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*5 June 1965

Dear Mr Hankin,

Forgive me if I say that I am surprised and disappointed to
have received no reply to my letter of 12 June 1965 (copy enclosed),
The questions I posed seem to me to be entirely legitimate and de~
serving of serious attention., Perhaps my request appears to be
an imposition on a private person but I am not aware of any
residual arrangements made by the Warren Commission when it
dissolved under which I might have addressed myself elsewhere,

I hope that you will agree that there is a moral obligation
to clarify for any member of the American public responsible
questions posed in good faith., It is my impression that you
did provide clarification which was quoted in the New York Times
some months ago with respect to a diffaerent aspect of evidence,
May I still hope that you will respond also to my request for
clarification? ’

Yours sincerely,

Sylvia Feagher

~ (No_reply received)




8 June 1965
Dear Mr Tisenberg,

‘Two questions arise from study of the Warren Report and Hearings and
7xhibits, which appear to be in your special area of competence. I should
be grateful if you would be kind encugh to clarify the following matters.

(1) - The Yarren Report (page 616) states that the ammunition used*in
-the assassination rifle was '"recently made by the Western Cartridge Co.,
which manufact res sich ammunition currenbtly." There is no footmnote
- indicating the source of this assertion. Can you please indicate the
authority for the statemont? I have not found any document among the
- Fxhibits corroborating this assertion but perhaps T have overlooked it?

(2) Commission Lxhibit 2560, the tclephone message addressed to you
which indicates that the gmsmith at the Aberdeen Proving Ground found that
the scope on the rifle as reccived was mounted "as if for a left-handed man,"
does not appear to be supplemented by testimorw or documents elaborating on
the significance of that opinion. Can you advise me please whether or not
any concl:sion was reached as to the "left-handedness® of the mount? If so,
can it be assumed that Oswald was left~handed or ambidextrous? Or that the
rifle nevertheless could be fired without difficulty by a right-handed man?
Was it possible to determine on what basis, or on whose instructionms, the
gunsmith ‘at ¥lein's mounted thc scope on thic (2766 rifle for a left-handed man?

I have taken the liberty of addressing these queries to you since I am
not aware that the Warren Commission, before it dissolved, assigned any
residual responsibility for providing clarification requested by members of
" the public or students of the case. Some members of Commission®s counsel
have been ready, I am told, to clear up questions of this sort.  This
encourages me to hope for your sympathetic response by letter or if you ’

7 : : "*ith thanks,

Yours sincerely,

 Sylvia lleagher '



12 June 1205
Dear Mr Rankin, . , . :

I should be very glad if you would? clarify some questions which arise from a _
comparison of assertions in the Warrsa Report with the corresponding source material
in the fearings and Fxhibits. T r: enzaged in carrying out such a comparative study
with a view to publication; nairally, I do nob wish to draw conclusions on the basis
of the published material als. wiich may prove unwarranted or unfair in the light of
clarifications which you r«F be able to provide. T shall limit myself in this letter
to questions which aris- in the final paragraph on page 95 of thke ilarren leport.

According to tp.¢ paragraph, all the cvidence indicated that the bullet found
on Governor Conna™-y'S stretcher could have caused all his wounds. This assertion
appears to be “: conflict with the testimony of Dr Shaw (Li 113), Dr Humes (2H 37~
376), and Dr finck (2H 382). Can you indicate why the opinions of these medical
witnesser Jore discounted? I can appreciate that there may have been good rcason
to die+alify their testimony on this specific point but I believe that you will

agr - that the categorical reference to "all the evidence" creates an unfortunate
+pression when posed against that testmony, in the absence of mention in the
teport. of the opinions rendered by the three doctors together with an indication of
the Commission's reasoning in reaching a contrary conclusion.
A In the last sentence of the same paragraph, an assertion is made as o the
independent opibion expressed by the three doctors who ‘attended the Jovernor at
Parkland Hospital that a single bullet had caused his wounds. The footnote refers
to the March 23, 196l depositions of Irs Gregory, Shaw and Shires, but not to the
testimony of Drs Gregory and Shaw on April 21, 1964 before the Cormmission. It
appears from the later testimony that Lr Shaw, at least, clearly retracted his
earlier opinion and indicated that two or even three bullets mizht have caused
the Governor's wounds (4H 109). Commissioners Dulles and licCloy questioned
Dr Shaw speeifically on this point and explicitly acknowledged their understanding
of his change of opinion, which he confirmed in his rcplies to their questions.
In the 1light of this, do you consider that the assertion in the final semtence in
the paragraph—-which is literally true bt maintains silence on the later change of
opinion by one of the three doctors—can be defended? I would be less than honest
if I did not say th: the discrepancy between the Report and the testimony in tlds
instance creates great uncasiness, if not alarm.
L am sure that you will agree that it will be a service to all concerncd to

clarify these issues as soon as poss:.ble, 'md i hope that you will do so by early
letter or by tclephone if you prefer §

Yours sincerely,

Sylvia ¥eagher



17 June 1965

Doar Representative Ford,

I an presently reading your book, Portrait of the Aasassin, with the
Breatest interest and attention. Yowr first chapter is cspecially '
fascinating, since it gives the rcader a look behind the scencs at the
proceas of discussion ani reasoning in which the Tlarren Commission engeged
in confronting difficult ang delicate probloms.

Chairman VWarren's statement on Page 22, concerning the reporter Hudkins
and the possibility that he might claim privilege, interested me very mucli
I find myaelr in complete agreement with the ultimate decision of ‘the whole
Commission that "the only way to proceed was to conduct extensive and -
thorough hearings of as many witnesses a3 Was necessary....here doubts
were cast on any United States agency, independent experts wmld be hired
«sst0 avoid reliance on a questioned authority..." etc.

‘itk rospect to the partieular problem discussed in yowr first chapter
—=the rumor that Oswald was an FIT informant—=I was anxious to pursus the
Commission's interrogation of the roporter Pndld.na, to see if he did indeed
claim privilege and rcfuse to reveal the sources of his newspaper story,
a3 well as the questioning of Vaggoner Carr, 'William Alexander, Harold
i'eldman, and the other imvolved. liowever, the other references to Hudkins
listed in your index merely mention again his role as a source of the
Oswald,/ PRI rumors. As I am very interested in studying this matter in
depth and have access to the Hearin-s and Cxhibits, I should be very
grateful if you would provide me with the appropriate references so that I
can locate Indkins? testimony as well as the others mentioned,

- I should be most grateful if you will be good enough to provide me with
those references as socon as possible. Thank you for your attention,

Sincerely yours,

Sylvia iieagher



21 Juno 1965

Dear ¥r Licbeler,

The American Psychiatric Asscelation was kind enough to provide ne with a
therpofax copy of your paper on Oswald, which I fownd of speecial interest and
value. In particular; I was impressed by your account of how investigation
corrotorated Oswald's story that he had picketed the fleet st lew Orleans and
how this and rclated information led you to abandon your tentative "fantasy"
thaory.

. As a close student of the case, I had been struck before reading your
important paper by sinilar instances of Oswald's "lies" which surprisingly
turned ovh to be truthful statoments. I have in mind espucially is claim
that he had seen a rifle handled in the Depositm'txvo days before the
assassination and the mistaken assumption of the chief counmsel, I Rankin,
that Truly had denied this, only to correct himsclf later when a check of ‘bha
record revealed that Truly had confirmed Oswald's story.

