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Later, of course, I had what Russell and others on the Commission did not have, what the
FBI in particular did not let them have in the quarter of a million pages of FBI assassi-

nation records I got through all those FOTA lawsuitse
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The fact is that Oswald's records, when Llrsé\?amlned\aftér his alleged defection,

reflected no security clearance at all. ﬁhls is clear in the FBI's records I have and

IILV f’/%
it is stateé in what I also have, the Navy's cable to the Moscow embassy when Oswald's

/

1defectioﬁ\was reported, That cable suggested that despite no security clearance being

in the records, he could have had confidential clearance,-%i‘ﬂ%ﬁﬁ ,&®0£k257

A\
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- I had the working title Agent Oswald for the book on which i\was’§orking The

oW )
title‘ﬁéé/é”question, was Oswald an agent. I had several files of records from different

sources also with that title. While the attention to the question, which did not last
long during the Commission's life and got little attention thereafter, focused on the

FBI, in fact the same question applied to the CIA and among other spooking agencioes
never mentiondd, the Office of Naval Intelligz?cp.
‘The Commission's 8¢ pretended investiZﬁjfg the questéon, did Oswald work in any
capacity for any intelligence agency, did not even pretend to include thg ONI, the most
obvious sgency to inquire about. Wgé Commiszion had what it nevéﬁfzzgggiéég ample
reasons to have questions about the ONI, These include %ﬁz'shabby pretense of an
investigation on Oswald's reported "defection"to the Soviet Uhipn, a step he vas
careful njg'to implinent, as I brought to light in my first books The supposed ONI
investigation was obviously no meal investigation at all. It was_so obviously not
hen g
intended to be a real investigation it did not includ;-ggggkigééiz all the Harines with
whom the records showed Oswald had worked and who knew hime
As an example of +this I vefer to what L brought to light in 1967 in Oswald in New
Orleans and later confirmed with Navy records, that Cswald had, that CRYPTO Becurity
~Ieans : g{gﬁﬁ”me’f7%i

clearance which is not reflected in any way in the Navy's iersonnelqreﬁords on Oswald

.Mg’ éﬁfﬂ 8
that it gave the CommissionﬂA oreover, ONI never spoke to the kmxiom Oségld's Marine

e

friend who was my source., The Commission also did not yet his name was on all the rosters
that held Uéééld's name. And what he told me about Oswald, ranging from the kind of
person hé found Oswald to be to his little-known interests, ranging from shooting pool
to classical music, was what I was able to confirm easilye. So he did know Oswalde. And
what he told me about Oswald that %éés exaggerated by those Harines of little education

C(,L./ ,W,{\ ]
and understanding that the Com§§3sion preferred, that he weat around baiting officers,

{ checking omjend it . 7l v ), <
also was confirmed this former Marine friend of Oss UswWaldd The wel1S94Gatsd of ficer
under whom Oswald worked, John Donovan, who taught school after he left the l"La:c'ines,
” | . | ,
testified to before the C/@r/nmission. / /szcff“%/

Then, still relating to the ONI and its phony investigation, there is the unresolved
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No record of which + know, agﬁ'my have I read them by the multithousands! reveals
BV . g 7
i} éﬂ, o v w2 vin L Y
3 e e Y x
even the pretense of any agency boIeard this. Nor does any of them(Teveal any effort by

/

any agency, including the Commission, to ascertain the answer from any other agencye
The FBI, for example, ¢ed- did not ask the ONI for the nédwer that the FBL should have
S

o -, a £ P . . . -
feﬁge.expected the OHI to be abl e to find, if it had not already found, in the Havy's

o rocords. M I obid) Mtpe wenved [l v /I/WWh Nty ety po |
/ Voo
And 4% shodld Be in ‘thoég/(ﬂeéords. p ot ot .

