Dear Jim [cec: Mary, Sylvial:

After I wrote you this morning
sent me. One of the most interesti
and listed but had not yet sent me.

So, I guess I can send you my notes|.

document.) - [I'm sending only part
After I work things out with CBS, I
I think it would be good to pu
they decide not to) not give it to
to me a week or so before you would
right to an exclusive on my analysi
document out themselves and were in
ago makes it more likely that they
to what I wrote in 1974, so I have
I'm sending a copy of my comments t
sent me the documents). It might b
I hope we can get something oy

*%% Ttem 124, Belmont memo of
(Also see Item 123.)

Procedurally, of course, these
I recall, a standard procedure was
corrections of the reporter's trans
In fact, I have seen several instan
grammar of his questions; I don't t
changes in his answers. I have one
change in a question.

I'm not ready to assume that t
as minor as this memo implies. The
(Ttem 123 says it is filed under 62
half of the FBI release. It also s

What gives this item a rating
the Hosty entry in Oswald's noteboo
_with this topic in detail, presenti
from the initial FBI report, and no
arguments for the omission were int]

January 2, 1978

» I started in on the documents which CBS
ng ones is 62-109060-167, which you selected
(Of course, I was going to ask for it.)
(Also, to MEF & SM, a copy of the
of page 3, and all of page 4, of the notes.
'1l1l send the rest, of course.]
sh CBS to use this; and (unless and until
anyone else. While getting the document
have doesn't really give them that much
s, L think the fact that they picked this
terested in the Hosty entry a couple of years
will use it. (Of course, I have the rights
some influence over what they can use, I guess.)
o Jim McManus, as well as to Jane Bartels (who
e worth getting back to McManus on this.
t of this item.

@l

PLH

6/2, re "corrections" to Hoover's testimony.

changes to the testimony were irregular. As
set up, where changes other than actual
criptions were to be indicated by brackets.
ces where the WC staff lawyer cleaned up the
hink the witness was allowed to make such
instance where Belin made a substantive

he changes described under "1" and "3" are
original testimony might be worth checking.

-109090-169, which should be in the second

hould be available at the Archives.)

of ***, however, is section 2, dealing with

k. Chapter 5 of my 1974 manuscript deals

ng evidence that the entry was in fact deleted
t just omitted. I felt that the FBI's

ernally inconsistent, and that the FBI's

explanation was not at all good enough to resolve the doubts of the WC staff.

Among other things, I pointed
on this point. (See pp. 5.15-16, 4
brought up the subject himself, obw
I commented that "not a single ques
with this totally inadequate explan
explanation - Hoover never gave tha
added more than two weeks later.

out some problems with Hoover's testimony
lso pp. 5.9, 5.11.) I noted that "Hoover
iously having prepared a careful statement."
tion was asked - Hoover got away unscathed
ation." It turns out there is a simple

t testimony! As this memo reveals, it was

Procedurally, this is of course outrageous. There was no need for such

falsification of the record. Hoove
as other witnesses did. And why on
Judging from this memo, he may have
The substantive problems with
manuscript. This memo contains an
which is somewhat less glaringly in
completely fails to respond to the
narrative of the two-phase reportin

closest thing to an explanation is

r could have submitted a supplementary affidavit,
earth would Rankin go along with this?

even suggested it!

Hoover's statement are discussed in my

earlier version of the inserted testimony,
adequate than the final version, but which
issues. It is essentially a chronological

g of the contents of the notebook; the

the statement that the initial report "was not




- NOTES ON FBL DOCUMENTS FROM CBS

prepared for this Commission but 1

hardly the thing to say, since the
The final version was expanded to
is more polite but quite misleadip

There is a marginal note whid
change," with an initial which I ¢
That memo should be looked at. (I
qualify as a newly released docume

This memo should indicate thi
the claim that the Hosty entry did

3

circumstances under which" the datla

known to the FBI." As I noted, th
two reporting agents involved had

I think that this document ha
be usable on television, since the
number in the "wrong" place could
signed one of the affidavits, has
explanation recently on the Susski
been confronted with the kind of e
example, I would like to hear him
(in the first report) and "non-led
appears in his affidavit. My cong
is the only legible and clearly no
omitted from CD 205," the first re
'non-lead' information, the Hosty
important enough to be mentioned i

