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The Hurkin Conspiracy , .’

" 4/11/89

In a 4/1/89 memo I noted that the dust jacket ig written to suggest that it
is through lelanson's efforts that what was released under FOIA was released. I
also noted that in his acknowledgements he makes no mention at all of 3he.ab dance
of recodds that are available or how they were made available. <8/, DI, 1A,

Before beginning to read I made a further perfunctory check and it confirms
what I suggested, that ke wants it believe/ that he discovered sex and invented the wheel,
o that he personally dug it all up. I'm sure the average reader and probably book
publisher and editor have this impression. Jt is false, '
hand whillen

The copy of the book he sent me has what is superficially a very fine @omzent to
me on the first blank page. +t says that all are indebted to me for my "unwavering
Lomtment to the public right to know." It says nothing of my FOIA litigation that
forced the NURKIN ( and other FBI and DJ records I've not yet seen mentioned) out of
oblivion or even thaf thé suit, filed in 1975, is still before the courts in 1989,

No¥ does he mention the great labors and investment of time and money. by Jim [esar in
pursuing this costly and extensive litigation by means of which the ..-f:elanson's of
the world and of so-called scholarship have free access to those records.

This led me to check the index under my name. There is no reference to any liti-

gation, this or other, and no reference under bibliography to my other books. (Most
of what he there lists is not relevant and appears to me to be the padding of phony

- scholarship.) I'll comment on some of these bits of text as I comment on the book but
I here note that when he finglly gets around to saying something about me he both lies,
and I use this word because he knows the truth, and employs what can be regarded and I do
regard as & childish effort at deprication: “"Assassinologist (which I[am not) Harold
Weisberg has had extensive access to Ray. Weisberg scrved as investigator for James
H, lesar, a Washington, D.C. attorney, when Lesar represented Ray for a period of years
in the 1970s." He continues with other couments, such as the tinme I spent with Ray, etc.

I regard it is Jjust plain and deliberate dishonestga'g; mak?, any reference at
all to the great and difficult labor of Lesar in the Ray evidentiay hearing, which
I've seen no reference, no gven a hint that it took place. Again, the only apparent
reason is to pretend that ovalone did it all. This is really outrageous because Jim
carried most of the work in those two weeks of hearings.(page 27)

In this regard + note that Melanson makes no reference to them or to the trancscripts
of then he could have gotten from Lesar or me. (This suggests that as with the other
exploiters, like Scheim and John H. Davis the crime is irmaterial and their theories
are all that matter.) What in the hell kind of scholarship is it when hc ignores the one
adducing and testing of evidence under the American judiciall system, with live witnesses
‘and cross examination? This is not in his bibliography byt ‘ony Summers "Conspiracy,"
which is on the JFK assassination, ias?

Then there is the bit about me being one of Lesar's investigators, a reasonable
interpretation of his employing "an." He has none and we &id not have that relationship,
as Meﬁnson knev very well, I was the defense investiga or, Ray's, working with the lawyers,
" of Whom Jim was one of threes

This kind of writing and these misreprescntations serve to and clearly have
the intent to deprecate what }l didand to suggest still further that “elanson did it all.
bemera L. * * * Qdumad Ly, Dratbd rn a two- week ,bh/m‘

On an unnumbered p:zge before the dedication page Helanson has an asterisk after
"HURKIN" in his title and a footnote reading "the code nume HUIKIN is used to s.iggest
a conspiracy manifesting a clandestine modus operagﬁi and involving elements of
american inteliigence." He also has a quotation fron an Alex Rosen (General Invesiigative
Division) to "assistant Dircctor De Loach" when in fact Rosen also was an assistant
director, as ap.arently Helanson did not kuow and when in fact that whs his channel to
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Hoover, in which Rosen sug "est/kaKIN as the code name. Tye inplication is of intelli-
gence but only to the ignorint and it is not reasonably or honestly subject to any
such suggestions It is standard WL practise and it is, as Rosen states, an effeciency
iN refercnce and is "utilized in order to morc effeciently handle th mail.# As the
self-portrayed expert Melanson apparently does not realize, is—thet "mail" has a special
meaning to the FBI in kts record-keeping. 811 records reaching FBIH) are described by
the short-han ")f&il." These code names are standard practise. The Senate Intelligence
Committee was known as "Kensalt." "MURKINY was selected as a contraction of "murder"
and "EKing.," Now if by any chance Melanson meens to say "I use MURKIN to suggest...”
he should have said that instead of implying that the FBI visualized a conspiracy
involving a clandestine modus wpera and dmerican intelligence, which the FBI without
question did not aanh‘.d not have in mind in suggesting the short-hand for a much
longer title.

On xiii, under "Acknowledgement," Melanson thanks "Attorney Dan Bermstein, who
assisted with Freedom of Information dct requests.! The~tan be taken by the reader to
include MURKIN, particularly because lMelanson has avoided any mention &f how MUR%
became availeble. It will be inémdesting to see what, if anything of significance,

&t obtained by these requests and uses in this book‘:VH all he did was"request‘ he
accepted what was given to him and foreclosed suits by others to obtain what was within
those requests and not disclosed. (In the notes I've examined to this point, when I've
read only to page 19, I've seen no citation to any such FOIA information he got on his
own. Tiis prompted we to resd the balance of his notes and 1 did, rather I skimmed

them seeking a citation to his own personal FOIA requests. Ther: is only one and it was not
a request of the T8I, It was of the CI4 and he is either ignorant or dishonest in it,

as I go into. First I want to note that there is only one FBI record cited that was not
from my litigation and I am Xm=X confident it is and that 'elanson has a typographic
error in citing ite He has a few er—ors, such as saying that the “fullough file was

in the Invaders file. (He thanks Jerry licKnight for making it availdble. I gave it to
Jerry and I'm sure if the question came up Jerry did not say otherwise. But in fact there
is a McCullough file thay/is separate and there is no MeCullough file that is part of the
Invaders file., There are I':ic(;&llﬁgh records that are in the Invaders file and they da
not identify him by name,)

What he got from the CIA it had already released to me through litigation, and some
of those mentioned in the note clearly were, if not all, and sone were disclosed to
Dave Garrow. 4s the note makes clear, Melanson would have done better to merely ask
Garrow for copies than Vme.king a-duplicating reqgest of the CIA. Unless, of course, he
wanted to claim as his'work what was not his original worke (#z dres,7h rauﬂﬂ/7‘3

I gave soue of these records, those that they wanted, to Jeff Prugh of the Los
Abgeles Time and George Lardner, Jr., of the Washington Post,both papers carried long
stories and both provided them internationally on their news service. e"c'w(y,lm’ 7”'

Incompetence or dishonssty, take your choice. It is not actuali scholarship and
it is not handled and preaented in what * understand to be a scholarly manner.®t is
the taking of credit personally for work he has not donse.

Obviously, when I've not completed the book, far from it, I can't be certain but
@m ¢ all thé indications are that he got nothing under FOIA that had not already been dis-

" closed. There seen to be a small number of CIA pages that Garrow got that I did not but
that may well be because he filed a different request.H did not sue for those he got
but I did sue, if he later got only what I had already gotten, neaning nade available.
411 of +the FHI records cited I forced out in C.&.75-1996, which is still before the courde.

Introductions

1
He says thereh have been "three versions" of what "passed fort%uth' about the
King assessination" (page xv) One is the official story of Ray alone, the next is that

Vﬂf«:ﬁm&



of the Uhurch comnittee, and it did nof such thing. It discussed what the B3I did to King.
The xermedt third he does not even identify, the DJ Office of Pesponsibility's. He says

it was "released" and it wasn't. Only a sumnery was. Jin besar filed suit for the papers
of that inquiry and Belanson could and should have known this and he could have gotten
the records from lesar or from me. He didn't ask for them,

Por him the court recofd, the only infornation produced as the result of the working
of our judicial system, also availabe to him through Lesar or me, is not worthy of mention.