The fact is that by the time Oswald got to Russia he spoke Russion well enough
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and how
question, tithereYdid Oswald learn Russian when he was in the Marines? That is nd t

reflected in any recorde The question is without an answer. From the ONI to the
Tommission, in any decent investigation of honest intent, that had to be answered and
it could have been answered only with what was vequired and was not done, a real in-
vestigations é¥4/67%/

The—faet—isthat—Osweld=spokeRussin-weld—enough so that the Russian woman he
married, Marina, believed he was Russian but with the accent of a gpart of tha};"i,/ast land
with which she was not familiar,

I no longer recall all the records L had accumulated in these spécial files

that in some way related to the question, was Oswald somebody's agent of some kinde

I do recall some of them because + used them in the beginning of my writing on this
. ’ / 7/
aspect in 1967, af?i? L finished Oswald in New Orles s.buﬂa/900%40¢aﬂfz
I [ i wdeh [ nsede o T Gpderbin / ,
)\*Kﬂ?eport e¢lsewhere, those files were stolen when to the best of my rec_olle&ion
only one person was in a position to steal theme ALl those who work here and have un—
w\«/w&fmﬁ@‘f
f@zst&eise' d access work in the files of records I obtain by all those FOIA 1awsuits,
‘ %Q?SG . . 5 . s e
They are in our basement, working files were in my office files where nop{dy worked
except the Baltimore policeman Richard Uaybright. He had earnad our confidence on his
many trips here where he was moonlighting in working for Harrison Livingstone, Harry's
thirgt book has a self-descriptive title, l{:i.llz‘_ng the Truth, it is descriptive of his
book and of his approach and method. Waybright even told us that he was making use of
the police computer system for Livinsgone. Be offered to do it for us & so we cgiuld
locate peoples We had no such need or interest. We later learned that what he was doing
vwas not only illegal, it could have caused serious trouble for the Baltimore £ olice

j}epartmentff[’ulw//‘ i Lecin imv wl{ T did .wo”/m; ofs 2l v j o) cuvpd zﬁ“”//]""ll /M{’éf/ et 'ZM

Livike stong and Détv:r.d Lifton were then engaged in a blood feud. WheM Lifton's

DRk ExnEkkkmrEx appeared — and it is neither- as I did

mistitled Begt Evi:dencesx:

f
witl?many vorks that like it ave so huriful to the truth I prepared a lengthy analysis

W by A Lo g atony
of ite Livingstone asked to see it and then to borrow it so he coul%Me xeroxing

costse Trusting him, we agreed. He never returned it and lied repeatedly sbout doing



Vs

Heither Livingstone nor Waybright nor anyone else necds to steal from me because
. § . 5 . P 5
I give all uarestricted and unsupervised access to all my ¥files obtained by P those ,.///J’Lf’//‘/’i'-
POIA lavsuits and unsupervised access to our copiere. The only purpose served in stealing

hose records is to deny others, including me,sccess to thems,

ci‘

Very few ask for access to my working files, as Livingstone hod, but almost without

s ),
exception I give free aceess to all of we./.L make an exception, for example, when

n
the right}‘éﬁé’ privacy are othes are involved.

But I believe thet use of FOLA makes those of us who use 1t surrpgates

¥ B
lin 11 419
principle L give others —“E‘a:ﬂg/ in the field, even though

Fa)

o1 tne

~
L
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people and thus as a matter o

as with (ivingstone know L will not sgree with what they write, full and free
A ot 0 N S s

accesse I \/ . P I T
W W{J ) }/}u,,‘;,uyn Ml////\ / ,1/1,(,f\L""YZ P T 'wa‘péou {obwb&{j &%MV/(,Z’LZ/ )
that [ﬂ’ Waybright stole, > wledge, vwas only coplei S\

that he knew not'ﬁ onl lgwoulu Lifton want, he knew Lifton would not want me to have ite

That is why Livingstone asked him to get a copy of ite It was my lengthy and detailed

"

1alysis of Lifton's mistitled Be Pest Bvidence it is m,zb her best nor evidence in the

- . - 2 e S . . .
only part of it that had not been published several & long before Lifton publibshed ite

\w/
But Idifton's sick ego is such that he \ants it bLelieved that he did all the original work

( —
In the £5% field. The pretense of his " bok | bool is precisely that, with the inference

i WY . . =
that others stole ;\x from hin and used it as their won work. His ego is such that as L

established with his own writings in Insdie the JFK Assassination Indistry he is not

