regular 9 AM. staff mectings
of CIA senior oflicials and exccutive assistants, which
were attended by Richard Helms as director, the case
of Clay Shaw, who had figured in James Garrison’s in-
vestigation, was discussed on several oceasionsy in the
context of “Are we giving him ull the help he needs?”
From these discussions Marchetti got the impression that
Shaw had been at one time, quite some years earlicr,
an agency contact when he was in the export-import
business. This report should be thoroughly tested by
putting Helms and others under oath and Iearning just
what contacts if any Shaw had with the agency and when.
Again, mercly by way of illustration, the committees
should, in open public hearings, find out the truth about
the “small sceret army” of Cuban anti-Castro refugees
that the CIA fundgd to the tune of $2 million a year.
In the period from 1960 to 1970 this group, known as
“Operation 40”"—it grew out of the Bay of Pigs fiasco—
engaged in a series of activities that should be aired, if
only us a sample of the dangerous operations unsuper-
vised intefligence agencies have initiated, spouscred and
funded (sec story by George Volsky, The New York
Times, January 4, 1975). Also, inquiry should be made
as to what contacts any of the key figures in the assassi-
nation tragedy, including Oswald, Shaw and others, ever
had, at any time, with clements of the “small sceret
army” and/or the CIA. Again mercly by way of illus-
tration: it has been reported that Licut. Manuel Pena
resigned from the Los Angeles police in 1967 to accept
a position with the Agency for Inlernational Develop-
ment, said to be used by the CIA as an agency to train
forcign police ofticers. Pena, according to these reports,
actualiy took training at the CIA headquarters at Me-
Lean, Va. One month before the assassination of Robert
F. Kennedy, Pena was back with the Los Angeles police,
and was assigncd by Assistant Police Chicf Raobert
Houghton to direct a team known as “Special Unit Sena-
tor,” which was sct up to investigate the death of Senator
Kcnnedy. In his book of that title, Houghton points out
that Pcna was thought qualified for the assignment be-
cause he had had “‘conncctions with various intelligence
agencics in several countries.” Just what were Pena's
contacts with the CIA? And to what extent did that
agency cooperate with local police, and vice versa? Over
what period of time? In what kinds of investigation?
Other illustrations of the same sort might be cited,
but cnough is generally known—many aspects of the
cvents in question have been widely publicized in the
press—to warrant the conclusion that the Congressional
comunittees, as part of the inquiry into the operations of
the FBI and the CIA, should investigate: first, what if
any ties any of thosec who have been identified in this
voluminous documentation had with the two agencics
under investigation. And, seccond, what kinds of role
these agencies played in the subscquent investigations of
the two assassinations. In particular, did they promptly
d'sclose all that they knew; with what degree of diligence
did they scrutinize any of their activities that might have
a bearing on the investigations? In general, what role
did they play in these subsequent investigations? 0
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