1/15/89
Dear Cary,

" Ymur lotter and maso of 1/12 errived today. I am in pecord with
your anslysise of "Ferewell®, Of those protests $o you thet you eite, if there
sny sny you have not gent me, pleage do, %o N.0. 1 go thera Sunday a.7.

Magcie sud the two Stayes have met many of these re~ple involved,
in Lurops. Yhen 1 reissd the Topez question, yagzie se:med to reacsll the
pame Vasjoly (Voh~ zhoklee, firast two sylabyle slurred together, aecent on 1aat).
One of my french friends econfirms he 1o tte Toppr guy, e0ys hie nome {1s Qe Vom~
joly. Be seems to recall » long story about him fn LIFZ. 1I¢ this 1s the c238,
then there would be ploturas whieh, T thirnk, Yaggie and Burton might well woht
to examine, I am esnfident there was wueb publicity aot oaly 2t the timo Tepaz
sppaared but ian saparate nNews stories much later. fer 1 think the Times index
would revedl.

100K, I taink, o ndensed TOpsZ. I xeow ons of the msgezines di4,
for I reed it. faet, on » bunch 1% weuld £1% TIGER when I cen veturn to 1%,
I saved that =nd the sibsequent news stories and now cannat locsta thanm. 1
have asked Burton, who hss =2 perfact cowmr 88 & jonrnatism mador, O v rite
the publishsrs for the puffery. He, 1ike you, is busy iu school, 1% may teke
him some time bafors he ¢on. ‘ B S

idy purpsse in going into this 1= to eak 17 on= of your frisnds,
parheps the 1sw-schonl student who now has & 3 ight femllisrity end interest,

eould rosearch this = twthe 1ivrsry. IT he finds =aything, 1% would te zood %o
get XIaroxes, especially of the plictures, it my.

If ths seople in Califomis have time o ook into thisy, 1 2m
cortsin they nlso will gend copisz, for they sre awere of ths mistrisl
poseibilities. fhe menm to whom you ers o sond the dnsuments whon you can
hes bheen briefsd. 1 Bave o 1stter from him today saying he "will ma ke
seme afforts through my eources in furcpe to see what con bBe found out¥.
I?* I met =ny manningful 1nPformation from him, 1 will let you kmow.

Z4necarely,

Hareld Welsbers

¢c: Ivon, Msgsle

P oS-



Jan. 12, 19689
Dear Harold,
Enclosed is the memo you asked for.

I will try to find the stuff and try to find time to copy it for
Rothermel. I will try to get to the Thornley stuff--I hmee# not forgotten
but haven't had any spare time which has happened.

If the Archives had informed me I would have sent a check. I did,
in fact, recently send a check for $20.

The point with the Bolden stuff is that Lane, who always mentions the
spectacular stuff, mentioned nothing about Oswald blurting out "Ruby Hired
me" as claimed by Turner. Therefore, if it is not in Lane's memo on Bolden
(I assume it isn't since I Houbt if he would have neglected to tell me due
to the spectacular nature of such a claim) then Turner had to have made it
up. According to Galt, Bolden claims that it was a total fabrication. What
interests me is that, if he didn't tell it to Lane, then we can accept what
Galt says. (I have total confidence in him anyway.) It would then be almost
impossible for him to have said this to Bud and suggest strongly that Bud
lied to help protect Turner. This would be a crucial thing to prove.

Sprague worries me more and more.

I've got to go. I mailed the memo to Lou Ivon just in case you are
down there when this arrives.

Take care and best of luck.
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Memorandum 1/12/69
"Farewell America®

To: Harold Weisberg
Vince Salandria

Fram: Gary Schoener

Ihavemwrseenﬁ\isﬂicknwhavelmtStweJaffearlaMm‘m,soﬁzismmno
is constructed from material received from other persons.

Bafmmwﬁmﬁzingiadmecqmemmg“&mmnm,"itisimtmtm
mﬂimﬁutboﬂ:i\mrand%deyvom!mdfwit,mdﬁmley allegedly told Jim
Gmrismﬂmtﬁxismhwmintelﬂgmasmcyvmldmmm,mmbymm
an air of validity to the whole thing. This alone, in my mind, is enough to indicate
thelﬂceljhoodﬂmt,mmmrmtﬁmsmofﬁmfimmitspmpm,itis
potentially destructive as far as we are oonocerned. Thus, even if it does originate
ﬁm&mdxintalligama,wmotherm,!wwﬁmmthatmmisquim
mnmiofitmmdecidedthatitcanbemedtohmﬁmeinmﬂgaﬁngﬂ the
assacs! on.,