(yf
only a thief, he is a braggart of a thief, He bregged before hlS stealing what he would

e /‘f pad o //( //1/7 an- Ll(i'/’

stealj and u’:u,e- his successful heist # That he had doné it and howy S0 an alliance be-

between the thief and blackmailer Lifton, also proven in Inside the JFK -Agsassination
9
s N CVM[” . s / o . . .
Indusrty, ehf—the thief 0/ja cop ‘.-'.aybrlght) was a natural alliance,
/,/} 5] " /{}';Tf}j
iifton knows full well that he perpetratec aﬁ\ewlzgeas/ raud in his one thing new

in his very bad book, that JFK's body was stolen, snuck to ‘:fza'r«;‘cer ‘i%’- ed Army Hospital
ithere it was altered, then snuck into the Havy hospital to control what the autopsy
i, /!/J
could saye It is because the entire basis of Lifton's booky T ame and wealthy from it
p‘//fﬂ/ //.u//i//"/Z" ’/-:J'/;
is +this monumental fraud that he got away with is why he wanted no copies of my\roroof
r’( :
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of 1% available to anyone else. 45&/%
Those MDW records Waybright stole are my duplication of Lifton's FOIA f@quﬂst

/ ’VJZ’//{ /7/\ fwll Mg V‘«/ A 427~

for them, Tifton wanted me not to have them because they hold what he misrepresented in
lf:'
his book and ezplain the nonVexisting, ﬁybtery Lifton invented of an alleged 'second

3

_./

?é/helicopter” he pretends spirited JIfK's body to Walter Reed/ﬁfépmial.

Zifton's own letters to the late Sylvia Meagher hold his before-and—after boasts
éyabout how he was going o steal a‘Fainﬁ of better qhality than was readily available
of the Zapruder film, Roger l"'e:'mman, like Livingstone, was engaged is g controversy with

Lifton. His was not as intense a blood feud as Livingstone's but there came a +ime when

he decided to write a book exposing Lifton. His unpublished manuscript is titled,%ﬁg—

— 44
tueen the B Signal and the Noise. Having been a close friend of leagher's and knowing of
her correspondence with Lifton Feinman obtained copies of these letters from the deposit

of her records at [food College. te 1gde good use of them in his excellent expose of the

e T ;7' ‘7‘]1,/

real Lifton. Hearing about that Lifton began his Jthreatythet’ frichten most people, word
Lﬁﬂd mu¢m14 wu7, : ?}l —
J'o£~she»+h& eads others to do what he wants rather than face his terrorism. ' Iifton

threatened to file suit against both Feinman and ﬁood. Feinman in effect dared him +o

o
and ridiculed the letter lLifton! s lawyer wrote élm. As “einman wrote, he had already

)
55

aced Lifton's deCl ail when working for CB

i alliged
bout SOMCLh~H%1EOanan had done to get from

fag;ifton had thrzatened to tell GBS

einman what he wanted. So, Lifton got no-

Q

g +

%vanefe with his copyright-infringement “ulb with Wthh he threatened Feinman,
b/ 41/1////( %S
Hodd College could not treat Lifton's 1r#31’thai way) It had to hire counse%isxr

mardie=ite That was costly for Hood and for about six months, vatil its counsel told it

not to worry, it closed the lieagher deposit, allowing no access to it.
The .# uncanfirmed account I was given about how Lifton got Waybright to work for
N
/ /// ?’} Z/ﬂﬂ .
hié{is again a(%ﬁ?éa*. Lifton claimed he had a friend in the Haryland attorney general's

e

AL 5 ; a 1 Y - ¥ & . S
ffice. He told Waybright that ir p Hayhri ight did not work for him he would through that

@]

friend informa the State DA 24 of Liv Vay bﬂlgﬂ s violation of law and regulation: for
$ 1

hlfi stone, including his unsuthorized snd forbidden use of the police computer svsten

and those of other police agencies eround +the country =nd the world.
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ﬁgﬁbrlght had little coice because he knew that even if Lifton did not have that
/‘
friend in the State DA's office a letter to the DA would have done the same thing and

he would have been in deep to trouble.