For all I know, either the S¢
have questioned Gemberling on this

I would be on the alert for al
of the Hosty entry in either 62 fi

*%% Ttem 127 (62-2367), Rosen

What most impresses me is Hoowv,
really minimal kind on analysis of
insisted on, in order to get a rec
always been skeptical of the claim
effect that they would have been d
would have made them famous, etc.
hotshot investigators!

The AIB has sent me a couple
where Hoover refers to a suggestio
a memo in which Shaneyfelt (the ag
the Commission) indicates that he

from their study of the time inter

believe that he didn't understand
proved a conspiracy - but maybe he
that the kind of reconstruction an
can never prove there was just ome
in a number of independent ways.

that Oswald did it alone - there r¢

One general comment along the:

. files at the Archives in 1973, I s

memos and put them in a file calle
were really quite good at spotting
were to keep the critics going late
of these difficulties is, of course
recognize these problems, and, fror
isn't really surprising, considerij
I am wondering if the FBI ever gene
that they ever questioned the basig
I would like to see a few.

4=

ather for inv

g.
h appears to

an't deciphe

not appear i
"appeared i
at is not cor

s potential as
page of the o
be made into

been speaking
nd show. As f

vidence I incl

justify the di
d material" (i
lusion (pp. 5.
ntrivial entry
port. Also,
entry was the
n the synopsis
hweiker Commit
matter. They!
ny commun1cat1
le.

H

to Belmont,

ec's extremely
the physical
onstruction of
s of people 1i
elighted to fi
But, compared

o f other memos
n as ''poppycoc
ent who did mu
doesn't see wh
val between th

hadn't though
l analysis domn
assassin, but
50, in that se
2ally was noth

5e lines: whe

not included t

that 2 shots w

| PLH 1/2/78
| -

L .
stigative purposes.”" That's

> Commission Was supposed to be investigating!
1nvest1gat1v? purposes of the FBI," which

e "See memo 6/5/64 for further
ut which I think is Belmont's.

f it isn't in {the 62-109060 file, it will

r
nt when the 62-109090 file is released.)
t the explanatfion was enlarged to include

the first listing "as the
Oswald's notebook were fully
ct and the affidavits of the
at claim.
a news story. (It may even
iginal report with the page
a visual.) SA Gemberling, who

n public; he repeated his

r as 1 know, he has never

ded in my manuscript. For
tinction between ''lead material"

the second one), which

-9) was that 'the Hosty entry
which was intentiomally

lthough it was supposedly

nly material from the notebook
for CD 385," the second report.
ee or the House Committee may
should have done so.

ns relating to the reporting

#

1/29.

negative attitude towards the
vidence that the Warren Commission
the assassination. 1 have

e Belin and Specter, to the

d evidence of a conspiracy - it

to the FBI, they do seem like

along the same lines - one

." The most striking item is

h of the work in this area for

t the Commission hopes to learn
shots. I find it hard to

thin 2.3 seconds conclusively
about it. It is certainly true

(half-heartedly) by the WC

could have disproved that hypothesis
se — if you were already sure

e of hundred pages of internal
it

clected a coup
1 "Good points Certain members of the staff
some of the p roblems with the evidence which
¥, (The fact%that they failed to resolve all

ng to be gained.
I went through the Commission's

>, another sto But the staff was able to
n time to time, take them very seriously. That
1g that they wdre pretty sharp lawyers. Now

rrated such criticism. TIs there any indication
c case against |Oswald? If there are such memos,
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7 /~'v o ' .
SUBJECT:” TI& PRESIDENT{J COMHISSION

afterncon o7 June 2,‘1964,
discusscd,thc Dircctor 5 tesfimony beforea the
With lp, Ranlin, - i

Clarifieq somc'typographical c
COpPy with Lr, Rankin

rrorg,

n;