A second major point to be considered is that, to my knowledge, these alleged
French Intelligence pecple, who claimed to have infiltrated the plot, did nothing to
stop the assassination and have provided rothing new in the way of evidence. The
latter is a particularly crucial point, if it i3 correct, since had they really in-

- filtrated the plot and were they really anxious to help, they should be engaged in
helping us solve the case both through specific information and leads, and evidence.
The fact that whoewer infiltrated the plot for them might not want to ever testify
in no way explains why they can't fiznish specific details. Making umsupported
against high officials scarcely constitutes any sort of help at alt. Rurthermore, it
dilutes the case against the CIA and military by dringing in the Dallas police, Johnaon,
etc, , -

SinmIlmmmtsmnﬂzefiJmormadﬂmbook,Xwillmakemlyafewmts
on the material that is presented. According to Dick Spregue, the French utilized
women to infiltrated the plot. Now, while this would make a good spy novel and could
be true, it is important to note that this is the same line used by David Kraman, who
in my mind {8 clearly in the employ of cne of our opposition. His girl, Dolores Salz~
berger, was supposed to have seduced an SS agent in Dallas to get important information.
{while Dolores is not unattractive (I finally got to meet her), she is anything but a
Mata Hari.] This proves nothing but is worthy of note. I have already sounded off about
unsupported charges against high officlals. This {s always dangerous, unless you have
& very strong case; since it puts you in the role of a Joe McCarthy and in addition,
you can always be challenged to provide proof of your claims. Ironically, from what
I have heard, the book and movie are actually quite deficient so far as the actual
details of the assassination. ’

Other material of interest which appears in the flick, uncredited, is that of
Dave Lifton and Fred Kewcomb, Both have canplained to me about this. The question
to be anseered here is how the "French" got that material, Neither Fred nor Dave
vere contacted. Theme is an easy source in Turner, or perhapas Jaffe, of course.



The material of tha critics which was chosen from all of that available for
the £ilm is of a sensational variety, but may provide many red herrings. The pictures
ofmumnpsismegoodmle...amthermofw's babies. Furthermore,
amdimmmm,mymgmmﬁnﬂwmswhmmmmmmm-
mmquuitesamﬁm,suchasme“mnshooﬁng“mtheﬁixfﬂm. Also, accord-
ing'bof‘red,theypmsentﬂmmmrialmﬁmgwwhomyhavea“walkietalkie”smding
on the norttsiest cormer of Elm at Homston (Altgen's photo) as fact, not speculaticn.
From what I have heard I would concluded that the makers of the film gathered together
all of the sensational stuff, no matter how speculative, and put it together in a £film,

In the film are still photos of those respensible for the asgassination. These
include J. Edgar Hoover, Chief Curry, Clay Shaw, David Ferrie, Eugene Bradley, Guy
Bannister, and an #énidentified individual who Jaffe fold Fred Newcomb was William
McDuff. This is the dead giveaway in all likelihood, of the film's purpose. First
of all, I doubt if Hoover was involved, but in any event, he is the guy who pecpls
who are suspectked agents, such as Lulu Belle Holmes (aka Rita Rollens when she went
to see Vince) always accuss. It is noteworthy that such asccusatiions against Hoover
macmpanﬁedbymmtionofﬂmCIAmaguﬁtyparty, as is apparently suggested
by Farewell America. Dave Ferrie was thrown in because we pretty well know he was
involved and he has publicly been identified with the conspiracy. I have no opinions
on Curry, although he has been a frequent scapegoat, and I doubt if he was involved,
Besides allowing him the opportunity to sue, his inclusion might insure that he won't
give us any help at some future date, as some of us have hoped for some time. I have
no thoughts on Guy Banister other than that he oould have been involved. Clay Shaw's
inclusion, & necessity for Garrison to buy the flick, will provide a means for Shaw
to sue and gain enormous publicity, especially since the flick is going aromd just
prior to the trial, PBradley was likewise necessary for acceptanca by Garrison and
the same reasoning applies to him as to Shaw. I see no reason to assumd that MeDuff
could have been involved or that he even knew any of the peopls who we think were
involved in some way, This seems to be a big red herring and potentially another
lawsuit. In Bradley's case, by the way, the photo of the tremps was shown, As far
az I am concerned the man in the photo is clearly not Bradley. It is worthy of note
that if Roger Cragg's story is correct, he couldn't be. Shaw, cbvicusly, now has an
iron clad case for a mistrial.