/
o / Y
Oy, he svole for Lifton. Z/Z//M/V 71 //’ ‘
From me he also stole those several files of research for the ‘e Agent Oswald
BreEzuzLzEnge book L'd started years earlier. Again, nobody else was in a position to s

e - —W T e A
steal those files, either. Oﬂlj Vaybright worked in those file Cabln\gts, And Lifton

had already annbunced a book on Oswald. According ¥ Publisher/s .eekly for ™May 3, 1993,

it was to appear in 1994

the files
Included in whe/ Jaybrlg % stole was myrzmmmy the copy I obteined from the Commission'g

files of the memorandum Rankin prepared of his and Warren's executive session with the
Texans on Janvavy 24, 1964, the memorandum that substsitutes for the stenographic trans-—

cript Rankin had seen to it would not existe Since 1966, when I obtained it, that memo
[y 7
h ad been in those filegﬂfin ny ofiice. $hat/is the source of the correct number, 110669

It was when T vwent to those files

attribited to Oswald that Renkin got from the Texzans,
to make a copy of that memo for John Newmen who had begun his Oswald book before his
4 7\’/]‘0{-'

vigit that I discovered the uhegytheft and ‘the eﬂ%ent of the theft that was possible

for ﬁajﬁright, meaning for Lifton onlye
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D o
Bearing on Waybright's initial ing ;h
. N

tions and hig childish effort to hide his

) . Py -[7&', IR . . . a7 . N — . aoos -

thievery, he had refiled one of two Military District of Washington files I still had

in the large ¢ letter—size ﬁgnveloped in which they had beeqz mgiled to me. But those
{

did not have them with

waﬂfﬁ
helenvelope

those records that I obtained by FOIA., He knew that. In addition, he placed © ef

he returaed in what was in two vays an obviousl%fwrong place, Be‘Fut it in g file of

by

were Army records th.. t dinitially disclosed to me. So L
o

o
:;!
o
b
D
-
-
@}

Department ot Justice records, where % clearly it did not belong, and in a file cabine

for legal-sized records, which are larger.
e then placed it in the lowest file drawer knwoing full well that as a practical
dié

matter I dosef have access %o those lowest file drawers and could not search thems
Horeover, he lmew very well that they were in my office or working files, which
is where he found them., His beginning intent was to steal them, which is what he did,

o sell them to Lifton., Yn his part, Lifton has failed to deny this when I asked hime



t 18t returnlng ite 4s what he, Sa'l d was a s:.gn of good faith and to establish the truth,

iwhy hed /(e//{/ Y A i zlw/w —
he e asked a pollcem of hisjwe-knew to come here and search the £xe /fJ.le drawer
Leewhig [haf fl a2
in which he kromnr*lv misfiled it and give it to me. e even drew a mpap riap) we have

(./fv\“”\ o A

that many files aeibne¥s. It was not theres .7/7 &/¢ :

Waybright gtole it and other records related with it filed at that same places -

{\p L,M;L
When h@: stole those flles were—work working in the file drawer next to the one

with the Oswald identification on it, an overfilled file drawer. f le is the oniy one

tpKeh o e
who could have tkane those Agent Uswald flles. 4md hé pullea the keeper on the back of

that file drawer go tightly that the drawer appeared to be still overfilled after he
took those gbout two inches of records from ite

{/ .
At my age and in the state of my heaJth ari/ with the physical limit ations that

JUL
imposes upon me it is impossible for me to\create that file from the records I usede
/ '
And soime of the records in 'bhdé/" files were only copies, so I cannot duplicate them from

my own f:Lleso .y
< [{ et |
Y )Ifhat Waybright stole he had a market for- David Liftone Ultimately he confessed to
Livifgstone that Lifton ‘gs also paying him and Livingstone himself told me that
Waybright had stolen some of his work and sold it to Lifton! Notw:.thstandz_né, which,
needing h:LS\erv:Lcés and his violations of laws and regulations %o help(IT/ gstonef
t
o bl Ho
continued to pay Waybright and to trust hime Waybright's doublecross of (- LlVlngStOIle and / i7"
got to be so blatant he reported to Livingstone, in writing, what Lifton asked him to
\to “ivingsone,

gets I have a copy of snch a reporty in Waybrighths handwrittem ir ing, that flvn.»(g’)rrome
gave to someone else! / /1’// //P