I had been struck also by the passage on page 183 of the Warren Report on
Oswald'a questions to James Jarman, Jr. the morning, before the assassination,
which suggested that ke was not aware before this dialogue with Jarman that the
motorcade was to pass the Depository, ihen I read this page of the Warren
Report carly in October 196k, I was rather electrificd by the implications of
Oswald's questions (assuming thet they were honest)-=it scemed clear that he
could not have planned to shoot the President as the molorcade went by the
ullding, if he was not aware of that route, and that he must havo returned to
Irving on Thursday for reasons unrelated to the assassination. Consequently,
he cuuld not have brought the rifle back to Dallas with him nor committod the
vile crime which took the life of President Konnedy.

Subrequently, in mulling this overy I had to acknwledge one other
possibilit;: that Oswald gemuninely was not aware that the route would bfing
the motorcads past the Depository, as his questions to Jarman suggested, but
that he was aware of the Presidential visit and had planned to camait his
loathsome deed from another point along tho route.



I was disappointed to find no indication in the Report of the Cormission's
reasoning or its evaluation of Jarman®s testimony on this conversation with
Oswald. I was also surprised, when T thought about it, that the conversation
was mentioned in relation to Oswald's statements under detention rather thran
under the discussion of advance piblicity on the exact motorcade route, which
demonstrated that Jswald could have learned the oxact route as early as
November 19, 1963. The implication appears to be that ko Cormission classified
Oswald's remarks to Jarman as disingenucus, and therefore roported them in the
section dealing with his untruthful statements to thé police while under
detention. Is that assumption correct?

hen the Hearings and Fxhibits were released, I searched them for further
information on the incident but found only Jarman's testimony (3H 200-201),
wirich did not shed much more light nor resolve my uneasiness. Therefore, I
should be very grateful to you if you would be good enough to indicate how the
Commission evaluated this matter and the gencral contours of its reasoning.

T continue to feel troubled about this conversation between Oswald and Jarman,
I rust confess, especially when it is viewed against Oswaldts statements and
behaviowr after the shooting of the President, as reported by other witnesses.
‘Several witnesses reported that as he was being dragged out of the Temxas Theater
Jswald shouted several times that he was not resisting arrest. Does that not
-suggest. the possibility that he feared that he might be killed on the pretext
that he was attempting to escape? Eis reading habits suggest that his knowledge
of cases in which suspects were shot on such grounds was a sophisticated one.

Can you suggest any obher reason for his declaiming that he was not resisting
arrest? (7TH 6 and CE 2003, pages 81 amd 91) ‘

It is striking also that Jsweld refused the opporbunity to conceal hisz face
fron bystanders as he was being taken into the police station, sayins that he
had nothing to be ashamed of (71 59). ~ost of all, I was given pause by Combest's
teastimony (120 185) that Oswald, whon he lmew that he was dying, shook his head to
indicate theb he had oothing to tell the police, even as his life was runming out.

Many people and perbaps the Commikbion itself have been troubled by Js.ald's
unwavering assertion that he was 1m»e_ent'o£ the assassination and the other murder,
in the face of confrontation with stunning evidence which appeared to incoriminste
I3m, “hen only the Roport was available, I discussed this with a psychiatrist
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" with whom I am acquainted, only to be told with an air of awthority that he
would have confessed. I am nol aware of any scientific foundation for such
a Judgment; but o course psychiatry is an art, not o scicnce, ¢ belicve,

Yow I £ind from the Hlearings that Osmld, in effect, maintaincd his
innocence oven when he was moribund---that is one possible interpreta’oion
of Combest's testimony, as you porhaps will agres,

Since, aceording to your APA paper, you have particular competence in the
area of Oswald's personality, motivation, and psychiatric statns; I an taking
the liberty of requesting your comments on these various points and, if possible, ,
an indicatlon of how these matters were evaluated by the Varren Commission in '
formulating its conclusions. Perhaps it is unnecessary, but I should make it
elear that my request is not inspired by idle curiosity but by a serious
pirpose——a comparative study which I a1 in course of preparing, between the
Warren Report, on the one hand, and the correspordding raw material in the
Heérfin::;s and 7xhibite. [ am reluctant to make inferences which may prove
unjustificd in the light of further information on the process of the
Commission's reasoning and the natre of its apraisal of facts and
circumstances which, on the basis of the circumseribed information xesently
available to me, raise some seriovs problems.

I assure you that I will be ve-y grateful indeed for any clarifications
which you may be willing to provide.

: Yours sincerely,

Sylvia “eagher

(No_reply received)



22 June 1965

Dcar lir Jemner,

I am engra.t_;ed in a comparat:.ve study of the Warren Report and the
corresponding source data found in the Hearings and Exhibits. I hope
that you can clarify a problem which I have encountered, on a subject
with whiek you have special familiarity. S

The difficulty arises from a careful reading of your axaminat:.on_
of Ruth Paine at her home in Irving on March 23, 196l (9H 398«-1;01_) « I
vould infer from the transcript that it would have been impossible for - -
Marina Oswald to see the license mmber on FBI agent lLosty's car from
the bedroom window during his liovember 5, 1963 visit. The testimony
suggests that it is extremely doubtful that she could have taken, or did
take, the license mumber on the previous visit on iHovember 1, when his car
was parked at some distance from the Paine home.

After reading this transcript, I rcriewed Marina Oswald's tostimomr of
February 4, 1964 (1H 48) but found her roplies vague as to the date and
vantage point from which sho wrote down thc Iicense number. Thercfore,

‘I turned to her later testimony---testinony subsequent to your e:q)er:i.mént :
in the lainc house and your questioning of ¥rs Paine. [owever, to rmy
surprise, I found no further roference to the license number in Harina
Oswald's later testimony in Junc, July, or September 1964 (volumes V and XI).

Consequontly, I have some difficx.lty in tracmfr the means by w}a.ch the
Commission satisficd itself that "ifarina Jswald noted Hosty's lice: s number
which she gave to her husband" (Warren Report page 327). It is hardly possible
to rceoncile that assertion with the testimony, whick raises scrious problems
about the feasibility of such an action by Marima 0Oswald, and tie lack of any
follow~up which could be said 4o resclve the question. ‘

If I have overlooked documents relevant to this problem, and I nmay well
have done so in scanning the abundance of xhibits, will you please provide
me with the rcferences? If there are no such documents, will you please
indicate the Commission's reasoning on this matter in reaching a conclusion
~ithat Marina Oswald recorded the license mmber—for which the availsble
testimony gives inadequate foundatiom.
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Another facet of this same problem is'the testimory of J; qdgar
Hoover (5H 112) in. which he explained the circumstances under which
the FBI report of February 11, 1964 transmitted information which had
been omitted from the FBI report of Decamber 23, 1963, on the presence
in Oswald's notebook of Hosty's name and numbers, He said exolicitly
that this inforwetion .as furnished to the Cormission prior to any
inquiry concerning this matter. However, “arina (swald was questioned
about the license number on February 4, 1964, one week before the
belated FBI report. Can you indicate how the l'osty entries in the
notebook came to the Commission's attention, since apparently the FBI
‘was not the primary source of the information?

