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Frankhauser-CIA link exposed

In an extraordinary last-minute development in the “LaRouche trial” in
Boston, the CIA has produced a document confirming defense arguments
on LaRouche'’s ties to the intelligence community.

Defense lawyers in the famous Boston trial of U.S. v. The
LaRouche Campaign, et al., on Oct. 20 identified a CIA
document delivered to the court as bearing upon the relation-
ship between defendant Roy Frankhauser and the Central
Intelligence Agency.

Previously, the prosecution had based its case upon the
assertion, that defendant Frankhauser and prosecution wit-
ness “Forrest Lee” Fick had merely pretended to be connected
with the CIA. Defense motions have insisted that the prose-
cutors are attempting a massive cover-up of politically mo-
tivated intelligence community involvement in attempting to
set up the defendants for federal prosecution.

The declassified portions of the CIA document released
referred to a Jan. 21, 1983 meeting between LaRouche and
CIA officials at Langley headquarters. According to defense
counsel’s statement to the court, that meeting had not only
been arranged with assistance of defendant Frankhauser, but
Frankhauser had done advance work in arranging La-
Rouche’s entry to the CIA compound for the meeting.

Defense attorney Odin Anderson reported that the Janu-
ary 1983 meeting had been part of LaRouche’s continuing
relations to the office of the CIA deputy director. An earlier
meeting, with Adm. Bobby Inman, had been the subject of
Inman’s interview on the subject, published in the news me-
dia during 1984. Defense counsel reported the January meet-
ing at Langley as arranged to prepare a face-to-face meeting
with Inman’s successor.

Defense counsel argued that the names of CIA officials
involved were needed as potential witnesses to assist in clar-
ifying those aspects of Frankhauser’s connections with the
CIA placed at issue by the Justice Department in the case
being readied for trial.

The Justice Department’s charges of obstruction of jus-
tice in the Boston case are based on the testimony of prose-
cution witness Fick. By his own admission, Fick wrote a
document transmitted to some of the defendants in December
1984, in which Fick recommended buming of unspecified
documents in the defendants’ possession. Frankhauser has
been implicated by Fick as adopting this written proposal.
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The prosecution says Fick testified that the other defendants,
adopted his proposal.

The prosecution has constructed fictitious sentences out
of fragmentary, isolated words in the notebooks of some
of the defendants, inventing sentences to conform to
Fick’s alleged testimony. This is assessed as a desperate at-
tempt by the prosecution, to shift the burden of its case away
from its original reliance upon the unsupported testimony of
Fick.

According to the prosecutor’s complex conspiracy the-
ory, actions by the defendants which were legal in themselves
are construed to be actions taken in aid of furthering a con-
spiracy. The logic of the prosecution’s éntire case hangs upon
defending Fick’s insistence that he and Frankhauser were a
pair of mercenary rogues, who lied to defendants about con-
nections to the U.S. intelligence community.

The defense argues that Frankhauser has longstanding
relations to the U.S. intelligence community, and that both
Fick and Frankhauser were operating under President Rea-
gan’s Executive Orders 12333 and 12334 during the period
1982-86. The defense will expose Fick’s control agent as one
Monroe N. Wenger, a government employee and a well-
known specialist of the intelligence community’s operations
section. The defense is expected to show that the relevant
paragraph in the document written by Fick is a gratuitous
insertion, used to lay a misleading paper trail to the defen-
dants.

According to sources close to the defense, shortly after
the writing of the December 1984 document in question Wen-
ger and Fick had a 1985 meeting with LaRouche, during
which both Wenger and Fick attempted to solicit LaRouche’s
endorsement for an intelligence community “termination with
prejudice” of Frankhauser. According to sources, LaRouche
warned the pair he would take measures to prevent any such
action against Frankhauser. Shortly after that meeting, ac-
cording to sources, Fick was discharged from private agen-
cies retained to assist in security for the defendants; Fick then
wentto the ADL and NBC-TV News, where he was groomed
to become a federal witness against LaRouche et al. in 1986.
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LaRouche trial postponed
several weeks . . . again

On Oct. 20, Boston federal Judge Robert Keeton granted
motions from most defense attorneys to sever the trial of
defendant Roy Frankhauser from that of Lyndon La-
Rouche, several of his associates, and five organizations.
Keeton further decided to try Frankhauser first, thereby
delaying the larger trial until at least Nov. 16.