This insight into the chatacter and the writing of those who wrote the two books
supposedly on ’che assassination that scld betber than gll 9th</3rc;, while i+t 1s a fair

o My_{/_f,_ Y /7]/ it T /{/W/pw /(/’///I/f’f 14 ,/7// <7 In M&/g,m-/[u L
representation of the nature of most of that kind of wr :Ltlng, also expla:ms why I cannot
1
A

cite the ecordg L made of what that former marine friend of Oswald {told me and much else

relating to the possibili‘byviifff that Oswald was some kind of an agent, for a governnent

spookery or some private intereste
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| my ~ before I turned to ~
Before getting to the writing of immediately mfkmexExfimishes the manuscript

of NEVER AGAIN! I set the stage for it by explaining how the Commission should have
ebnducted its investgation of whether or not Oswaldiss some kind of agent, how the
agenkes should have informed the Commission, and to give an indication of the.& state of
Jd.Bdgar Hoover! ém;;ﬁ@ mind in those days 1mmed1dtelttafter the assassination and at the
beginning of the investigationse
g?The rules of evidence require that testimony be of personal knowledge. Other —
wise it is not testimony, it is hearsays Hearsay'is not evidence, Lt 58 no more than
TUIMOT
‘ L
In my POIA litigation, with the tolerance of the gderal coJ;st so few of which
had any disposition to make the federal agencies sbide by the law and by the rules of the
courts, the FBI and the # 1 in particular got away with filing affidavits by those who
did not have personal knowledge, affidavits in which they claimed to be stating what
.the supposed affiants
had learned from others. This despite the fact that those who did have personal
kny gldge were available to attest to ite Those who filed the hearsay affidavits thus
> &/ [ fi
ek 44 [jon .
ld and %et avay with lying, ljlng that was not 1nfrequently ¢the felony of pergury,y/ﬂﬁﬁﬁ
hm4tluvé1qAA&haL
Commlssoﬁz§ llke committees of the Congress, are not bound by the rules of evi-
dence, This is because they are not judicial bodies and because other than firstﬂperson
information may be what their proper functioning fequires. But that does not mean that
in any real investigation, where first-person information is readily available, 1t is
C%@d,ﬁxzﬂfV (£27~ 1g, i
not preferreds In an horest inquiry, first-person information is obviously bebter and /7
more dependable,
The one thing the Commission neither got nogﬁ asked for in its supposed inquiry
into the report that Oswald had bén some Idind of agent is first-pers?h informatione 4
N
memorandum Hoover write pero personally and of @@ich he sent copies to ¥hmzimm his six
top assistants is illuminating on thiss It also reflects the lack of Commission diligence

in trying to learn tne truth. Hoover himself was not in any hurry to meke a record and

iouffm his top a$51sxants° He rmpmmis: rEREEXRX Waited eight days, until January 31, 1964, to
f (AA, A

ﬁeeo%ésx what happened when Rankin visited him on Januyay 23,
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And January 23 grias more than three weeks a%ter Hudkins' story was published- and
1

U
that story was not the first s&éh report of which the Commissionﬁand the FBI knewe

ST . - S g
Hfgger 1nd19§aed copies for four FBI files mthmrxihem in addition to the copies
J
. § " o
for hlS/%éSlStantS. The grecord or orifinal copy is in the main Liasison with Warren Com—
AN
mission file, where it is one of the earlier fecords, Serial 83,