Finally, can you provide me with the exhibit number for the affidavit
oxecuted by FBI special agent Robert 2. Gemberling, transmitted to the
Commission by letter dated February 27, 1964 (C3 833, page 15)? I have
not been able to locate it, to my chagrin, in an effort to trace the
various steps in the discovery ard handling of the Hosty entries,

These questions are not posed ocut of idle curiosity, as I an \sure
you will realize, but in an attempt to complete what is a somewhat
incomplete picture of the episcde in the Hearings and Zxhibits,
Cortainly I do not wish to make assumptions or ck#iticisms which may
prove wholly unwarranted in the light of clarifications which you are
in a position to provide. Fér this reason, I hope that you will be
snood enough to provide such clarifications at your earliest corwenience,
I am sorry to imposc on what I am sure is a busy and useful schedule
‘£ activities, some of which have been mentioned recently in the press
ati which I misht say, without any attempt at ingratiation, were hishly
arevifying to all opponents of. the witch-hunt.,

Yours sincerely, -

_ Sylvia Yearher



25 June 1965

Dear lir Eisenberg,

You will recall that T telephoned you on Priday 18 Jume 1965 and that
you said at that time that you would respond to my letter of 8 June 1965
(copy enclosed) by the middle of the woek which is just ending. I have
been swprised and disappointed to hear nothing from you. Perhaps my
request appears to be an imposition on a private person that should have
been addressed elscwhere, As I have already mentioned, however, I am
" not aware of any residual arrangements nade by the Warren Commission when
it dissolved; and I am sure that you will agree that a moral obligation
does exist to clarify for any member of the American public legitimate
questions posed in good faith. '

I should be reluctant indeed to conclude that Jou are not able, or
not willinz for unimown reasons, to rcspond to an appeal for elarification
whick I was unsble to find in the Hearings and ixhibits despite caroful
study of the twenty-six volumes in their entirety ovor a period of several
montls. It was only after failurc to find the necessary information in
those volumes that I ventured to write to you on two matters which appear
to fall wtthin your special province.

Liay I still hope to hear from you the anmswers to the questions posed
in my lotter of 8 June 19657 : '

Yours sincerely,

Sylvia lLieagher



2 July 1965

Dear Dr Goldberg,

I have been advised that you prepared the Apvendix on
"Speculations and Rumors" which appears in the ‘arren Roport
and that you might be good enough to clarify a point which
arlses in that section. The statement is made on page 646
that the ammunition used in the assassination rifle was
"recently made by the Western Cartridge Co., which mamufactures
~ such ammunition currently.® There is no footnote indicating
the source of the assertion and I have not been able to find
any document among the Tixhidts which provides corroboration,
[ should therefore be most grateful if you would indicate the
aﬁthority for the statement quoted.

Fle feel free to reply by telephoning me collect at my
_ ol M W: R & . .
ho "ith gpologies for troubling

you with this request, and with thanks,
Yours sincercly,

Sylvia Yeagher

(No_reply received)




3 July 1965

Dear Mr Jemer )

Please refer to my letter of 22 June 1965 requesting
clarification of yuestions which arise about PBI agent
Hosty's auto license number. It occurs to ne that a
written reply may be something of a burden to prepare.
| May I therefors ask _ _y_}t.o feel free tn .ephone me
collect at my home at your
convenience., As I mentioned in my previous letter,

I am anmious to have the requested clarification for
purposes of a comparative study on which I am engaged.
However, I would not plan to guote or attribute any
statements made but merely to dolete from my thesis any
discuési-on of the matter of the license number, once the
problem is resolved,

iiith grateful thanks,

Yours sincerely,

Sylvia teazher



July 8, 1965

Dear i'8. lleazher,

L have yo:r letter of June 17th and have been doing some
checking of the questions you raise. As you know !'r Ludkins
is mentioned in the hcarinzs of tle Commission, VYolume ITI

pp. X05-108, and Volume V, DPame 243 and 253,
| It is quitc possible that a member of the staff or a
representative of another govermmental apency did interview
l'r Hudkins.
' Undoubtedly "r Lee Raniin who served as Chicf Counsel
for thc Commission would be in a better position to :nswer -

your uestion. liis present address 1a=[5%-.m.

Sincerely,

Gerald R Ford, il.C.



July 8, 1965

Dear Miss reagher,

Your lstter of June 22 reached me in the midst of & trial
engagement, and your follow~-up lotter of July 3rd finds me in
a period of recovery from the closing of the trial terms of both
our federal and state courts. _

I will be away from the city next week but will be able to
review my notes and other materials during the week of the 19th, ‘
I will write you promptly rather than put you to the expense of a
long distance telephone call,

Yery truly yours,

Albert 3 Jenner. Jr,



10 July 1965

Dear Mr Eisenberg,

Here is the photccopy of Klein's full-page ad in the February 1963
isswe of the merican Riflenan magazine.* You will sce that the maile
order coupon at the bottom of the ad gives the address "Dept. 358,
which identifies the publication in which the ad appears and which
corresponds with the actual mail-order from "Hidell™ (CE 773).
lir Waldman of Klein's testificd (7H 367) that the coupon was taken _
Irom the February 1963 issue of the Anerican i fleman.

Tt is therefore clear that "Hidell" ordered the .36~inch Carcano
weighing 5-1/2 1bs. which bas the cataloguc number C20-T750. The
same catalogue number without the "Tw jdentifies the Li-inch Careario,
as shomn in Klein's fill~page ad in the Hovember 1963 issue of Ficld &
Stream magasine (Holmes Fxhibit No. 2), '

Frankly, I was nonplussed by this combination of facts: bLhat the
advertisement which has direct rolevance in establishing the p.rchase
and possession of the assasgination rifle is not found smong the
“xhiblts, vhich contain minutise of less immediate rclovance, in some
abundance; and that dircet reference to the advertisement revesls
that it offers a different nodel than the Carcano identified as the
assassination rifle. Sccondary facts which struck me were the
inclusion of the Field # Stream ad, which can be mislesding to the
vulnerable reader; and Jswald's specific interest in the effects of
shortening a rifle barrel (101 221, 224). One may wonder if he would
have accepted without grumbling a rifle somewhat longer than the one
ke ordercd.

Sincerely yours,

Sylvia licagher

“sent to Mr visenberg, who said that he had ncver seen the ad, at his
request during a telephone conversation.



3 August 1965
Dear Representative Ford,

I should Jiko to thark you sincerely for your letter of 8 July 1965.

[ sppreelated your suggestion that !> Loe Ravkin night better bs able to
provide answe:s to ry questions; accordingly, I sent him the sclf~explanatory
copies of our exchangs of letters. This I did with some pessinia, I st
wminlt, becauss I had siready written twice to {ir Rankin on another facet of
the Warren Report without any roply whatever. As I feared, he has also
ignored your reply t0 ny lottepews discourtesy widich I do not approciate.