As a final note on the material in the film it is important to realize that
according to those who have seen it, mubh evidence which would have been devastating
to the government was crmitted, such as Fred Newoanb's work on 133A and 133B. Here
againwefindthesampat&mmxgﬁmsem,inﬂmpast,mhmmidemdto
be possibly government agents. Interestingly encugh, the film not only uses much
of vhat Turner decided to use in Ramparts (in lieu of more important evidence) but
presamts it in a similar syyle. _

The Zapruder film which is included has four possible sources:

1. Zapruder himself, 2. Life, 3.Government, 4. Theft from one of the first three.
Sources 3 and ¥ could be from either domestic or foreign intelligence agencies.
In regard to source 4, it is worthy of note that Tink Thompson has been rumored
to have a copy of the film (which I doubt) and definitely has a set of slidaes of
the frames which he took late Bé## one night up in the Time-life Bldg. I have no
idea as to the quality of these slides, but since he took them himself, they are
probably not too good. Obvicusly, it would be possible to plece togethmr a film
fram such a cdllection of slides, although it would require quite a bit of work.



Having no other evidence I would immediately assume the source to be the government,
with the next likely source baing theft of the film by a part of the government which
does not have a copy. It is tot clear vhether the CIA, for instance, actually got a
oopy. All we know is that they borrowed the FBI's. Although unlikely, prostitution
an the part of Life or Zapruder is also possible, If scmeone can examine the film
it should be possible to determine whether or not it is Life's version. According to
Fred Newcomb's deseription of the film in a memo of Dec.If, 1968: "The general color
of the film was very poor, in fact it appeared as if it were closer to black and white
than color.? If this is correct, barring poor photographic work, it would seem likely
that the source of the film is elther Tink Thompson's slides or a copy made by the CIA,
Either of these would explain the poor quality, since in either case the copies could
be_expected to be the pocrest of any in existence...in the case of the CIA becasse of
generation mumber, and in the case of Thompson, dus to poor equipment and method of
copying. In this regard it would be important to obtain the opinions of Ray Marcus
and other critics who have seen the Archives copy and who saw Farewell America on
12/13/68 at 9255 Sunset Boulevard at 4:30 M.

I agree with Weisberg's wemo ocn James Hepburn; Herve Lamarre; Phillippe; Topaz
of 1/9/69 in gensral, but have soma othar points to make. Harold is correct in pointing
out how strange it is that LaMarre, et. al. are baing allowed-to get away with their
strange doings., Even if these pecple are French and acting for the French, it is
likely that they are serving the govermment's ends against us. I advise against any
speculation concerning Phillippe or others mentioned as helping with the book. First
of all, we have no way of knowing whether or not thay really did help with the book,
and secondly, in the case of the Americans all we hava is first names. (By the way,
Bud has already said that the Bernaxrd and B mentionsd are not he and his wife.) Much
time can be consumed in such pursuits, and seeing how this whole thing has already led
to inorddible expenditure of much time and money, we should devote out time to things
which are more productive,

As for the purpose of the book and movie, especially the movie, besides the waste
of time and money and presentation of many red herrings, this will provide the grounds
for extensive legal andion and publicity unfavoreble to Jim Garrison from countless
places if it can be linked to Jim. Here the key is Jaffe who helped with the film,
insertdd the work of some of the critics in it, etc. All of the time Jaffe was on
Jim's payroll, and it is noteworthy that LaMarre didn't want Jaffe to give up his
DA's card and it had to be taken from him, According to Vines, it was lLaMarre who
ordered the cab driver to drive on when they wera accosted outside of the office and
swrrender of themrd was demanded. This alone will be sufficient to hand Garrison.
But higger trouble is possible. A recent letter from Dave lifton laid out an elabor-
ate thecry of how Jim was behind this film and had supplied them with the Zapruder
film to have a copy made, This type of a frameup is quite simple and its possibility
i3 wnderlinaed by the fact that Dave, an anti-Garrison critie, thought of such a theory
almost immeddately, The theory is too long to be recounted here but includes such
things as an explanation of Jaffe's trip to Burope on the grounds that the film couldn't
be copied in this country. HNaturally, the only reply to this threat would be through
an examination of the film so as to determine which version of the Zapruder film is
in $t. I would like to suspend judgment on Jaffe for the time being.

Reccrmmendation: Immediate public dissociation of Jim and the aritics from the
film. Attempt to get a copy of the film from Jaffe. Get the tapes of the sound track
and the interrogation of Jaffe on the Wast Ccast fram Ray Marcus who made them. In—
vestigation of all associates of LaMarre and the Canadian publisher. Request of all
erities for memos on the film, LaMarre, and Jaffe.