Whether or not Hoover was aware of ity and if he was his memo doe%hotxeflect it,

Rankin was less than forthrgi— Torthright with biq, according of Hoover's own memo,
- _ ruprfoldisg
in telling goover thatskeas an FBL infg/rmant(Oswal "bore the designation '179¢,"
Jup L,i[ﬁﬁ@ék&%}ﬁf‘”iﬂ’hito/ZJW\/)Q_[)izﬁéa_A?u¢- v’é%AZf/uh£74L29§7‘f“ézﬁy

IS

Aft er a few more of “the c¥acks against lenry WE?? with which he befan his memo Hoover

then saysﬂ:

) A Bania glaled thet the Commlzsion was concerned s %0 koo this
wealfer could ke yesolved, and it wits for (s reacon lhnt ey hag astou hiato
L0 e, Lo ptated the'Conalselon did nat fosire (o inliinle an investizatlon on
(re outside, cuch as the calliny of Ar. Badiing, who was the orisinater o: by -
slory and irow vhem apparently Wade galoed his iirot infoncet!on aa it nizht
apuler tiec Commlusion wae fovealigniing the ELI, - ' )

Iiold M. ¥iankin that I thaaph
call Mr. iedting Lefore it, place L us ;
o e dnforiantion. T etated that 12oebted ey
oltaar taho e pozltion e could nel vacali joois 4 ro W oeithlnzd # or
resgit lotae abis that o REWBEAINT repirier's souraes e pelvilesed,

A {
From his long years in the Deparﬁment of Justice and all the dealings he then had

i
oA

< -
-
«Q

—

with the FBI and itswbcords Rankin should have known this is not the way the RRExFBI
G /VVI/{;VK 1hewn .
reeeitds refer to its(informantd and it is not at all the FBI's numbering systems for iks

symbol-infexmants,

Rankin also made no mention of the actual ynumber he himself recorded, 110669. But
what he did say, and Hoover's version has confirmation in the Commission's %écord, is
that it "did not desire to initiate an investigation on the outside, such as the calling
of lir, Hudkins, who was the originator of the storye..o"

/7

Translated from Officialese/Goobedegook, Rankin told Hoover that the Commission wanted
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The Commissic n would have been no worse off if Hudkins had claimed confidentiality
of source ghab!/it was without a word from him at all. It also tock its Bestimony in
secret so 1ts testimony would not have atbtractdd any attention Hudkins could not have
gotten on his own if he had had any such desire. His long record is that he had no such

desireo The onltg apparent real difference is that Hudkins might not have claimed to
have had a confidential source and then the Commission would have had T o investibate
what it learned from hime This, clearly, the Commission and Rankin in particulsr did

Otherwise it would have called him, -Huéﬂs‘aas(;/ﬁarold E‘eldmzjm, who wrote a similar

not wante J—lw)ll\‘/ | ohoeg wiﬁ\/ﬂ/j_{fl'/

article for The Nation magazine and a number of others all of whom to its knowledge

wrote similar sto ries or had knowledge of that reporte
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QUM%W /kmbxmwgfhflx &Hduqbk%dk,
not to make any investigation at all and for him to make that possible for dd4s—

Eﬁér mindful of covering his ownsss and that of his FBI at the same time, Hoover
Commission
told Rankin "that L thought thef should immediately call M, Hudkins before it, place
him under oath, and demand of him the source of his informatione"
Hoover told Régﬁigfﬁgét Rankin had just told him the Commission was not going to doe
At the same thme Hoover told Rankin what Rankin did not have to be told, that Hudkins Cpudf
claim not to rememher or “elaim that a newsgé@er reporter's soylites are privileged."
/%/¥ ﬁ/4 After this bit of dancing arognd Hoover did solve Rankin's problem for him, After
saying that "Oswald was never at any time a confidential informant," he added "and I
would be willing to so state under oathe"
Without talking to Hudiins, as the Commission never did, Lonni e tells me, it
in effect made his claim for confidentiality for him. But that is not what Rankin said.
‘& Department of Justice ¢
Rankin,\%he¥§§ﬁ¥§xxmhnxi/i;$yer for néne years, for eight of those years its lawger
whd“ﬁéégf}epresented it before the Supreme Court - whose chief justice was the Commission
chairman:ﬁlﬁé-gpat Rankin, speaking for the chief justice, told Hoover is that they
wanted no investigation at alle »
hnd what “oover did is say he would make that possible for him,
As he did in his testimony the morning of May 14, 1964, (SHOTEf,)
| $ﬁere wggkgggiéiggéf, eifher,
What Rankin, from #oover's memo, did not tell him is that what Rankin told him
was the Commissipﬁqs decision, as we shall see.
My, how simply awful it would have been if the man the government had already
decided to say killed the President, alone and entirely unassisted, had had any lind
of government connection at all =~ worst of all if he had been an FBI informer or had &
a different such connection!
And the Commission decided not to investigate to learn whether that was true!
lore than 30 years later this question has no resl answer,
The normal and the proper prSéé&urq%which did not require what Hoover says Kankin
referred to asféglan "outside" investigation, is to make sn investigation on the inside~