It is a matter for concern that legitimate questions raised by a
responsible person should meet with rude silence. It makes a most
unfortunate impression when persons wio haxl a najor role in the work of
the Warren Comnission refuss to fulfill what is a distinct moral obligation.
A foreign correspondent with whom I am acquainted recently expressed to ne,
in savage language, his opinion of a fact-finding process which terninated
without arranpements for residusl matters and refusal to disec.ss or clarify
important questions arising from omissions or apparent contradictions in the
fact-finding report, This gentloman, a journalist of some distinction, told
‘me that his approaches had met with bland refusal to comment, to his indignation.
As an American and a texpayer, I am naturally offended personally by my
similar experience, on the one hand, and on the othor hand unable to Justify
to 2 Turopean critic the policy of silence that astonishes me no less than
a foreignor. : ' ‘

Ath these prefatory remarks, I should like now to return to the subjoct
of my letter of 17 June 1965. “hen I did not receive a response from iir
Rankin, I decided to search the 26 volumes of Hearings and Exhibits for the
dosired information. [ discovered one report of an interview with Lormie
lndicins (Gl 2003, page 327), but that was concerned with the events of
tiovember 2k, 1963 and did not relate to hudkins' later allegations about
Oswald and the FBI. = 7 did not find any interviews with obher reporters
concerned such as Joe Golden (Joulden) or Hlarold Peldman, nor testimony nor
- interviews on this subject with officials (other than Henry Yade) who,
ascording to your book, believed that there was substance to the story--that
is, "Tag:wonsr Carr, 1iilliam Alexander, etc.
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But, Representative Ford, I was dumbfounded by the implications of a
passage in the testimony of J. Edgar Hoover, in which he referred to Hudkins
without naming him explicitly (5H 116). On its face, that testimony appears
to warrant the conclusions that despite the unanimous decison reached at the
Commission's emergency meetings in January 1964, as described in the first
chapter of your book, it was in fact the "questioned authority® that
interrogated Hudkins » repudiated his allegations without have determined
their source, a.nd, in effect, investigated and exonerated itself.

Let me say that I do not have serious suspicion that Oswald was working
secretly for the FBI. On the other hand, it is difficult to be satistied
with an inquiry carried out in seaming disregard of the Commission®s unanimous
decision--the more so when viewed against other not-wholly-resolved questions
which involve the FBI and agent James P Hosty, Jr in particular. We still do
not know the source of Hudkins?® story or the earlier story by Joe Golden, nor

that they brought the mtter to the Commission, (I might mention that the
other unresclved questions involving Hesty and the FBI have been posed by
letter to former counsel who took testimony on the relevant points, thus
far without eliciting mmswers,)

You will surely understand my dismay at finding that the admirable decisions

~taken by the Commission, as recounted in your informative book, apparently were

scrapped, and tha£ a method of inquiry which the Chairman and the members clearly
had rejected as inadequate and inappropriate was, in fact, the method used.

If you could persuade the appropriate persons (Mr Rankin or cthers) to
expound on this matter and indicate why my mferences are wrong—-if wrong
they are--it would be a real service, not to me alone but also to other
researchers who are likely to follow the identical path to the same |
disillusioning climax. It seems to me that those associated with a major
historical imvestigation in which "truth was the only client" would wish to
do no less,

ith thanks and good wishes,

Yours sincerely,

Sylvia Meagher
cc J Lee Rankin

(No reply received)



20 August 1965

Uzar ¥y Jenner,

F’abgive 1@ If I say that I am surprised and concerned
¢t tw non-arrival of the letter you volunteered io write
Curi the week of July 19th., It seems to me that the
Criawsions on which I requested glarification in my letter
tooyor on June 22nd are legitimate and important, and that
iy thould be answered, I hope that I may still expect

tna orenised reply?

- . |
Yours very sincerely,

Sylvia Meagher

{¥o_Reply Received)




Registered Mail 12 September 1965
feturn neceipt Requested

Dear Mr Discnserg,

T trust that you reccived my lebter of 10 July 1965 and the phutacopy
of the Klecinfs ad in the February 1963 American Rifleman. I assume that
you did not disagree with my comments on the a.d, but needless to say I
should welcome any observations you may have,

You will recall that during our conversation on the first of Jul;y you
were kind enough o offer to consider other fuestions which hadg arise'n in the
course of my study of the llearings and Fxhibits, if clarification was not

forthecoming from other sources., T hope that the offer stands, because T am
~ sorry to say that no answors have come by letter or telephone. lir Jomner
declined to put me to the expenge of a collect call, assuring me that he
would write after comsulting his notes. Ilowsver, he did not do so.
lr. Rankin Immored two letters which T had adiressed to him, as well as
copies of an exchange of letters sent to him at the sugoestion of Representati. :
Gerald Ford. ¥r Ford then igmored a further letter which I addressed %o him.
Dr. Goldbers did not rospond to my letter. Mr Jicbeler did not respond.

Perhaps it will be simpler to send you copies of this assorted corregpond:  us:
rathor than attompt %0 roformulate the guestions posed in the letters. I real :

that it will be time-consuming to recad this correspondence and that I cannot
expect any reply within s few days. However, I would be grateful for an
indication that you inflend to consider these matters shen time permits, and
I hope that you will be good cnough to telephone or drep me a note,. .

In addition to the questions raised in the enclosed letters, another probl .
has arisen, only today. The Warren Report states on page 555 that "when the
rifle was found in ths Texas School Book vepository Duilding it contained a
¢rip." The citation (footnote 23 on page 854) refers o the testimony of
Capbain Fritz (4H 205) and Lt. Day (LH 258). I have read both pages carefully
but found no mention whatever of any ammnition clip. I do not reeall from
ny first or second reading of the Hearings and Uxhibits any testimony or
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Jocuments which suzgest that the rifle contained un ammunition clip vhen the
weapon was discovered. If [ an incorrect and there is documenbary cvidence
or testimony to substantiate the statement on page 555, U shoild be grateful
and even relieved to be informed. As 1 said when we spoke, I do not rogard
nysclf as immumne from error or oversighte-nor free from the human malice timat
takes pleasure in catehing an error or punetrating a pretext. “ub those issues
are too solemn and tragic for such pottiness, and I can tell you iu honesiy
that I would have welcomed answers Lo my unanswered letters cven if those
answers cemonstrated that my inferences were anfounded and nonscengical.
I am unhappy and disturbed that apart from your telephone call no one whom
T have vproached has been willing to discuss tho substance of the quoestions
pused, ‘ | | |

One fingl word, and withoat intending any offonga: 1 hdvc invostod a
prest deal of time and effort it an attenpt to satisfy myself abau$ the
‘assassinstion. This is a coindtment that T feel decply inmdecd. If 1t is
impossible t¢ et answers to legitimate questions——squestions that reguire no
apology, asiad courteously and in goed faitheel will feel it a duby to make
every effort to have the questions asked in & forun wihore thoy sannot be
ignored.