His last parpgraph is his version: that Ray was the assassin. 4nd the FBI's and
Yhe OFR's and the HSCA's. "Version" indeed!

Chapter 1

In a very bobtailed manner he foes into what immediately preceeded the assassi~
nation in Memphis. And he is wrong. This part ( page 2) is not sourced. Had he really
known and used 1?he MURS%N records he would have known that King's "gides" did not "whisk"
nin off to the (unnamed) Holiday Inn. The police did ¢ t and they, not the aides
celectod that motel, the Quvsrmynf. [ The pol s o2 ol #ryfudyem ol n s R,

lelanson representes that during the violence of the deuwonstractuon the week before
8ing was assassinated "(a) 16=year old hlack youth was shot and killed.! His name was
Payne and it was neither during the demonstrations and violence nor at that place. It
was later and at his home.

lielanson then says that "the Memphis strike was by no means atypical of King's
involvements...seemed to galvanize political passions wherever he appeared." The
violence was "atypical" and that situation was already g.lvanized before fing's advent.

He avoidsagain my w’g‘xgka'(vgy saying that although larrell leCullough was "not
revealed by official investigators" (page 4) HSCa went into hém, I had earlier forced
disclosure of his file and records relating to him in the iemphis and HQ mecords. So
why the structure of liofficial investigators?"

lig says it was "Bessie Brewer's rooming house.” It wasn't. She worked there.
Modest to a fault, aela.nson concludes this chapter saying "there is now € -
in his boo:ls) overwhelming evidence that the assassinatiofj...could not possibly have been
th: work of one man." (He has alrcady disagreed with HSCA's conspiracy theory. )(page 5)

Chapter 2
Cpnspicuously, there are big hunks that are hot sourced. Of interest to me on

page 7 and later he refers to Tohn Viillard as a Ray alias as a Cansdian alias. Neither — ™ "™

here not liter, where I'lleite the page, does he indicate that there is any reason

to believe that the only John Willard in the world was this one Canadian.He does not
even give any reaspn to believe Ray was using the nane of a Canadian ~ especially when
he used it before he tried to escape through Canada, nhexaxﬁwxﬁexﬁétzﬁmaxhnmzﬁm
GunzdkknmemenzxsxaXixsmexz He returns to Willardf on page 10. Willard vas surprised
that HSCa did not interview him, Why in the world should they have?

abgent any evidence that Ray used the identify of this Canadian all of this part
is a large waste of time. &nd it misleads the readerfo

He theorizes on page 11 that because Willard did business with an auto repair shop
near where Hay roomed in Toronto "it would have been very easy for Ray to spot hin
entering Bart's, then get his name from the business card.f Dud Willard leave a card
with an old customer every tine he vi ited? and how was Ray to get that card or tp
select that card from whatever cards [Jart had? Silly conjecturing added to an invalid
assumption but perhaps basic or inportant in ffelandon's theory.

a

) Gal
e says (page 12) that ‘-'ak;t/ faced more "risk" than others whose name Ray used. He

does not say what risk there was for him or for others and there was none. Publicity,
gumbarrassment, perhaps but not any risk at all. /44 1as Much ™moe m T latkn

oS



In an effort to hide that heu_ cribbed from Fras(ﬁup, wherc alone it appeared, he
goes through a rigamarole about the St. V in Galt's middle name appearing in his signature
in a manner that can be taken as "Starvo." In so doingz he refers to Gult's quite legible
but some:hat flowery handwriting as a "scrawl.” It wasn't at alli. He says that "the
press noted" this. lMaybe my recollection is wrong but he gives no citation and I do
not remember any story pointing that out. He has a big "discovery" of his own, his word
on page 12, that Ray in 1968 stopped using "S@{zvo" and instead used "S" and "this is thé
same switch the real Salt made in 1966." No mere. The reader is to provide the meaning
to this great discovery. The reader has to because there is none.

Helanson finds it "incredible" that HSCA never spoke to Yalt. In only one sense could
this be roasonable, and MHelanson gives none at all. Perhaps the committee might have
asked Gglt if he had any idea how #ay got to know his name. But is is not indredible that
the comnittee didndt, with all the legitimate investigations it never got around to meking.

He conciudes this chapter by avking how Hay got his:Toronto aliases before he'd
been there. To the best of my recollection the only one he had earlier is Yalt. The
question as it relates to Galt, as he does not formulate it, is quite legitinatz, but
there is no evidence that Willard is a ¥anadian alias and I don't think he used the others
before he was in Toronto. (page 14)

Chapter 3

He quotes HSCA as saying it had "evidence" to connect Ray with the Byers fabrication
(Be says nothing at all about Byers criminal record) and be saya it concluded that James
could have learned o th_pr.t alleged contract to kill King thg?-ugh his brother John. He
greatly exaggerates puny bar and ignores the fact that there had been no contact
between John and James for a long time and that James did not even know how to get in
touch with Yohn. In short, he lacks factual knowledge. (page 16) “n the next pag: he
quotes “ong. Phris Dodd as saying that he can't with certainty say who conspired with
Ray. Ur, Melafi#Bon doms not question that Ray was the assas and Yodd does not entiroly
agree with what .SCA said. (Ko alfwmes Ragls 9wit Throwughnd.

HMelanson criticizes HSCA for not investigating "the possible involvement of CI4
or military intelligence or some quasi- federal intelligence aparat (whatever that may
be )" et he has given no reason for this other than King's position agasinst US Vietnam
policy. Is that a reason to investigate them, were that at all possible, fov killing him?
Him and not so many othors?

assumed He gays HSCa's investigation was "seriously flawed" but he does not say that it

,%mved that Ray was the assassin. It is the alleged conspirucy part that wWus flayed.(18)
his was easy for him when he ignored the court evidence in the evidé htiery heuring. It

was also easy for HSCA because committees can do whatever they please. “elanson did not
have those transcripts but I forced them on HSCA. It did have them and it ignored them
and that evidence uncongenial to its preconception of Rey's guilt. This is not a theory
on my part. They made this clear to Jim Lesar and to me before thdy bega.n}to, excuse the
word, investigate.

4/ 1 2/89.’11: appears that he is making o big thing of the aliases without beginning by
saying why he regards them as this significant. He impoies it is sowe kind of intelligence
business and does this in a Fink Panther concept of how intelligence agencies works /ﬁgxe
so~called "fat man" whose name he has not yet given. (through page 33) served an intelli-
gence agency function in delivering cash to Ray. THs no doubt expiains why Ray lacked only
a few dollars for passage from Portugal to {hodesia, yl;x;.sh had no extradiction treaty! He

had the genereus funding of the spooks so, even aefter a Aro”%bery. he was broke!

liy recollection is not clear and I've not consulted the file of my correspondence
with Melanson but I have the impression that he regarded the real Eric Yalt as some kind

of. siniste}' persgn with evil past ofr ome kind. Treatment in the bock is quite different.
[#e Navdr T “me M vas wa « beu i
So we have this plot he visualizes and it is based on Ray's guilt yet Helanson has



not addressed the facts of th: crime, has not guestioned the official story that fay fired
the fatal shot, has not even bothered to place Ray al the scene of the crime, which no
official ever did as of the time of the crime, and this, too, i# scholarship,qof so high

a quality it justifies his criticism of other inquiries. To the point I've reached he
hasn't had a word to say about the FBI's investigation or that of the Memphls police or
any of the literature with which he inflated his bibliography. (Hengver eriticipes DuFE/)