DATE: JUHG 2, 1964

F AR v
nr, lialley ang I ;
Prcsidcnt's Commission
went over the transcript-and
etc., ang thercafter

left a

, )
f,ﬁ/&
lr, Ranlkin haqg anly three Points whicp he felt required
further attentio

1, Pare G514,
On personsg Conneccted wi
that ficrely i

L front organizntions,
Ccaugse g ngn bclongs
does not nean he is}naol-listod
life. 1y he bclonzs_to 20 of them,
gullible, Or dumb or phe is g nenace, "That pa
regard to Govorannt Seryvice whas 1

who belongod to one or iyo,

Conncction with the Dircctor

Maybe inp his carly da
there ig A Irave doubt a4 to vhether
Nr, Ranlin felt ¢y

the Dircctor intendcd. ile
rcad: '

{ind g Govornmcnt caployee who I

LT clear, however
to put WVords inp the Dirccfor'g mouth;

-

mcans it to state,

5
=
Q
,_‘1!

To avoig the pubilie.

. RN e
. "That hag bcen ny
overnnent SCrvice whey you [ing

' to one or two, Maybe in nhig
thisg ncccssarily llakes himg
dcpendcnt on the desreoe of
JUrnose ang intent in assoc

1Y
questions i aloTA!
brelerable:

o F

e r Y™

SCCUrity rigl
AlB: uim o
< ‘ 0 b‘{ o S .
1 - Eelnont. S

g \y\

1 b I‘.L'Ohl'
- DcLoach

. K W o
'"'"';.;---‘;,';‘-foxﬁzf."»"f"/'qsf N *4-&.‘—7?'?.1 i
a5 e oy N A

M TN, u‘-w‘.._..\'-.k St

- Th K P I,
e B 7 e AR

is coulq be clarifieg to make
Suzgested POSsibly this

be reviseq to_‘S;L,,
attitude in rezard to Govcrnmont Service ,
I don't belicove this males him

» that he ¥as not tryine
that thig tostimony wvould pa
consequcntly 1t should State Just what

» " P ,/./.I‘/'f"

—
COIhRD

I8

attitude in regarg
a Governmcnt Ciiplovee
carly days P TITA557 ¢ believe
ltathor,
his aclivity ip the front
iatin;lpims?lf with it
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's tcstimony

the Director Stated

to a Subversijiye organization

and is 5 ithace to pig country fop
it shows he is Ccither vor

I think then

he is 4 SCCurity Tisk,*

the point

one or two,

a sccurity - :

.

f"v-.-nr-\v ~

- the Directop
-/

SC the followinyg

wiho

-

sy

this Vould pe
Sroup ang his
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TETERITY T R e

TH I s v e
N . *

T —————— . ~

[y



T S

o L

PR . R

T PO

4 e ,'-.._1_.;; A'\'s.

THay

S

idar

P

L

ty

bl

LR

LIRS

Ny . A s
RIS VT T TR

-

.

Y

~ e e e,

s
Py

CLRg

. A

vl
)

il
2

MELIO T0:
RE:

LIR. TCLSGON
PRESIDENT'S COMIISS

2. DPaze G544, i
the testinony (Paze G4¢3

which the Dircctor will
failure to include the n
Hosty in ‘the initial rep
Mr. Rankin ncver got aro
during thg testinony.
Director's comnc

number were in Oswald's n

Ve sugpest that b
after the second line on
in Oswald's notcbooXk reat
sct out in an investirati
Decenber 23, 1953, This
Commission bLut rather fop
the information concerningr
license number was not in
was reported in another i
dated February 11, 1934,
reporting of all items in
investigative reports wer

-
o

’n

3. Paze 6565 to §
we had made in {he testim

However, Mr. Rankin noted
~brief question Ly Renrescr
as not beinz pertinent. |

agreed, althoush he had nd

Ilr. Rankin avain sq
before the Commission will
and Belmont’ testimony wi
the Burcou. ile said that
enunciated in the testinon
the testinony would do the
of the publiec because. it p
the rights of the individu
strictly within the law, w