Jur conversation in July rives me the confidence to cxprecs nyself
frankly and to place these unanswered guestions in your handgs

Yours very sincercly,

Sylvia leagher
Fncloswres
A P MR MR OIAL >

Tetter to & 1 Jemner 6/22/65
letter Trom BV 7/8/6%
letter to " P a/20/68
Letter to 7 J rieboler 6/21/65
Ietter to & Goldberp 7/2/65
Letter %o J Tas Rankin 6/12/65
letter to * U 6/e5/68
letter to 0 B Ford &/17/65
1etter from * ® /8765
Letter ta " *  8/3/65

{No reply received)




" FBI Agent Hosty, Ruth Paine, and Oswald

th/Report (nage 327) states that the Warren Conmlssion investigated the
01rcumstances which led to tbe presence in Oswald's address book of FBI agent

Hosty's name, office- address, ‘phone number, and license number. ' There was- ‘a -

: perfectly innocent exolanation, of course: Hosty had 1nterviewed Ruth Paine at

her home on November 1 and 5, 1963. On the first Vlsit he had left his name.

and Dhone number with Irs. Paine 50 that she mlvht adv1se him if she learned _
Oswald's addreas in Dallas. Ruth Paine gave ‘this sllp of paper to Oswald. = .
Marina Oswald had wrltt31 down- Hosty's llcnnse number on ons of his visits, in--

accordance with prior instructlons fron Oswald, and she gave him that information,

‘The address of the FBI Dallas offlce, the Renort assures us, 1s easily obtainable

“from many public sources." i R ;

' The Report is discreetly slleqt abcut a fact that emerges fron the Hegrings'

l and bxhiblts——-that the FBI initially withheld from the Warren Cormmission the

informatlon that entrles concerﬂlng Hos»y were found 1n Oswald“ Dapers. That _
comes to light in a lette“ of harch 25 l96h in whlch the Commission asked ‘the FBI
1E‘or 5 "reascﬂed response" to some thlrty questlons, lncludlng the follow1ng one. -

When and for what reason Were pages 279 through 283 of the
‘. report of SA Gemberling of Fsbruary 11, 1964, prepared '
(settlng forth the entries in Oswald's address book which

" had not been included in the rebort of SA Gemberllng of

" December 23, 1963)? ’

"he ?BI Dlrector res“onded in'a letter o? Aprll 6 196&, that

Panes 279 through 283 of ‘the reaort of SA Gemberllny dated
" FPebruary 11, 196l,, were prepared at the time such report
- was being typed by the Dallas Office during a few-day period
 immediately preceding submission of such report to FBI Head-

' quarters by the Dallas Office. In this connection, ycur
attention is also directed to this Bureau's letter to th
Commission dated February 27, 1964, enclosing an aff1dav1t

- executed by ‘SA Robert P. Gemberling explaining in detail his
hzndling and reporting of data in Lee Harvey Osweld's address
book. You will note that in his affidavit, SA Gemberling

- explains why -certain data in Oswald!s address book was reported -
in his December 23, 1963, report, whereas the remalnlng data...
was reported in SA Gemberllng's February 11, 1964, report.

(CE 833 page 15)



That cryptic reply was elaborated in the testimony of the eminent Director of -
the FBI, J. Edgar Hoover, when he appearad before the Warren Commission on May lh, 1965.

This report was not prepared for this Commission but rather for
investigative purposes of the FBI and, tnerefore, the information
concerning Hosty's name, televhoae numbvr, and license number was
not included in the report as tha circumstances under which Hosty!s

name, et cetera, anpeared in Oswald's notebook were fully known to
the FBI,

After our 1pvest1gat1Ve report of December 23, 1963, was furnished

»+swe noted that Agent Hosty's name did not appear in the report,.

In crder that there would be a complete reporting of 211 items in

Oswald's notebook, this information was incorporated in another
~investigative roocrt...dated Veb”uary 11, l96h. Both of the,..reports

were furnished to-the Commission prior to any inguiry concernlng this

matter by tbe...Comm1531on. (54 112)

The ”reasoned reply" and the elucldatlon by the FBI Director leave room for
.'scent1c1sm. Gemberllng's af;ldavit is not included among the Exhibits, which is
a pity..' It might clarlfy why the FBI was preparing reports for its own purposes
as late as December 23, 1963, As we understood it, the FBI was designated as the
investlgatlve arm of the Varren Commission when the Commissicn was appointed on
-ROVaner 29, 1963, Since the FBI report of December was submitted to, although
"not preparcd for" the Comm1351on, why were the Hosty entries omitted?  If the
circumotances were fully known to the FBI, why did not the December report include
an explanation toaethor w1th the entries whﬁch on their face, suggested the

- p0551b111ty of a compromlslng relationsnlp between Hosty or the FBI and Oswald?

It is not unreascnable to wonder if the FBI_dld not find the Hosty ent¥ies
. in Oswald's notebook ineyplicablé and‘highly embarrassing;-and‘if the information
was not withheld from the Warren: Comm1351on until a synthetl ”ﬁinnoceht" axplanation'ﬁ
'COUId be designed. At tb° least, it would seem that Gemberling protected Hosty,
_FOOVer protected Gemberling, and the Commission protected the FBI by wmthholdlng
relevant ~,molr-t:z:itlon from the Report and documents from the Exhibits,

-What is even more disconpertlng is the fact that careful examination of the
testimeny throws conalderaale doubt on the assertion that Marina Oswald conied the
'llcenue number of losty's car and gave it tc Oswald, It is true that she testlxled
_‘that she did, as the Report carefully phrases it, During her abpearanCe before

- the Warren Comm1551on on February 3, 1964 Marinae Oswald was questloned abou* Hosty!'s
November lst visit, ' ' . R



Rankin After you recelved the 'Lelephone mumber, what did you-
do with it? : CoL o

farina He gave thételephone*mmber to Ru‘bh; and-she, in turn,
passed it on to Lee... :

" Rankin Did the avem‘, also give his license number for his car
to lirs. Pa:z.na or to you or to your husband?

Marina No. But ILee had asked ne that if an FHI- agent were 1o
call, that I note down hlS autorobile license mumber, and I .
did tha’c. o .

Pmkln Pid you glve the hcemve nunber to h:.m when you noted :
it w d down? ‘

' .‘Lrlna Yes...the man who visited us,; that man had never seen
Iee. He was talking to me and to Mrs, Pains. But hs had
never met Lce... : ‘ (lH h8)

t 18 implicit in this teSVmorx;v that Marina copied the 11cense murber on the
. first of Rosty's two visits, which took place on November 1st a,nd 5th. She -
- fsaid that Oswald had asked her that "if an FBI agent were %o call“ she note
down the agent's auto llceqce mmber. Ead she not done this on the November
1st visit, Oswald might have said, wif the TBI agent calls again, teke dm'm

. his llcense muber," or he mlgnt have reproached her for forc'etthg his
earlier instructions.  She does not suggest that anything like that transpired,
But if logic suggests that it was on the November lst visit that Marina took
down the license nunmber, ’c.he facts indicate tha’c sbe did not. According to
‘Ruth Paine, o N | '

..sthe first time he had come on the 1st of HNovember, he -

had parked down the street, and he made reference to the

vact that they don't like 1o draw attention for the

wighborhood to any interviews that they make, and in

fact my neighbor also commented when she talked to him

& few days previously [Eurlnr* a pretext 1nu€,rv1e’=:7 that

bis car was parked down the street and wasn’t in fron’c
of my housCe..

x i~y r3

(3H.100). .