He concentrates more on Ray's alhases beginning in Chapter 4, ,articularly the
Yalt alias. This is what interested hinm most when he was in touch with me. My present
recollection is that he cast Galt in sowe kind of nefarious role, pevhaps illegal and
of police interest, but my rccollection may nt be fuithful and it is not the picture of
Galt in the book. The subject of aliases is certainly a more then merely legitimate area
of inquiry but any real inquiry is compromised by preconceptions, which get to be like
horse hlinders. He never told me he was working on a booke. He did tell me he was investi-
gating the aliases. I learned about the book relatively recently. I imagine that had I
known I'd have helped him more and there are many places he could have used help, parti-
cularly rrom the MURKIN records, every word of which I've r-ad and have,

What he recounts is pretty umata‘furish investigating and he missed obvious oppor-
tunities by not asking the right questions of th: right people. Une I'll come to is
Jules Kimble. He spent tine with Bud Fensterwsld, who way well have all that Jim Garr:.-
Son had, and he did have inforua:ion on fimble. I could have told hin this. (I don 't
think I kept a file on Kimble but had I ksow what llelanson reports later I would have.)
He apparentlyndid not speak to Yarrison, who is not in the index. [Jes )

4and he persists in building a case for an intelligence agency conspiracy without
even indicating any real reason for one to want to kill ¥ing, other thmn Vietnam, where
such targets would have been numerous. (lly recollection of the Pentagon Papers is not
clear enough for me to pinpdjnt when some in CIA gvew disenchanted with the Vietnam war.)

4n example of how he stretches to advance this notion is vhere he refers (44) to
what L said about Raoul. He eliminates what I regard as the most inportant thing I'm sure
i $0ld him, that without someone like Raoul what is attributed to fay would be impossible.
What he does say is that I believe that fay cannot make a specific identification of the
man he knew as Raoul because such a person would make that impossible. What he does say
duggests intelligence as I never did, that Raoul "would employ every trick of tradecraft
to hide his identity." "Tradecraft" is gﬁaual_ly associated with spooks and I was taJKing
about crooks.

On the same page he sugsests that Raoul was a real person in a reporter's investiga-
tion, which turned up a mysterious person nesr where Ray says he met Haoul, the “eptune
Bar: "Tﬁe man turned out to be Jules Ricco Admble." On reading tidis L made a note,"How
@stablished" becauss he does not indicate this to begin with and it is ess than reully
established that ®mble is the man who was seen and taken to be Raoul. What follows, how-

. ever, dbes make out a reasonable case that Kimble was in Toronto.

In complaining thal there is no access to the HSCA's records on Iﬁmble he reflects
ignorance of normal Congressional practise. Me says not that withholding such recofds for
50 yeuars is the practise enforced by the Congress but that HSCA "succeeded in locking up
all unpublished records..."(46)

4t the bottom of page 47 he refers to Joseph Yster as a Louisiasna private inbbsti-
gator, Makes no reference of his early association with the Garrison "probe," which he
also abandoned early,

In referring to the phone numbers through which gay made contact with Xaoul (50)
he says that were Ray to disclosse them “he might get a lucky bingo that could provide
strong corroboration for his story.$" How this would help ‘ay he does not say but does
imply to the uninformed reader. Were fay to prove he was part of a copspiracy it would
hurt, not help him, and "bingo" describes what he could expect to hapen to hin. any co-
conspirators siould be endangered and could be expected to retaliate.



4dd on Yules “imble, p.s

Kimble would be hard to believe if St. Peter was sitting on his shoulder while
he spoke, After reading what Helanden says about him I got from the AARC some of the
Garrison Kimble records Bad got vears ago,

de says he flew with Ferxfi.e, met with Ferrip and Shaw toggather and knew that Shaw was
Clay Uertrand. Unly Garrison did not use him at the Cla Shaw trial.

ﬁ‘e does not, hovever, claim to have been present at the immaculate conception.



My recollections of what Garrison attributea to fﬁ'.mble in the JFX case are far from
clear and certain but I think that simble was one of about 10 who were arrested in a reid
on a Minutenan camp nesr lake Pontchartrain. Connecting him with them and:the l‘i}an dpes
provide & motive for assassinating f{ing. Buf dpea WA CMned wifn ke crime | velfe

Chapter 7 "In Search of the Fat Han W 44 thout Tonto, too!

411 of this is amateurish, overwritten, comjectural, self-contradictory and silly.
He makes i’much out of nothing and has to mumble a bit, too. He writes it like a real-
life -de#ctive story. He is the detective. Grwasy kid stuff. He even makes on he has to
nide the name of the so-called fat man and he is outsjde his regular pattern in this book
in saying how he learned who the man is.

He has made ostentacious reference to his use of the FBI'd records and he has
cited them faitly precisely on occasion. But in this instance he fudges it all over
(pag959), while peferring here only to "released documents." Hot FBL, not CIA, not
gangbusturs'. He says our authorities kept the name secret, which he kuows is a lie.
Othervise he would not have had it. He says also that "released documents delete his
identity. But one document gbtained by the author (empe added) had failed to delete the
name: William Bolton ( a pseudonym creuted by the author)."

I got whet he refers to i#n my King BOI4i case and made what was in my writing file
available to him. .BUT I DID KO? MAKE COPIBS OF ALL PO« THLS FILE. Only enough for
identification. What he makes this mysterious reference to is the FBLHQ MURKIN file, W
388614396, It does not delete the name, as others of which + made duplicate copies do. But
this record refers to others of which { had no interest in making copies, beginning with
a Buffalo( conduit from Canada in FBI) teletype of 6/11/68, 8:11 p.m.

The name is Rober{:’c ouldton. The text establishes, I think, “a1anson's dishonesty
in the mumbojumbo he makes of a straightforward matter, the letter Ray forgot in a phone
booth. I'm not checking all the pages but Melanson pretendg it is a letter Ray wréte. It
was 8 envelope that had only a typed name on it, he argue¥ithat #ay had no typewriter,
etc., The FBI text says what ¥ nad always understood, "f ound enfflope there addressed to
Sneyd at Dundas address.” Toward the end of this chapter this is the edsence of what he
attributes to "Bolton." But all he goes through to contrive a phony case! (Lee /4/1 5")

I don't want to forget: I know of no other case vhere FBL recopds mre not cited
properly, only this one instal¥ce, and here he has sonmething to hide, that he got it from
me for one thing and that there was no secrecy for another. ¥What I got the FBI puts in its
public reading room, so he is merely phonying mp synthetic excitement along with syn~
thetic fact.

He begins (53) by describing "the 'fat man' incident as the most provocative
episode in the fugitive phase of the king vase." If he really means this, and I think
he does, he flaunts his ignorance.

4s he mumbles about thg envelope he says (56), criticizing the police explanation,
that the letter "related to Ray's seekins employment." What is obvioils that if as ig
apparent the letter was writfen to Rey, there is no indication of when he had sought
that employment. Melanson assumes it was just then and that it is not rdasonable because
the day he got it back is the day he flew to England.

Melanson says that this envelope, which was opened when found, held cash for fay's
getaway fron his coconspiratorse Awful nonsense! snd that this must be so because that is
the day Ray left. It is ridiculous to believe that either spocks or crooks would use that
means of delivering cash- leaving it in a phone booth. (Unless Melanson wants to say that
lid D was in on the crookedness, as he doesn't. Nor would uwvyone in either field of en-
deavo¥ considered delivering money vhere observation was possible. & side street, a back
alley, the seats of autos in the dark, all kinds of places where there would be no
observation.)