Assistant U.S. Attorney John Markham had joined
with the defense in requesting the severance of Frankhau-
ser, and during the argument on Oct. 20, offered Frank-
hauser’s lawyer all the assistance he might need in prepar-
ing his case.

Judge Keeton’s decision was made over the heavy
objections of Frankhauser’s court-appointed attorney,
Owen Walker, who claimed he was not prepared to go to
trial—although the trial of all defendants was scheduled
to start Oct. 20. Walker insisted that the severance was
simply a tactic for delay by the defense, that it would cost
the government more money, that the other defense law-
yers wouldn’t get paid, that it would take longer, etc.,
etc.—although Walker himself had previously asked for
a severance.

Judge Keeton, however, found that the length of the
two trials would not be greater than one consolidated trial.

The primary reason given by Judge Keeton for the
severance was the clear evidence that Frankhauser and the
rest of the defense were preparing “antagonistic,” “incon-
sistent” defenses, and that the rights of the defense would

be jeopardized by ajoint #rial. It would be “easier to ensure
a fair trial if there were a severance.”

The judge’s point was repeatedly illustrated by Frank-
hauser’s lawyer, who claimed that his defense strategy
would be based on blaming LaRouche for whatever
wrongdoing might have been committed. “I’ve got to put
on the government’s case,” Walker said. “I say that Mr.
LaRouche was responsible for anything that happened.”

Walker attempted to back-track Oct. 20 on the incom-
patibility of defenses between Frankhauser and the other
defendants, although he had emphasized just that point
during pre-trial hearings and jury selection. Walker had
gone so far as to bring a motion trying to prevent the other
defendants from using a “CIA defense”—which motion
was denied by the court.

Walker’s hysterical arguments caused some defense
attorneys to renew their own severance motions, and oth-
ers to join it. Thomas Shapiro, speaking for IDL and TLC,
summed up the view of the other lawyers by saying that,
without a severance, the LaRouche-associated defendants
would be facing the prospect of the government attacking
them in front, and Walker from behind.

As in the hearing on Oct. 19, Frankhauser tried to
speak a number of times, only to be silenced by his court-
appointed lawyer. When Markham referred to Frankhau-
ser’s “confession” as “freely given,” Frankhauser blurted
“absolutely not” before his lawyer shut him up. At one
point, Frankhauser tried to stand and say, “I would like to
be heard,” but sat down at the insistence of his lawyer.

A hearing was held Wednesday morning, Oct. 21, on
his motion to suppress his “confession”—which is actual-
ly an FBI “302” report on statements allegedly made by
Frankhauser after his arrest and jailing in October 1986.
The motion was denied.

The defendants have presented pre-trial motions docu-
menting the prosecution’s actions as flowing out of a cam-
paign launched during mid-1983, visibly centered around
National Security Council contract employee Roy Godson,
to make LaRouche a target of the FBI's counterintelligence
operations.

Defense motions document orders to the Department of
Justice to launch such a prosecution from prominent officials,
such as Henry A. Kissinger, David Abshire, and Edward
Bennett Williams, of President Reagan’s Foreign Intelli-
gence Advisory Board, and the Intelligence Oversight Board
of special consultant John Norton Moore.

It is widely known, that a section of the intelligence
community under the late Director William Casey acted to
unleash LaRouche’s longstanding political adversaries with-
in the Department of Justice, at about the time Judge William
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Clark was leaving the post of National Security Adviser.

According to observers, LaRouche’s enemies inside the
intelligence community are centered in the Irangate-linked,
bipartisan National Endowment for Democracy and the so-
cial-democratic nest long centered around Jay Lovestone.
After LaRouche crossed Casey by opposing President Rea-
gan’s signal to go ahead with the Contra operation, additional
factions of the CIA were turned against LaRouche.

After the March 18, 1986 Illinois primary, panic-stricken
leaders of the Democratic Party, including National Chair-
man Paul Kirk and New York Gov. Mario Cuomo, publicly
proposed to destroy LaRouche “by legal or other means.”
Most observers agree, that such demands from Democratic
Party leaders pushed elements in the Justice Department to
unleash the wave of legal actions on alleged “credit card” and
other charges, prepared over the summer of 1986.
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