It is V.Lcar that we must mle out 'bhe pos;:.bl'? 1ty that I;Iarlna took dovm 'hhe
| Hcense mwber on that occasion, when Hogty uJ‘s car was ab some distance from
the Paine house and there was no way for Marina to Ynow that it was Ixosty'
car, even if it was m_th:m her range of vision, T

If we put aside the mllcathng of larina's testimony ang éséwﬁe that
she copied the license number on the November Sth visit, we still encounter
major difficulties. This tinme ‘Hosty pariced his car in front of the Paine
house, but Ruth Paine testified, ' '



¥y best judgment is that the license plate was not v151ble,
. : hovevor, while it was parked; not visible from my house.

(BH 100)

Hosty and I, and a second agent was with him, I don't know
the nanme, stood at the door of my home and talked briefly,v
as I have already described, about the address of Oswald in
Dallas. Harina was in her room feeding the baby, or busy
some way. ©Ohe came in just as Hosty and I were closing the
conversation, and I must say we were both surprised at her
entering. He then took his leave immediately, and as he has
told me later, drove to the end of my street which curves '
and then drove back down Fifth Street. '

Jermer low you are reportlnﬂ 3omething agent Hosty has
told you? . :

R,Pzine Yes.

Jenner Vere you. aﬁare of tbe Pact that he drove to the end
.of the street?

"- » I} .. 1 N 1 . +1 {d! l- -

R.Paine Mot at that time, mo. (34 99-100)
Jenrer continuOd to uuestwon Mrs. Paine in an attempt to determine whevher or
+nob 1t was physically nosuible for Iarlﬁa Oswald to have_omen and copled

Fouty s licernse number on the second visit. Mrs, Palne said tnat Harina -

" had becn in her bedroom the entire time.

Jerner Are you firm, reasonably firm that Marina, even if
she desired to learn of the license number on Agent Hosty!s
ar, that she could not have seen or detected it while
cmaining in the house?

oG

)

E

R.Paine She might possibly--oh, I wouldn't say that. It
1s conceivable depending on where it was parked, it is
- conceivable that she could have seen it from the bedroom

- windo@, ' oo S. w (3H 0L

<

This testimony was taken on Harcn 19, 19oh. On Yarck 23, Jéhncf'and Secret
Service apent Joe thlet accompanied Ruth Paine to the bcdroon vhich Harina
had.occupied, to test the v181b111ty of the license plate humoer on a car
'sta 1oncd where Hosty had parked on bls second V151t. .Jenner-séié,‘

t is 1mpoou1bi -—at least 1mnosslble to see any license
plate on either of the two automobiles parked abt tlhe curba., .
ov

-

hg

Jowlett Yes; that's correct...l am shining a flashll ght on
the front and rear of both automobiles and you cannot even
see the license plate, much less any of the numbers.

(98 398)



At that nox-nt, therefore, Jemner confronted the fact that (1) HMarina
- couvld not have taken the license nunber on the Hovember 1ét visit because
“Hoo‘b_, had parked his car- down the street; (2) the license plate was not
'v"°1ble when the car was parked in front of the Paino ﬁb&gg/ggggggeviglgas
screcned DJ ano*her automobile standing theres (3) Hosty °a1d that on the
second visit he drove to the end of the street, turned, and drove past the
Paine house; however, Ruth Paine did not see him do So, nor does she suggest
that Marina might have seen him pess the house in his car at the end of ﬁhe
,'v181t or that she might have copied ty\rom'%er é§m¥%§£v% g%e the contrary,-“
she said on Harch 19th that it was conceLvaole that Marina might have seen
the license plate from hér bedroon window. The experiment on March 23rd
eliminated that possibility. Yet larina, if she took the license number zt
all, must have taken it covertly—Ruth Paine testified that the first she had
heard ayything sbout the license mumber was when Hosty told her, "well after
the assassination," that a notation of his name, telephone mumber, and license
rumber had been found in Oswald's foom.: o |
There was, then, strong reason on Narch 23, 196l to discredit Marina's
story that she had copied Hosty's license number and given it to Oswald. ‘
Harina testificd before the Commission cn at least three cccasicns after that
date, but not one 31n~1e que5ulon was asked about the license number, when
investigation had mede it clear that she could not have copied thal number
" as she testified she did early in February. In the face of those findings
end without reopening the question with Merina, the Warren Commission asserts
that Marina testified that she had copied the number. That is literally true,
but fundamentally dishonest and misleading becanse, as the Hearings indicate,
she ‘could not have copied ﬁhe number on either of hosty s two v131ts£L
_ Another assertion in Marinals February testimony was that FBI apent Hosty
had never scen or met lee Harvey Oswald (1H LB8). That assertion éppears to‘Ee
no more trustworthy then her claim that she had copied the license number.
Robert Oswald, testifying on February 21, 196L, described Marina's refusal to
be ﬂptervweWCu by two FBI agents who wished to question her on Hoveuber 26,
1963, only a few days'after the assassination.
hen the TBI arents qrrlved...when the two agents and
lir. Gopadze came 1n, Varina immedistely idemtified or
recormized cue of the agents who she hgd talked to

be;ore, and it is my understanding now, at the Paine's
home &n Irving, TeXaSees

Jenner Did she have an aversion 1o being interviewed
by the FBI guent on this occasion?

1/ (see next'page)lA



1
The anthor wrote to counsel Jenner requesting clarification of the

Commission's reasening, in view of the conflict between the evidence anmd

the tacit assertion im the Warren Report that Marina Oswald was the source
of the notation of Hosty's' license mumber in Oswald's notebook. M¥r. Jenner
replied courteously that he would provide the requested clarification

when he returned to his office on or about July 19, 1965. He never homnored
his stated intenbion, nor did he reply %o a follew—up letter of reminder
sent to him on August 20, 1965,



.y ‘;"H"'M__ .

R, Oswald Yes, sir, she did...Marina had recognized this
ons P31 agent as a man who hzd come to the Paine's home-in
Irving, Texas, and perhaps at another lécation where they
might have lived in Dallas, or the surrowmding tLerritory,
and had questioned Lee on these occasions...ln or outside of’
the home...within the irmediate grounds of the home, at least
.e.che had an aversion to speaking to him because she'was of
:  the opinion that he had harassed Les in his interviews.eel
would say this was certainly so.. His mammer was very harsh,

. Sir...it was quite evident that thore was a harshness there,
and that Marina did not want to speak to the FBI atithat btime
<eoAnd they were insisting, sir. And they implied.in so mary
words...they were implying that if she did not cooperate with
the FBI agent there...that they would perhaps deport her
from the United States and back to Russiases

: _ (18 409-410} |

I went over to Mr. Brown, the agent I new, who was sitting
at the end of the coffee table...and I was sheking my finger
at him...that I resented the implications that they were
passing on to Marina, because of her apparent uncooperative
attitude...They attempted for another 5 or 10 mimybes to
interview Marina Oswald at that timed..Mr. Erown-<he left
the immediate area of interviewing there, and came over and
started speaking to me...And the other FBI agent arose -
pather disgustedly to end the atteupted interview, he walked
to the door, opened the door, and spoke very harshly to

Ny, Drown...he said, "Just cub it off right there, Mr. Brown."