(un devstend )

He also doesn t know\Yimmy or any of the Rays. A.nZof them would be able to lose the
tickef ahd passport."Jﬁmmy, aside fron ,ﬂelanson's fictioneering, had just lost a letter
written to him in a phone booth. Did he dare carry his ticket and passport until his
plane left? Of course not when there was no need, so he lef't it where it was sufe, at the
travel agency.

To advance his childish fiction he quotes the landlady, lMrs. too, as saying
that it was a white envelope "with only a typewritten name on the front.lf’He knows this
is not true, as shown by the message he got from me, the FBI's. So, he atiributes the
fiction to a reporter.

Melanson tries to make something of Kay's remaining in his room the day he was to
leave rather than leaving earlier, as he had other days. “hen whea he was leaving
Canada that afternoon? He says it is edplained by Hay's waiting for a delivery of money!
(58) a¥d, not entirely consistently with the later reference to it with which i begin
above, but consistent with his failure to cite any source or FBI number, he refers to
Serisl 4396 by saying "an FBI teletype from headquarters to hemphis on June 12 states
that the letter ' waS to Smeyd at Yundas address.'" In the next paragr, he does not
say that this is the record with McD's name in it and not withheld. dg writes as though
he is referring to two different FBI records. '

So, making it seen Hxke diligent investigation »® was required to locate "the fat
man" rather than the record I gave him, he went apd spoke to him. He was paranocid as
hell, and Melsnson appanently has not encouted this commonplace fear in this field.

1dD said the letser was about a job in Portugal. (60)

kelanson asked to whom the létter was addressed- what a question when it was
returned to Sneyd because that was the address -"and whether it mentioned nercenaries.
(Ray imzfmgex was, in fact, trying to make contact with mercenaries in Bortugal.)"
In fact this is not fact. Ray had been in Portugal seeking a way to Rhodesia. He was going
to Belgium to mske contact with those mercenaries. He then suys that this letter was
"penned by Ray,? which is false and opposite what he has just quoted McD as telli.g him,
and,his concept of "fact" and "itrue" again,"It is true that itay was headed for lPortugal
when arrested in “ondon.." He hd just come from Portugal. e was ticketed to and was going

to “russels. (60)

These are simple and well-known facts and there is no reason for there to be any
confusion about thems It tells me all over again that like the others engaged in x#
exploitation and theorizing and not uncomnonly ego-tripping, lielanson has not bothered to
learn even the simple facts of the cuse. = i oo T -

In a sense, though,delanson is right in saying this is the most provocative
business® it is provocative as self-description, self-characterization.

Chapter 8, "The Window of Vulnerability" (4/14//89)

The title is apt as self-description. To this chapter I've been woudering whether
Melanson is ignorant or dishonest. He is both in this chapter. “This is in additionto the
inevitable problem created by a preconceived solution when enough is not known to justify
this approach. There are many things in this chapter that are plain dishonest, of which
I'ye marked and will cite some. and there is ignorance of basic and established fact from
the very fi‘e fron which he takes his title, MURKIN, and of police procedures, a field in
which he considers himself an expert and in which he has published. These and his omissions
of what he has to ¥now are also unfair, but all these wrongs are essential to his develop-
ment of his preconception of an intelligence conspiracy. Throughout he assumes Ray's
guilt as the assassin and never gets even close to any of the basic evidence in the NURKIN
file alone or in my work and litigation, all available to him and some k#fown to hin, He
(lso assumes much of the official mythology in othey areas, without any questioning at all.

ﬁeisg.lgg ﬁe nds throughout on the always questionable HSCA even when what they address is
a 2 -4 . ’

e



" Selectively, however, without citing any source, he draws on my work, as in the
first sentence in this chapter, on the failure of the policc to issue an all-points
bulletin (APB). That comes fron Frameup. Where he does cite my book, page 73, he says,
making me plural to begin with,. "It has been implied ,[zy some researchers that the time
of the (Ta@T units' rest break) timing of the rest break may have been of conspiratorial
design," cited to my page 166.

In the one relevant paragraph on that page I am d» specicially addressing the hon'éty
of the prosecu'tionys representations in the guilty-plea hearing and my only source citation
is to that transcripte. Although I do say, lacking hlowfiéedge at that time that the
TACT units consisted of three cars operating as a unit, that they gathered "rather
magically," and do refer to culpability, I am referfing to police negligence and to the
dishonesty of the representatiqni that, as then was kot generally knowj "police were secretly
stationed in the fire station. My topie is not conspiracy, it is the "deliberate deception"
of the prosecution's statement at that hearing, gnd I begin the first sentence by saying
that it is "stidl another deception."He thus appears to cite my work only when he can
misrepresent it to advance his theory. (I'yre not finished reading this chapter as I
write this, am et page 75, but I fear if I don't make these notes I'll forget what I per-
ceived beginning two days ago.

His second paragraph in the chapter states what predominates in it and is so basic
to his untenable preconception, “"so conspicuous was the collapse of the police presence at
the crime scene that even ‘emphis police officers suspected that the fix was in." He does
not identify them and instead cites the HSCA report. I've marked a number of places where
he is ignorent, dispbnest or both on this but I'11 begin with a genersl stgtement that
relates to all of what follows on this matter. First, however, + note that he assumes in
the sentence I quote that all police off'icers, no matier how high of low their rank,
¥now in the most intimate detail what is known to any. Ignorance could have led either
a roockie or an inspector to wonder about the absence of visible police at the Lorraine
motel. The trush is stated unequivocally in the very file Helanson misues in using it in
his title. I was also able to confirm the accuracy of these patticular FBI reports in my
own inquiries that ranged fron me'mbers of the King Hemplgis "'Jarty to a police inspector.

4side from I think misspek&ing red-squad policeman Ffedditt's nane Fedanson also
omits entirely any reference to what he had been doing and to black knowledge and resent-
ment of it. He was the preeminent black spy on black activitics, his acts were well known
and he was both disliked and distrusted for them. He was seen by these lemphis blacks at
the airport when King's fene landed. I think but I'm not now sure that hes partner in oudi-
ballck spying, Officer Richmond, wag with him. Richmond also was disliked and distrusted.
59, there were immediate and very vocal praésts about their presence and they left as a
result, going to the fire station where they had a g poat set up from which they could
observe and report who visited hing, which they dide

Also at the airport was the official police “security" detail. The legitimate
complaint that could have been made about it Melandon apparently doesnlt know. [t was
composed of high-ranking police, ingluding inspectors, not the young and vigopous and
specially trained police required for such a function. These top brass also vere kuown
and distrusted by the black® and they protested imnediately. Despite this the police did
escort the King party to the Lorraine, where the protests continued. As a result of these
continuing protests, ultinately all visible police were withdrawn. Whether or not it was
vise it is move thun merely unfair, it is dishonest to represent anything else, particularly
when it is fully set forth in the HURKIN files he claims 4o have full knowledge of and
uses iN his title - aBain to imply a "federal" conspirucy, MURKIN being the FBL's code
name for its King assassination file, He can't both know the MURKIN file and be other
than deliberately dishonest in these pages I've read to now. (I velieve but I'nm not now
certain that there is additional such information inthe FBI's relevant Invaders and strike
files which are also publicly available now as the result of my unmentioned litigation
that T here again note isyﬁthe nesxns by which MURKIN itself becane public.)



So, whatever he may mean by "the collapse of police presence at “he erime scene,"
there was never a time when there was no police presence and the short distunce away that
the police always were was the insistent demand of the King Hemphis party.