and that noy by hearsay or by Hoover testifying to his opinion, all he could testify To,
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gl fowtidge
Il\/zwri(/t 7] l/&{/uiﬂ\a/(/, j
From what is known, if Oswald had had any such FBI connection, there would be records

: AM 3 ) /9 /fﬁ
25’ TP 1%
at three places, headquartersy uullas and New Orleanse:

/Lc@a

Those records would consist of a field office request of headquarters for permission
to try him out as an informer for a probationary period usually of six months. One way
of’ the other, headquarters would reply. If the reguest«»ere‘approaved, a file would be

Lv 1% «u T
started and Oswald would be given an arbitrary s‘-Trif’o be used ingide ﬁ?i fBI in the
place of his name. That symbol, for Dallas, would begin with the lettersAé%%“ For New
Orleans, those letters would be "NO."There then would be four digitse They would be
followed for the period of probation with a "P" and that would be followed by a "C" fto
ore bdfven diy

denote if he were a 65551531 informer or an "S" to conform with the FBI's p;§enée that
it was not engaged in what is upConstitutions, any inquiry into political opigion or
legal pblitical activitese. The "S" represents® "security," which that kind of domestic

calded , L«vf““ )
spying 1s(not.

The persons in charge of those fiies at either of the three pdaces could make s
first-person attestation saying that he made a search of #ll the e relevant records
in all the possible places ant that . BpurEhzd search that Oswald was not ;éa/had never
been g symbol 1nformer69r, had it beq/true, that he had been.

éﬁgﬁfwonld have beenrgii-ffg$§£ui,«a “first-person attestatlon/lwhat is reguired
by the rules of evidence and by honest procedures;ﬂ4bf/LTV#;”VVF“VWk%

What is not easy tc understand is that on its own the FBI did not do precisely
that. Nor is it easy to understand why the FBL did not do that in its own interest
asg soon as it heard of that report.

From its records as disclééed to me and from the Comnission's rq@éords it did no
such thinge

Instead it asked each of those field offices to have each of its agent who had had
anything at all to do with Oswald swear to an afiidavit in which no such connection

with Oswald is sworn %0e

This did not preclude the possibility that an other ageat vsed Oswald as an

g . . o e s T A / il / At ‘//
informant, however, /(M (ViU i 1] Crptlidy Wikt fod el Frtevd],



AA11

Byen theﬂjthe FBI did not make this request of all the agggﬁs of whom it should
havees One example is former New Orleans Agent Milton Ksacke /éail/L£%>7€)

February 11, 196 {

;»;’;AcaMﬁernai o memo on what it did (g 105-82555-1967) they by
then had gotten‘ﬁffaffidavits from all the Special Agents who handled interviews or other
pertinent investigations in the Oswald matte£g§

Kaack had had enough of a connection with "the Osvald matter" for him to be
recommended for disciplining over alleged deficiencies. Rather than make any such &
admission he resigned. I spoke to him in New Orleans on November 20, 1971,

First, acc%gding to my notes on that phone conversation, he told me he was not one

of the ag-@nts "asked to go up there,"(I told him that was not thegquestlon, the guestion
was had he been asked to execute an affidavit saying Odwald was never an FBI informer,

My notes say that in response to this "He laughede"

I then asked him if it was not unsual that when Oswald was areested in l‘ew Urleans
he had asked for an FBI agent to come to the Jjail to see him and that the evidence the
Commission hgd is that two agents went. With only one, John Quigley, figuring in the
report filed, My notes say "He again laughed."

