
January 2, 1978 
Dear Jim f[ce: Mary, Sylvia]: 

After I wrote you this morning, I started in on the documents which CBS 

sent me. One of the most interestimg ones is 62-109060-167, which you sélected 
and listed but had not yet sent me.| (Of course, I was going to ask for it.) 
so, I guess I can send you my notes). (Also, to MEF & SM, a copy of the 

document.) [I'm sending only part lof page 3, and all of page 4, of the notes. 
After I work things out with CBS, I'll send the rest, of course. ] 

I think it would be good to push CBS to use this; and (unless and until 
they decide not to) not give it to anyone else. While getting the document 

to me a week or so before you would) have doesn't really give them that much 

right to an exclusive on my analysis, I think the fact that they picked this 
document out themselves and were inlterested in the Hosty entry a couple of years 

ago makes it more likely that they will use it. (Of course, I have the rights 

to what I wrote in 1974, so I have some influence over what they can use, I guess.) 

I'm sending a copy of my comments to Jim McManus, as well as to Jane Bartels (who 

sent me the documents). It might be worth getting back to McManus on this. 
I hope we can get something oult of this item. 

Cue 
PLH 

*kk Ttem 124, Belmont memo of 6/2, re “corrections” to Hoover's testimony. 
(Also see Item 123.) . 

Procedurally, of course, these changes to the testimony were irregular. As — 
I recall, a standard procedure was |set up, where changes other than actual 
corrections of the reporter's transcriptions were to be indicated by brackets. 
In fact, I have seen several instances where the WC staff lawyer cleaned up the 
grammar of his questions; I don't think the witness was allowed to make such 
changes in his answers. I have one instance where Belin made a substantive 
change in a question. , . 

I'm not ready to assume that the changes described under "1" and "3" are 
as minor as this memo implies. The original testimony might be worth checking. 
(Item 123 says it is filed under 62-109090-169, which should be in the second 
half of the FBI release. It also should be available at the Archives.) 

What gives this item a rating jof ***, however, is section 2, dealing with 
the Hosty entry in Oswald's notebook. Chapter 5 of my 1974 manuscript deals 

_with this topic in detail, presenting evidence that the entry was in fact deleted 
from the initial FBI report, and not just omitted. I felt that the FBI's 
arguments for the omission were internally 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 jout some problems with Hoover's testimony 
on this point. (See pp. 5.15-16, allso pp. 5.9, 5.11.) I noted that "Hoover 
brought up the subject himself, obviously having prepared a careful statement." 
I commented that "not a single quesition was asked - Hoover got away unscathed 
with this totally inadequate explanation." It turns out there is a simple 
explanation - Hoover never gave thalt testimony! As this memo reveals, it was 
added more than two weeks later. 

Procedurally, this is of course outrageous. There was no need for such 
falsification of the record. Hoover could have submitted a supplementary affidavit, 
as other witnesses did. And why on] earth would Rankin go along with this? 
Judging from this memo, he may have) even suggested it! 

The substantive problems with Hoover's statement are discussed in my 
manuscript. This memo contains an earlier version of the inserted testimony, 
which is somewhat less glaringly inadequate than the final version, but which 
completely fails to respond to the issues. It is essentially a chronological 
narrative of the two-phase reporting of the contents of the notebook; the 
closest thing to an explanation is [the statement that the initial report "was not 
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