I next note (64) that he is using HSCA as a gftraw man to ignore what else is
public.¥ This means more than the FBI's disclosed records. There wese Published public
dtatementsabout this. Tudren £hnmles)

saying, the bundle attributed to Ray was found by a sheriff's lieutenant whose
escapes me and who I interviewed and we used as an evidentiary hesring & witness, was
imediately reported by him by radio glong with the shooting, which caused him to rush to
where he found that package. He next says that on the police radio "the getaway vehicle
was described," as "possibly" a white lMustang. Nobody daw or even claimed to see the so-
called suspect but a white car was reported to have been at the crime scene. (He continues
to cite other sources for what he first learned in ¥rameup.)

In going into his version of the failure to issue any APB he pretends what was true
was not true, attribution of this to "the massive confusion." If he thinks there was no
"massive confusion" he is nuts. But he is trying to build an intelligence conspiracy
case wher there is no basis for it in what is known and he cites, which are not identical.
He thé n stretches this (66) to represent that the MBI had the responsibility for issuing
the 4B, based on a police comuent that does not relate to the 4PB but to disseminating
"fugitive data" Lt. Kallaher said that when a fugitive crossed a state line (which then
Wwas not known, of course) "it was the" FBI's " responsibility to disseminate figitive
data." Melanden f ollow's, this, nothing omitted here, s "suchsh a preeminep} federal
role was not mentioned by the public safety direcfd?®, Holloman, who'd retired Bf +the FBI.
Dissemipating fugitive data is not the same as issuing an 4FB.

He next cites HSCA fir a hidden KBI record later used by HSCA which, after con-
siderable time, effort and cost we got in C.A. 75-1996., It was hidden by filing dutside
of MURKIN, He ways the FBI pawsed this threat on to the Fa4, police, military intelliegnce
adn the Memphis police but, again by ignoring the original source, he is lin%zgd to
what HSCA chose to use: they did not notify k’ing or any of his people about threat
to kill him vwhen he returmed to Memphis. {“his illustrates the defeciency of his scholar-
ship by his dependence on secondary or more remote sources when the original source was
available to him.)

He next says (66) that" 1iFD's sudden und unexplained withdrawal of King's security
spawned a great deal ol speculation concerning conspiracy.® It was neither sudden nor
unexplained because the detail lingured long at the Lorraine and there is a full ex-
planation in MURKIN, He follows this by saying it was a "four-man police security detail,"
referring to but one of the two cars of what cannot, a point important to him that he
misS8ed, be described as a security detail when it vas limited to ranking and older police.

When he does get around to mentioning the black opposition %o any police presence
he attributes this to [jolice action at the riot of a week earlier, without refevence to
the continuous spying of which the black #ing party w:s well aware., This serves to foster
the falschood that Redditt was "security" when he was a spy reporting on who wont to see King.
He continues to be untair and inaccuracte along these lines and actually mays, cribving
the falsehood from “ark “ane, that fking was “stripped” of his "security." He also (67)
attributes this to "[ing'& distrust of the IMFD" and Ring's concept of his own image. In
fact on occasion *ing had demsnded police presence. He also describes the detail as

"regukar policemen" when in fac: they were h’:i’. fer officers and not "regular policemen.,"
. iLE
fe kext says that the "withdrawl of “Xlig's security was unjustified."(68) This is

quit€ unfair to the police. Wuoting HSCA he says that the degail was increased at the

Lorraine wherecas it waS composed of tvo cars at the airport. (68) He here next says that
ther: was a precedent for King's requewt for police "help in escaping the violence" of the
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week before. He is unfaithful to the xm¥mix reality by again depending on HSCA rather
than HURKIN, which he uses selectively in a footnote and again it could be to hide the
fact that he got that record from me. There are a number of which he could have selected
that one. The week before. thqss with “ing asked to be led to the famous hotel the name of
vhich I've forgotten and‘Aear ve Instead the police (and L think their decision was ;_:ood)
elected to take the party to the' vaemon:e}, which Helanson does not identify. e also
+ails to note what also is in KURKIN, that FBIHQ deliberately misrepresented this in a
(gointelpro that was dome for it by the liemphis papers, attacking King for going to a white
motel in stead of the Lorraine, which he always had used in the past, and in a nasty
cartoon of a cowing “ing captioned "Chicken a &a king."

Here for the first time, and he repegtes it often, he refers to the t%reat against
§& the red-squad cop Redditt as "a false threat." It was not. it wa. real and he never
gives it source, apparenily so he can misrepreent it, which he does without fail, ever?,
one of the many times. His description of fedditt's function, which he le:rned from
Frasﬁup, he attributes to HSCA. He does not say that when Redditt was removed hia fellow
black police spy &ichmond remained and he concludes the first paragepal} of this Qadditt
section by saying, again citing HSCA, all Redditt could have done was }f'glve chase to
fleeing suspects, us numerous othey officers attempted to do." False, Hobody saw any
suspect and there was no chase of any suspects There was a false chase and there was

a qwick examination of the immediate area, in which no suspect was seens '

He quot:s HSCA as saying that g‘ed.ditt's lying about what happened was "exploit~d
by advocates of conspiracy theori@s," directed at all critics of the RKing investigatione
In fact it was one only,/‘{‘ark Lane, (68) in this he fails to report the story Bedditt made
up and Lane swallowed, obviously a ffase story. (Here I noted that pos:sfbly there is
another reason for lielanson's use of HSCA as his source - not to be criticized for
error if it was the HSCAls error.fne of his bibliography is “ane's book on this. )as
L1 now re¢sll it is that he hed recommdnded a "perimeter" defense, posting cops at the
neary corners to prevent any escape by any assassin.')

He continues to refer to the allegely "false death threat"( 69) and its alle:idely
"mystorious federal origin.' It was not mysterioug and it was not of federal origin and
here and from the index he makes no mention of the actuality. The Senate Internal
Security Comuittee was informed of this tthreat and tock it so seriously its investigator
or perhaps staff director, named Manuel, flew to kemphis imnediately after phoning. The
Senate is not an executive agency, as a professor of political science ws very vell, is
not usually considered "federal" but lHelanson is building his phoirf\?/‘iﬁ lligence con-
spiracy case, his book. He again is quite ubfair to the “emphis police in his account and
in its decision to get fedditt away from his spying job. What would have been the result. - - -
if he had been killed, particularly with Pﬁng there and Xedditt and the l{,lblice spying on
him? The police had little or no choice, (His misuse of "federal" continues at every possi-
ble point. He never refers to the: Senate.) all of this, too, i§ in HURKIN.

(71) He quotes the officer in chamge of the TaCT units as saying that they were
kept several blocks away "by an instruction from an unidentified pember of Dr. ™ing's
entourage." He and that officer know very well that né member of fing's "entourage"
could or did give orders to any golice couponent, If this loose description of a request,
the word that same officer next uses, insteqd of "instruction," there is truth because
there was such a request, yet Melandon (72) mgmy refers to 2ts "basic improbability." He
then argues based on what he says is the "relationship" of the TAUT units to MMng's
presence :Lnk}em s. He says that uNlike a security detail, they were not there to pro-
tect £ ing but to? protect the city of Memphis from #ing. Well, first of all, they were
to quell violence, of course, but for thqt they did not have to0 be and would not have
been stationed where King was, as they had been. There is no such thing as a single
putpose under the existing circumstances. Despite the antagonism of the police toward
King stationing T4CT units where he was did give them a protective purpose.(lis line
about protecting Memphis fron King appears to come from the black preacher Rev, Sam 3B,
Kyles, from his footnote.)
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Helanson next argues that "It ié@ighly improbable that the HFD would comply withf
& request to move the TACT units to where they'd not be# seen fron the Lorraine. He adds
that "there is no evidence of any such request,” which is f:lse from the HURKIN records.
Absent a formal, written request there would be no formal written request, but the fact
is clearly recorded in those HURKIN records I'm beginning to think Melanson spent little
tine with and that he checked what he found cited by HSG4 in MURKIN. The contemporaneous
records of the FBI are an at least satisfactory source and they reflect both the demand
to remove f'edditt and the moying of the TuCT units.