Kaack was very much an ggent who ééz"handled" what the FBI itsglf desecribed as
"pertinent interviews." I cited one of several to him when we spokee

§§§‘¥£§ FBI saw to it that the proper investigation it could have made and did not
vas nofhéag_badgp&nd-ig went to more trouble and e@pendvexpense and delayed the other
work of a number of agents by having them go to Washington instead od making the easy,
inexpensive and definitive investigation, a file ssa search and a competent affidavit
based on it by the person who knew the files and procedures and attested to msking that
search personglly.

Sq)instead of the Commission doing the obwious and asking for competent affidaviﬁ;u
and instead of the FBIiéé also doing the obviou%}éfﬁroviding those competent affiggg;g;s
for each ﬁy far the easiest and the cheapest and the most definitive procedure as well
as the proper one, both went to some time, trouble and cost for an inadequate mesponse

that instead of ansvering the question, did Oswald have any kind of an FBI connettion,
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"ﬂ’b% QA '{’l) mM ﬂ‘ﬁ/
AFb&$ question lingers without an acceptable answer,
Unless Kaack's laughs were such an answers
This is a view of how the Commissionjiand the FBI appraoched the troubling question
and decided , separately and collectively, to see to it that there was no defintive a
ansver. Eo see to it that the question would linggér.

Another view was provided by the highly respected Leon Jawosski, the prominent
/;___1964/
Host Houston attorney who was cpunsel to th@ Texas C t of Iga;%;§?(ﬁe wrote Rankin,
Lub
marking his letter "Confidemtial" "CONPIDENTIAL top and. béiz;;§¢ @He fent copies to
/\

Carr and Storey., Jaworski told Rankin that after his return froAWashington he spoke to
Wames P Hobby, Jre., erecutive vice president and executive editor of the Houston
Postf yesterday for the purpose of discussing with him the obtaining of an affidavit
from ;onnie Hudicins, " Oﬂ%ﬁ Hudkins had left thaE’§§4paper a month agoe.Jaworski then

wrote, : |
4 f“/~

5 - I an
wvondering if it is rcall; vorth your eifort to follow un on ludiins, -

HudizIlns' cstor; dones 10t say that Oswald vas an informant,
e sinnly railses the queition iaced on the specculation ol otiiers,
1nc1u that of Bill :-e'ann(*, asuxuta1t to llenry ‘adc,

————— S Ao n Y AT T TS s, b adamliaca me S —me

In plain English, Jawossekiﬁas saying, leave it alone, go with what you have.
also
Which1meant the question would poot be answered and would linger. As it doese

g

ThiéV;& is the Jaworski %g%?%as the bar-association celebrity, the man who
later was special Yatergate prosecuior and who in that position of responsibility saw to
it that mgﬁéﬁg'estmons would linger, as they do, and who did not @harge felonies that
did exist. He wmas content to do something about what was known and would get enough

Hﬁgﬁg;gﬁilﬂg§\§lready public
attention and put in jail some of those who/belonget thergsfgom_wha%—was—publica

then—still-tingered.After Hoover's

/f/%f—?/ Triswa
testinonys %P/F;%0U(fL¢ ¢
{S&fgggjﬁggggiggg;;_;;_gnquiry also savw to it, as had the égmmiSSion and the FBI,
that there Wgé no answer to this question.

W -
That it was a deeply troubling question is the way what 1 wrote earlier beginse
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]
Jaworski's above-quoted letter, with its inéerence that Hudkins be pressured by

his employer to do WhétdfJ%&Effgi/gaQXXRxxgmxgxnmxntmmudm@xh

fﬁénted him to do, was months later than the Commission's first knowledge of the report
that Oswald had worked for the FBL or some other agencye
Hoover's testimony, which was duplicated by the CIA's, was no answery to the

question that still lingers and haunts.