¥r. Brown indicated he wanted to talk to e iéoi":‘xe n'xoré‘.‘,‘ lie
just motioned to him to cut it off right here.: Kr. Srown
ieft ard went outside with him... L
- (1H L11-112)
. . . =: ~\".__ N

This FSI agent to whom Marina had an aversion because lin her opinion he had
harassed Oswald "in his interviews" is the same Hosty about whom she %gstified
some months later that he had never seen or met her husband (CE 1780),., Indeed;
she nust have had a strong aversion to Hosty to refuse, onl'y 2 few days after
the assassination and vulnerable as she was, to ansver his'f iqxlestions._l../ Her

“undis-uised hostility and anger towards Hosty on that occasion, like that of

Oswsld himself when Hosty appeared at the interrogation session right.alter his
: iy :

arrest, is uncomprehensible if Hosty's two visits to the Paine homev"weré as

 plcasant and inocuous as he,FMarina, and Ruth Paine 211 testificd. \§§ut by the

timc they testified on the visits, scveral months had passeds andz._zuiar:ina. told a
story which had little in cormon with ker earlier statements about and ‘attitude

" towards Hosty, as recounted by Robert Oswald. A few days after the arrest and

murder of her husband, Marina was accusing Hosty of having ha:ca:i’se& Lee "in his

interviews.® Other hints of possible personal contact between Oséf‘;f.‘;d and

Eosty emerge both from Yarina's and 'Rut.h Paine's testimony.

1/. Although Robert Oswald told the Comiission on February 21, 196l that Hosty had
Threatened Marina with deportation if she did not cooperate, Hosty was not asked

about this when he testified on May 5, 196L.
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Ra*xrin ’\Tow, did you report 'bo your husband the fact of
vh:.s vj.s::.t I\Iovem‘oer 1, w:.t.h the FBI agen’c.? ‘

erina I didn’t report it tc him at once, bub as soon as
 he came for a weekemd, WL told hs.m about it....I ’cold h:.m ‘

that they had come, that they were interested in where he
was working and where he lived, and he was, again, upset.

. he -sald that he muld telephone them--I don't know whe*cher
_ he callcd or not—-or that he would visit them...lee had

_ told me that suwposedly he hed isitcd their office or

| their bullding. But T didn't bolieve hn, I thought. he -
:._:__:_.‘,‘wao a brave rabbi‘t. : '

(:ux 5?)

- called at the FBI of‘uce and attempted to see Hostye -, -

N pe rhaps shcmnld put in here that Lee told me,-:vand I only -
" 'recon tructed this. a fewweks ago, that he went, after
g gave him-from the first. visit of.the FBI agent-I
“took down the agent's name and the mumber that is in the
i ’i"--telenhone book to call the FAIand I gave this to

"L{'"-"J‘ &%, e e e e R i -
S [+ SRR T TR A A
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1hzt.h Paine told a similar story about Oswald‘s asaert.:z.on that ke had



_ Lee the weekend ha came...that would have been the weekend of the
' 2nd, the next day,..Then he told me, it must havé been the following-
ueekend...He told me that he had stopped at the downtown office of .
the FBI and tried to see the agents and ‘left a note...He was irritated
: 'and he said, "They are trying to inhibit my activities",..I learned .

i - only a-few weeks ago that ‘he never did go into the FBI office, Of :
;. eourss knowing, thinking that he had gone in, I- thought that was '

i sensible on his part But it .appears to have heen another lie, .-. . ~.-

- '3

N oo . Y ir L

Although Hrs. Paine did not. say and counsel did not ask the source of her‘ly
tlnformation, "most probably™ it was Hosty himself. - It would be most naive to )
'\accept a denial from such a source.  -In the wake of- the- assassinatlon, the FBI .
'experienced shock waves of criticism for its handling of the Oswald case, ‘after =~ .
long 1mmunity from disapproval.. . The FBI would: hardly be w1lllng to admit’ that> _
the accused assassin had. been- pounding at its door for attention and still been“’l
‘jpermitted to go about his deadly business without interference. ’
| .The FBI may well deny that the visit took place but it would have been quite -
'4characteristic of Oswald's agressxve 1nsistence on his rights, ith his audaclty
in his dealings with the Amsrican Embassy in Moscow, and with his’ pa351cnate
denunciation of Hosty and the FBI in general, when Hosty appeared in the police
statlon after Oswald!s arrest. ~-If the charges confrontlnp him at that moment did :
lnot silence hlm ‘one’ wonders what considerations would have restralned him from
taking his protests to the FBI office. after Hosty!'s' flrst v131t to the ‘Paine home,
‘The FBI office in Dallas is on Commerce Street no great distance from the Depository,
_'and Oswald could have gone there easlly when work. flnlshed at L:45 pm or even during
'hls lunch hour, : : v o
It is not .clear from the reports on the interrogatlon of Oswald aftor his arrest .
,(Appenalx XI'of the Report) whether his outburst anainst Hosty indlcated prlor ac- .
...qualn ance or only recognltion of his name, _ Certainly there is nothlng to obviate
a=pravions mesting between’ the two. SRR , o
:Two further’ comments are apropos-‘Oswald was lrratated by the renewal of 1nterest
in him on the- part of the FBI and what he regarded as an attempt to 1nhibit his
.act1v1ties.« For all he knew, he mlght be under 24~hour surveillance. It is hard
to understand wny that -did not 1nh1b1t hls alleged actions on the mornina of the
assassination, - Second the Warren Commisslon has made no attempt indenendently
“to ascertain whetner or not Oswald: visited the ‘FBI office, as he told both his wife
and Ruth Palne, it merely accepted the denial of such a visit by an unknown sourca
to Mrs, Palne, as mentioned in her testimony. = Oswald's assertion, juxtaposed to
the'uﬁexplained puzzle of the Hosty license number and the FBI's delay in tellihg



., O

fthe Commission that Fosty's name and numbers were found in Oswald's notebook certainly
required nore fact-finding than was attempted. “This is one of many matters that .should -
. be weighed in the context of the Commissionts attitude toward the FBI and the other
| police agencics involved in the assagsination.-ebuﬁ*thatTis.ancther”subject.tl"n*
] It is noteworthy that both Marina Ofweld and Ruth Paine were ready to belleve
_ that Oswald had lied about hls ‘visit to the FBI. ~ As discussed elsewhere, the pre- .
"sumption that Oswald was. lying was wholly unjustified in several important instances.
Ruth Paine, a major witness in the case, is a complex personality with meny ambivalent
or conflicting forces seething oeneath a passive iacade.; .Sone examples from her
testimony show a predisposition against Oswald and a real or pretended friendliness
toward the FBI and other Establishment instituticns which should not be overlooked in
evaluating her role ‘in the cass. Mrs, Paine is an adherent of the Society of
Friends, more or less a nracticing Quaker. - she appears irequently to ‘be animated
by feelings foreign to ﬁ%r:%éfﬁx}s.  Her account of the birth of’ “the Oswalds! second
child, for example, betrays considerable malice toward Oswald. - She t testified that '
she had taAen ¥arina Oswald to ‘the hospital in her car. at the onset of labor on a
g Sunday night. Oswald, who was unable to drive, emained at her home to care for the
children. - As Mrs. Paine described it, ' e

he was already asleep when 1 got bac&——no, that is not right, He

"was not asleep...but he had gene to bed, and’ I’ stdyed up and waited

to call the hospital to hear what word there was., So, that I knew
after he was already asleep that he had a baby girl. "I told him
in the morning before he went to work...I did nct awaken him. I.0 -
thought about it and I decided if he was not interessted in being
awake, I would tell him in the mnrning... . (3“ 39—&0)