(73) Stretching for nfits to pick he argues (73) that Tact Unit 10 "was not in
compliance with the order to remain five or tén blocks from the Lorraine. Instead it
came within a block only minutes before the shooting.! The instructions to the TACT
units related to their duties, where they would patrol, and they were in motion, on patrol.
What he is talking abéut and misrepresents is that the fire station was a rest place for
these units, where the afficers could use rest rooms, get something to drink or nibble on
and just rest. This is precisely what they vere doing when ﬁing was shot and it was not
a violation of any order. lioreover, where in that area and at that time could three ars
have been parked safely and the 12 officers be able to do these things in the few minutes
of a rest break? What he argues is nonsense, except as a reflection of him and what the
caliber of his reasoning and writing is. Where indeed could 12 men use toilet facilities
simultaneously in that rundown area? There was no such plgce. Now the Lorraine is but a
short block from the main street leading to the police station, headquarters, the courts
and Pis office. Would he argue that using that street for such a purpose violated the
order? The cars would have been just as close to the Lorraine because they were narked
on the parking apron of the fire station, on Sputh Main St. at Jutler ive. They, as it
happens, could not be secen from the Lorraine and if any of King's party had walked past,
as none did, they'd have found the curs entirsly empty. (It is a this point that he
has one of his rare citations of Yremeup, cited above. '

Hig next subtitle (74) is "The fong Arm of Federal Intelligence.” It did not
reach toMemphis in the [(ing egsassination. But as he tries to make fact of falsehood
he launches a series of misrepresentations about normal activities and relationships.
e represents that a "very cordial and cooperative" relationshiip between the golice and
FBI is out of the usual and is atfributable to the fact that the pub;ic safety director,
¥rank Holioman, had been in the FBI for 25 years and had worked in Hoover's office. There

have been places where the FBI relationship with local police disp];ﬁhsed the locals, but
what is supposed to exist is a close and cooperative relationship. /Mm¢ K WMW&/‘ML.

He represents as unusual that the federal government ‘assists end frains local ...
police and that "the richness of federal-local intelligence links is illust-ated by the
fact that Lieutenant &rkin had received training from both the FBI and Secret “ervice—
which are NOT intelligence but are police agencies. To further this he quotes 4rkin's

crediting FBI Agent Willian anrence with teaching him "everything about intelligence
work." I do question the honesty and sccuracy of this qudte, which has no specific
citation but can be taken to be what aArkin told Melanson. What Lawrence could have taught
arkin is limited to keeping tabs on dissident groups and no more. Not "intelligence" in
the meaning of that alleged "long arm" and federal intelligence, usually taken to mean
what is represented by the CIA. 4nd what makes all of this even more dishonest is the
fact that the FBI is charged with tl}sj responsibility of providing training to local police
and has an academy for that purpose.ﬂl)iplomas must be prominent in most police offices.

He th{{‘e quotes arkin i¥ what is a lie, whether or not that is what arkin said,
"that he was the only police officer who could walk into an FBI field office and have
wccess to thejffiles whenever he wanted." In fact even SAs are denied access to files
under many circunmstances and have to give written requests toc get them. He quotes aArkin
as adding," Hr. Hoover knew it and he approved, 'cause he knew I was good.” This can't
be believed and I;lela.nson ought have known all of the above is bull.

To pmake an untrue point he adds that "Arkin also claims to have helped federal
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agents conduct intclligence-gathering activities in “‘emphis, and that in return JHEET
shaxedsxzxex " he generously shared intelligence data with the Bureau." Becaume idrkin

helped them "in return" he helped them more"- garbage! The actuality is that such cooperation
is absolutely normal. Note that "intelligence" is not defined, that “federal officers"

are not defined and the "intelligence" in which they cooperated was nothing at all,like
political assassination. lHelanson has misrepresented and distorted the norm into a case

of "the long arm of Federal intelligence" reaching down to “‘emphis.

Reflecting his bgnorance of the FBI files he pretends to use as a major part of
the basis for this book he cites a single FBI memo from the HSC4's use of tt. There are
in bwrkin and the invaders and Santtation Workers strike literally hundreds of these that
still exist and even more that were destroyed with citations to other recorygs in vhich
the information can be found and that still exist.

He quotes without citation, so L take it this is from my file: of fron HSCA's
use, an april 3 memo “"from Brkin's surveillance team wiktkimxkim inside the firchouse,"
which is to say what he does not say, fedditt and Richmond, saying that "Federal
Officers (his caps) were mmmm noted arpund the Lorraine lotel." He does not even indicate
what kind of "federal office! but he links this with the preceeding sentence,”(W)hen
I asked (arkin) about a CIA presence he went to another subject." There was no CI4
presence and there was nothing Arkin could have said to indicate one. Assuming he went
on tb another subject, we have to .ssume from Hedanson's writing that arkin said nothing
at all in response, which I think is not likely the fact. There is not a single indi-
cation of any CIA presence in any of the FBI's files.

Ynis is dishonest writing. It also is dishonest to omit what could have caused
"federal officers" 4to be there., Not that cops refer to the ¥BI or SS as
federal officers. 1 cannt remember ever having; seen such a reference. They say FBI, 83, etc.,
However, as evenﬁelanson has to know if only fpom his reading, the federal court had
issued an 1n3unction againat the planned demonst”"ation. This required the presence of
"fedeval officers of the judiciab system or the > UaS. Marshalg, also "federal officers,"
to cerve papers and for other such purposes. 4nd what does "round" mean? as Melanson uses
it it means at that motel. But the word does not have to mean that. Zspecially when used
by those who M little education.

By these dishones"" means he argues that " the l(l)g arm of federal intelligence®
reached down to *‘emphis when King was killed and berore that.

He next claims thatliSCA was "ignorant" of the fact that the FBI had a symbol
informer (he uses the word "spy") iliside SCLC headquarters: If the RRxmamxEx HSCA
read books and MURKIN records it certainly did know. Garrow identified him by name. He
is all through the MURKIN records of thet period, without his name being used.

I ascume that because Yelanson attributed the long arm to this ¥FBL informey's
being in ilemphis the day before King was killed. He cites Yarrow as his Source. The
records were disclosed to me in C.a.75-1996, these MURKIN records, but There is no-
thing in then to sugzest thgt Informer James A. Haryison had anything to do with the
assassination ol any information relating to it. fig merely spied on King and SCI.C{@
However, largely by m¥xamer questions he doesn' t realize are really silly, lielandon argues
that Harrison was there to pinpoint King's schedule. Well, therec was no shhedule at all!
King was there for she demonstration, he stayed at the motel all of the day of a_ril 3
until he went to spesk that m.ght, which he had not planned. fe'd sent Rev. ibernathy #e
nalle ThetSpeenh, Nis +outnaintop! speech when the audtence demanded him, King also
remafinzd at the motel all of th: 4th, until he was to leuve for supper at the Lylses,
shich is when he was shot. (llelanson criticizes ISCa for ignoring what had nothing at
all to do with the crime and then himself is dinshonet in how he uses what HSCa :Lgnorea.)