5

+t

ION

. Rankin noted that
D) the Chicef Justice o
be aslked to testify,
une and infor
o1t of the Oswald address book.
und to asiing the Dircctor
Hr, Ranliin tho
at on page 6514, wher
the Zact that Hosty's name, office telephone number
icmorandum book.,

¢ followinz bhe inzerte
page 6545:;
irinz investigative attention
ve report of our
renoxrt

invest
liosty's nane,
cluded in the 1
nvestizative report of our Dallas
in order
Oswald!

at the bezinning of
utlines thg areas in
One of them is tho-
mation concerning Special Agent
However,
about this:

ught we should include the

¢ the Director is discussing
and license

d as a paragraph
"Incidentally, those items
were [irst
Dallas Office dateéd

was nol prepared for this
igative purposcs and, thercfore,
telephone number and
c¢port. This information
[ Office
that there would be a comnlete
memorandum book. Coth of these

Pl
[

furnished to this Connmission.'™

D71,
Py concerning wordins in our
bill relative 4o a provision for the protection ol
tha
tative Iord and
[c agrccd with th
g£o over this with Represegtative Ford to malie
doubt that Ilir.

fosscd that the
be made nubric
11 be regaricd

hc had no ¢uest
v and as a matter of fact he felt that
Bureau a sreat deal of ffood in the
resented tihe- Burcau's se
2l and to the ncce
flich was an area of Burcau be

«ir'. Raniin asrced with the changes
appropriation

the President.

t on page G570 we had ¢liminated one

the Director's answer

is. Ilc did say he would

surc lMr., Ford also

Tord would be in azrreenent,

cestinony of witnesses

and both the Dircctor's
as policy statcments of
ions as to the poliey

cyes
nsitivity e
5sity of operating
olicy that

v
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NEE B2 HZLUO0 TO: LR. TOLSON
L - Y iy ey
i1 i .RE: PRESIDENT'S COMIISSION ..
{3, .
g e had not previously been publicized., Ife reiterated that thig
B R testinony presented the Burcau in a light that would be new to nany
41 ~ . . .
3'? persons.
L . -
L .- . . . ,
y IR I told lMr. Ranlkin that the Burcau {ollowed the policy that our
E A actions spoke louder than our words, : . -
X B : -
" .;x,_"l : . ) . .
éfﬁnj ‘ Mr., Nankin said fhat he thougint the Dircctor was opposed to
P e the F2BI taking over the functions of Secret Service. I told him
.51 that this was correct, {hat the FBI had ¢nouzgh to do without taking
ﬂ %?J - over such responsibilitiles, Rankin said that some of the menbers
_?7yﬁ of the Commission’were of the opinion that Secret Service should be
g transferred over to the BRI and, as a nafter of fact, he had noticed
BB publicity to the eo?fcct that once the clections Were over in
ng;;g; - Novenber, the White House intends to transier the functions of Secrect
D B ~Service to the rBIr. 1 reiterated  that I was sure that the Director
-1;5g§- - would be opnoscd to such|a move and I asked Ranikin whether he had
ﬁ;_,ﬁf -any solid basis beyond newspaper publicity that the White House
T U sintended such a nove. e said he did not have but that he knew %he
L PR T ) L v
Fis 4 = -respeet with which the Prlesident regarded the Director and heo
i3 L thought it was probably the basis for the newspaper comanicnts, although
ﬁ}_yjA ~he had no facts on which |to base hisg opinion.
K PRy .
i3l -ACTION:
+ - » - ettt
.1.'. 1 } .
187 A If you agreec, wo will mnale the albove changes in the testinony
S8 | S and furnish them to Mr. Rankin informally.
il o T :
5 ek B |
iiul 2, :
P f AN '
L :: v S . . . |
" . 2. It is suzgested that Mr, ucﬁgzzh oe alert to insurce that ;
i the views of the Burecau On any possible transfor..of Secret Service i
»}‘; functions to the I'BI arc inown in proper quarters. !
< . o i
L 7
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