Anonher 1n01dent reported by hrs. Paine demongtrates that with ‘a Friend like

her, Oswald did not need enemies. - Desnite the loftines of her pr1nc1ples, Mrs. Paine
“on occasion had the iﬂstlncts of- a aneak and an 1nformer. , Sbe testificd on March 19,
196/, that on Saturday mo*nlng, November 9, 1963, Oswald had asked pnrmi ssion to use
her typewriter and had concealed hlS papers whan ehc came near._ ”hi » she admitted

aroused her curiosity, and -

Sunday morning I was the first one up. I took a clooer look at this,
a folded sheet of paper...The first sentence arrested me because I

‘knew it to be false...l then proceeded to read the whole note, wondering,
knowing this to be false, wondering why he was saying it. ' I was
irritated to- have him writing a falsehood on-my typewriter, I wmay say,
tos. - I ‘felt I had some cause: %0 lock at it. ' (BH lB—lh)
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" yirs. Paine proceeded to read Oswald's private paper, a draft of a letter dealing

in par‘b with the visits of FBI agent Hosty, in which Oswald said that Hosty had
tried to coerce him to refrain from pro—Castro act.ivities and ’oo press Marina to
rdefect™ and place herself under FBI protection.. . According to Mrs. Painey that

was a completely false version of Hosty’s visits, She was ofi‘endod on her own
- behalf and that of her morally pure. typemter——an extension of self—rlbhteousness

to an inanimate object that must have Freudian significance. She read the latter
in the quiet of her Z!ivinc, room on Sunday morning anﬁ decided that she .

.Should have a copy ’oo give to an FBI agenft coming again, or .~
to call. I was Lndec:Lded what to do. Leantime I made a_

CODT eesw
Jenner enncr  But. you dld have the mst:.nct to repor{: th:n.s to the “BI?
"Pa.me Yese..eand ai‘ter havzng made it, while the shower was o

' Tunning, I am mot used to subl serfuge in any way, but then I
put it back where it had been and it lay the rest of Sunday . ..

onnydesk top...:w: e (3H 15)

4--';‘

(Lot used to: subteri‘uge? She takes to it like an old hand. )

~ Thether or not Oswald was aware of ¥rs. Paine's hos tll:.ty toward him, ke _
nevertheless turned to her for help—in the last hours of his life, as it turned

" out. krs. Paine told the Warren COT‘IIILISSIOH that Oswald had telephoned from jail

on Saturday afternoon’ and had asked her to try '£o reach John Abt. s the New York .
las'fyer, on his b\,hali' " Asked to repea.’c every‘bhz.nb about the conversatlon that

" A

she remembered, Mrs. Paine sa.:.d

- I can't give the spec:Lf:Lc Words to th:.s part bu’o I carry a
' clear impression, too, that he sounded to me ‘almost as if
nothing out of the ordinary had happened. I would make this..
. telephone call for him, would help him, as I had in other
ways previously. He was, he expressed gratitude to me.
. I felt, bub did not express, cons:.deraole irritation at his-
... sceming to be so- apart from the situation, so pres suming of
“" yis owm irmocence, if you will,..I was quite stumned that he- :
called at all or that he thought. he could ask anytmng of mey o Coo

appalled, really. pe, et e, wed Do ;- (3H 85-86)"

. Paine °:11d that she tried to teleohone bt on Sat arday ovem.ng and perhaps

r—i

al.,o on Sunday morn:mg, m.’ohout reply, and tha"c she had never reached hm
_J\,nner Did you ever attempt to report to Lee OSWald that you -
ad been unable to reach Mr. Abb?

Ruth Paine - Fot unless such transpired in our 9:30 corversavion
Saturday evening, but I made no effort to call t}\e police
station itself.

Jermer Excuse me?
Ruth Paine I made no effort to call the police station.
(3 89)



.
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Yrs, Pzine's consc:.ence did not renind her that the accused must be
nsidered immocent until proved gmlty in & ccmrt of law; indeed, Dallas
officials asbetted by the news media Ihad Oswald convicted 'e:ithin hours of

his arrest. But tbere is no preceden‘c. for Eirs. Paine s new print:lple-—’ohat
the @ cused may not “presume" ‘u.s own nmocance. She was "cons:n.derably

: : irntatcd“ that Oswald did not grovel or disintegrate mth 1ear and rmor..»e.

' .ﬁx)parent‘ly shc dld not givc even a pess: Lng thoaght to the po.;sn.bihty ‘that he

- might be :mnocent or tbat he was straimng -bo e-:ercisa contral and sbave off
.Da:nc at his predn.cament—-—and this was Before there v.'as “concluslve endence“
'wainot him and before he could defcnd hmself against t.he charrea. Yoreover,
'}{ro. Painc testified that befor Hovember 22nd she md never co*lsmer d OSWald
potent:.a]ly vn.oleﬂt nor had the Sll?’hi':bst eason ’oo tn:mk that he haruored any
-111-1.7111 toward the Pres:.dent.

Her failurc to notify Ogwald t}.ao she had been hnable Lo reach An* (::i‘ she
really tried to reach him) so tlat e ?.ould rec;l.n.ze 'bhe urpenc; of obta:.n:mg

, bleral aselstanoe clsevfnere is unfor:;J_vc_ble. Bc‘bter if she had exprcssed her

"cons:x.derable 1rrita’c.lon“ i‘ram:ly 1nsr.ead of lettn.nsr Oswald assume that sbe

: 'would help hime I‘or all her modesty md seL-—abrevation, Yrs, Paine is a hard,
.'angry, vlnd.g,tive and somet:.mes dev:.ous —voman—-and her testlmony mist be evaluated
_in the light of her undem.able malice u.l'ld vindic t:.vencss 'baward Oswald, and her

wish to inrratiate }'erseli‘ with officinldom. . .
Hosty also pJ.aJed an unam‘laolé role in tnc drama. He becane involved in

a controversy with Lt. Rev:x.ll 01 the Dallas police aoou‘o remarks nade aooub

" the I'BI's knowledge of Omfald,shornly after his arrest.  He did not tell Dallas

police Chic &uc'ry or Ce.ptaln M‘bz that the T'BI had a flle on Oswald or that he
was under acbive 1nvegt1gatlon.' Azzd, otrameot oi‘ all, he absenr,ed himself
completely Irom the - police sta’c:.on f"oer 1*3.3 'brlei' participation in Oswald's
flrst 1ntezro ratlon.

Returning to the ncunt of cepar’c.ure—»—the fact that Omald had Hosty's name
and mmmbers in his aadress Dook-——we cannot be satlgf:.ed with the fw nd.lnob in the

Report or *he Comsswn's exercise in evasion and ms’*eprcsentatlon. The real

. vrelﬂtlom,r;m oetwem Oswald and the FEI rcma:.ns 'bo ’oe uncoverea and the tactics

used to swooth things over mercly 1ncr°ase susplclon of the na’oure of 'Buat

relatlojsyllp' K R __:f"»'i »"'Z',‘ "; ..‘\'._? G e R T e e