On the same page (75)/‘1 elanson misrepresents vhat I'd gotten earliev froum the CIa
{and he could have gotten he¥e although he/!made his own re quest) and what Gar*'ow also
got, to suggest that the LA "could have manipulated the * enphis police" beuause "it had
an operational interest in monitoring King's activities." *t is not easy, but “elanson

—— 3
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succeeds in being wnfair to Cla, too. The disclosed records, as L recall them, are
mostly if not entiruly on two things: the possibility of civil disorders during the Poor
“eoples Canpifign, which King hag launched, in Washington, by such means as blockin,:
the bridges, which could come close to closging the government down, and to iuformation
pressed on it by a men who hated fﬁ.ng and who refused its suggestion that he report to
the F3I instead of it because he was violating its charter. Gar-ow has much on him. He
c@ged his name to "Kennedy" and I've forgotien his real name. He was an ex~Communist.
The records disclosed to me include the contedTs of Kingls pockets but there is nothing
in those records to say that the CIA stole them from King's hotel rooms or his pockets or
got them frowm the FBI, which is l:.kely. Before reading further, seeing some of what lies
ahead in this book. + note that L gave copies of these records to Jeff_Prugh, of the
Los angeles T r":i.mes Cﬂtatloned then as Atlanta buream chief) and George lardner, of the
Washington Post. Bach used one of these two kinds of refords and both of their papers
syndicated the stories they wrote. This is to say they got wide distribution. as I now
recall this was a 1976 or 1977 FOIA lawsuit I filed and ¥4m Lesar handled for me. It was
later that these stories appeared. “Ifhave copies filed but do not recall thé dates. My
point is that it was not possible for Ilela.n/(son to research the matter without nowing
that this information had been discloséd by th: CI4. He also knew when he read Gnrrow.
(4t this pojfit I stop to read more because when there is too much time betueen my reading
and typing I can forget. This is why 1 did not complete the chapter be:ore typing. I nay
not have noted some of what I'd intended but beccuse thid bears so nuck on Melanson's
personal and professionsl integrity I felt ¥ haid to make these notes as promptly as
possible. In retrospect, Dave, it would have bep better if I'd used my microcassette,
although that would have likely meant greater length.)

Resumed 4/15: I'd sat too long, was uncomfortable and skipsed a fev things. On 75, again
reflecting dependence on second.ry sourced that 3@ Like HSCA had their own agendas, he
misleads in saying that when Har $ison, the Fil's informant in SCIC headquarters# fot to
Semphis "(\h)e imnediately checked in wiﬁx Robert Jensen," S&C. He cites Garrow. In fact
Harrison did not go to the FBI office. /Te phoned it from the aitport. lMelanson then says
that he left at 7:30 and "(w)h$¥, if anything, he knew about King's 4pril 4 agenda and
whether he reported anything" remains unknown. This reflects his ignorance and his avoidance
of primary sources that would require disclosing what I did. What Harrison reported is in
HURKIN, Now that agenda nonsense, repeated often after this point, xwxdwXs reveals that
Felanson knows nothing at all about the actual situation, also disclosed fully in the FBI's
records + got and he had available and claims to have used. There was no agenda. He gtayed
at the motel until suppertime, which I1'll come to later, waiting to hear from the federal
court, which had banned any demonstratione

Next he nskes a big deal about poli e, tra:l.ning, records he got from CIA in 1982. ln fact,
save perhaps for a feu details, tha Sas published nuch earlier. What he then goes into
about the CIA and local police trairé.u‘f is not relevant absent proof that ‘emphis was ins
cluded, as in what was disclosed it had not been. There being no proof he conjectures that
there had been such a relationship apparently because without it he saw no basis for any
clain to that "long arm" and an intelligence agency conspiracy to kill hing.

On 76, as he tries to hoke a case up, he again fdaunts his ignorance, of reality and
those same disclosed HURKIN records. (It may be and you'd best assume that where I ssy
"MURKIN" with the passing of time I may be including the other files I got as LiURKIN.)
"There are two significant conspiracy-related questions regarding Marrell Mclulliough's
presence at the Lorraine. First, what did he known about King's agenda?(The one that didn't
exist at all!) Could he have passed on e..information that sing would be exiting the motel
during the early evening‘? (He meant room, not the motel.fTthink that here I'd best give yom
the necess..ry explanation missing in th: book as far as I've read, 103. The new wing of that
motel's second floor had romms with only one door, onto the bualcony. So, the question was
not would King be going away but would he even leave the roon"at all, 2 self-answering
questlon, of courses) Second, did any federal authorities or networks have access to

‘cCallough's intelligence data?" First I note the prejudicial and mispeading use of "intel—



q;n‘u data".to suggest CIA when in actuality clullough spked on the young biacks m?stly in
the Invaders. It had no formal structure, as he never notes and probably didn't know. He
did not provide what Helanson means ®x by "intelligence data,” not even about King, and
there was and is no rational basis for any suspicion that he did. Unly gross ignorance of
the files he exploits in his title or intended dishonesty can explain thie part of the booke.
Second, as HURKIN shows, the ifb did give the FBI, which is, "federal,” copies of his reports
and discussed them and McCullough with the FBI., (More on Kig and supper below.)

In arguing that HSCA did not properly look into the nonexisting “possible federal
linkage" he adds the committee's ignorance, dishonesty or both to his owm when he quotes
(%yc‘) it as saying that because of the way he,was treated after the assassination the FUI "was
unaware of his ties to the ienphis Police Department." First he does not know and cannot
know more than the FBI released, which he doeant know in any event, and it is without
ugstion that the FBI was well and thorpughly aware of HeCullough's role and connectionse
%Later Melandon says that SA Wiliiam Lawrence, of the intellkgence squad, was one of the
FBI SAs who questioned McC. after the assassinktion and about it. “e is so tied up with
the zany theory and so ignorand® of criminal investigationsnhe fails to note how great
a length of time the FBI let go by before questioning McC. It was not until after tf:y'd
taken many other witness statements and better understoocd how to steer the licCullough
interview and what to get hin to say. He was, agter all, the first person to reach the )
body and a trained pjoliceman. fLawrgpuet h,,,( ban gt mg Verplio o] 7}7,,[;,///%,%‘0 /\MJ& }thw%)

He then has the silly conjec'" ure that because the licC, inte:rview "appeared normal"
this could mean it was protecting his cover. That they did by eliminating his role fron
the report. Therc was no reason for any other part of it not to be whatever Melanson
nay mean by '"normal."

, 43 he continues with his fiction about a federal intelligence conspiracy, still on
76,”\elanosn says that "the crucial question" is "whether he had information that, if it
ended in federal channels, could have been tapped by conspirators in order -to plan the
assassinations." It could hardly be more ridiculous.

Hetullough was not assigned to apy on King and he not only did not, he could not and
e still do his job, other than by accident, seeing or overhearing sonethings., The “lemphis
WM/ cops and the FBL wanted very much to do something about then}|, as the I*ﬂJRKIﬁ"re'cr(‘) s show,
Noreover, contrary to fact, Melanson assumes that such information existed. ;t didn8t because

&ng was Just sitting and waiting for the court's action on his effort to get the ban on

the demonstration lifted. The only plan was for supper, to which I'll return below, but

here you should not that if McCullough knew the "plan" he'd have been misinformed because

when ®ing was always tardy they gave him the wrong-time by an hour to have him close -to on T
time for the cy;“ to be over without a long waite The whole thing is really coc_ﬁamanie

and there was no, nforuation to pass on to the feds or anyone else. A5 HuriiN “hrws.

However, in avoiding telling the reader that the only way into and out of King'1q
room Melanson has contrived a phony basis for his nutty and baseless theory. It made no
difference when fing left the "motel." 411 an assassin where ““elanson and_the governments f3sh)
say he was had to lknow was whkether King would ever come out of his room. He did nany times
after he checked in and nobody took a shot at him. He visited in other rooms, for exanple,
as HURKIN records show.

Ngxt(stilli page 76) in bogh the text and notes he thanks Jerry licKnight for giving
hin ond ¥WEsFdx FBI record on Mclullough showing that the PD did give the FBI a MeC,
report on what litile he knew about, my description, not *"elanson'.sj "what was going on
at the Lorraine," information incidental to the report's real purposes. In the footnote
he gisrepresents whatferry told hin to have it nean that the FBI's "file on HeCahlough"
held "over a thousand documents." lielanson doesn % even know what the ¥FBI's HeCullough
file was and is and what Jérry clearly was referring to i.f,&'lt Bileg in which the FBY
filed infornmation from ficCullough. There was a separate licCulliugh file that I finally did
get in the lawsuit. Jerry was cleurly referring to the Invanders and Sanitation Workers
§ trike files, Hi and field office,
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In this, however, Helandon discloses his intent to hide the fact that my lengthy,
difficult and costly litigation is what broughTall this King assassination material to
light. Y% knew, as probanly "erry told him and I did -~ and as Jerry's “outh 4tlantic
muarterly articles do state - that [ au the only one who sued to get that information out.
S0 he is effusive in his thanks to Jerry and can 't even get the simpkest facts straighte.

There is further dishonesty, in the writings vhere the simple reports on what the
Invaders were doing and the little he saw or heard at the Lorraine are described as
leCullough's "intelligence" information. He gure strains to make a phony case!

Un 77, continuing with this stupidity, Y“elanson asks,"Did McCullough know when Sing
vould emerge from his room at about 6 B.M.? Such knowledge, if it reached a federal data
network, would be crucial for a well-orchestrated assassination plot hatched by some
elements of American invelligence.” This again suggests that there was such a plot, as
there was not and as theye is no factualfibasis for believing there was. But again llelan-
son's ignorance. Was the only time King would "emerge" be at 62 Had.n.:,t he "emerged" at
any other time? and why at 6, other than that wus when he wes killed? e was actually
lied to about the time of supper, which was for an hour later, so he might not beg too
late, as he always was. So, had there indeed been such a plot, the plotters would have
been mininformed and misled! &nd only XEEEWE ignorance or worse can explain this language

and this childish thinking. lIelqnson says this kind of intelligence, which he suggests
was in the federsl intelliigence networh, .8 essential for their plot. llegning the one

he imagines,

Here and elsesherg he plugs his own derring-dod in getting CIa documents. Not
unreasonable for an author. But what are the documents he is hippodroming and how much
scholarship and effort are reflected?/ The gocuments were released to me $@not unting
thése he got on police/CIA collabdrh :fc;'n, Offdn I didn't ask for) but only after I had
to file and pursue a lawsuit. apparently later they vere given to Garrow. ie used them
publicly, as I also did, b-fore lielanson wrote this book. 4s I've indicted, the uses I
arranged reached the greatest numbedp of people, readers of the LA Times and WxPost and
their international syndicate. So, HMelanson's accomplishnent in getting the records is
no accomplishment at ali, as he knew by th: tiue he engaged in this unschdarly self-
puffery. More¢, in his note he complains that “arrow got seven documents withheld fron him
and it took anothey six months to get them from the CIA. Yet in thanking a lawyer for his
FOIA help, “elandon did not go to court to m&compliance and disclosure and complains
properly against the CIA's misbehavior while ignoring what is obqvious, he could have gotten
or had already gotten those documents from @arrow. (Not to say ne.

His conjectures about ticCullough (77), critical of HSC4, are whether unwittingly
through his "inf{Feligence he could have helped an assassination - by the &merican intelli-
gence com-unity. Theseskind of repeated and entirely unsupvorted suggestions tend to lull
the reader into beliving that up is down, that there was such a ﬂlot about which he has
not produced an iota of evidence. 4s ho EENXEX says later, McCol ough"ﬁ":‘a" the so-culled
Ministevor LYransportation of the Invaders. ¥t had no organization structare at all, no
officers, and the title was a joke about his real function that did further his spying for
the police. &t the time in question he did drive King's people around but there was no
agenda, no schedule, no t:.ming devixe of any kind that he could have picked up sijply
because despite Helanson s hints, there simply was none to pick up for the intelligence ganfe

Instead of scholarly pursuit and examination of disclosed records, particularly those
of the FBI, he sticks to HSCa and eriticizes it for missing the point as he sees the point
in its questioning of MeCullough, (77) So he is insensitive to their factual errors one of
which he here quotes, that all ilcC did was meet with the Iuvaders, ﬁe drove ™ing's people
around und spent more time dbing that than anything else. Only, lielanson's repeated hint
at this point, there was no "agenda for him to learn about. The most superficial exami-
nation of the FBI's abundant records leaves this without quesifion, as well as what:Kingg
associates have said and was published.

This is his sefond mention of the Invaders. The first is on page 4 where he says

r"//
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ondy that they were black and militant, the latter only superficially true and then
limited to the verbal, and that "they helped ignoute the violence" of Masrch 28. In

fact, fearing this, they stayed entirely away from the demonstration and had no part at
all in that violence. liclanson also does not say what is igportant to undevstanding, that
the invaders were very young,ell young, with a fair percentage of their smgll number
still in high school. .

There is a misleading ambiguity \78) in this reference to the Invaders and to
igv, Beel's assigment to Mwork with them in connection with ®ing's hemphis ac ivities."
What “activities? Qemonstration? ldtigation? Public appearances? The whole idea was to
keep the Invaders calm and nonvioient, to give them something worthwhile to do and to
get tiiem some income for their own activiities. (The had made exhorbitant demands on
aing the 28th.) sy point in%w going in this minor point is that he is an unscholarly
scholar who also has not troubled to learn enough of what is readily available to be
both complete and dependable to his redders. Opce again what t say about the Invaders
above was reqdily available from me or from the FBI reading room to vwhich he gives such
fulsome praise in his acknowledgements, which strikeSme often as his exploitation of
rathey than thanks to them. He remains grossly ignorant of the available information.

There is‘ Nf;urther reflection of this gross ignorance in the question he asks as a
megns of further his conspiracy theory, "Did MeCullough's spying on “ing's staff gi.vyﬂm
knovwledge of the 6:00 departure?“ There was no scheduled departure &t that time, as Ifve
already indicated, and there was nothing at all to prevent an earlier shot at /ling when
he left and entered his room, available only from the balcony.

, it gets even wilder as he invents questions to suggest what he cannot state, like
(78): "It is true that while standing on the balcony (a few minutgs before 6) ™Ning
asked Bem Branch... to sing a particular séng later that evening. Did licCullough believe
this was why King wazbn the balcony at this precise moment? HSCA's questioning failed to
zero in of this key point relating to what federal intelligence could have knowne"

Does anyone believe that a request for a song to b: sung later was planned so long
in advance for being nade from the balcony, depsite all the other means of cummunications,
like phones, that the supposed federal intelligence network could have been informed and
have issued whatever irstructions he imagines were issued? This is Loth childish and sick.
and withal, he never s‘&s or suggests why King was there at that time./Te was banterin;; with
his people while 4bernathy completed dressing so they could leave for dimner at the Kyleses.

: He gets o carried away vith.his role of novelist pretending stholarshop he ends this

page with: "It seems logical that in McCullough's capacity as a spy posing as Yiniter of

Transportation..." He did not "pose" as "minisfrer of transportation. ¥e had long functioned
in just that role, long before gng's figst effort to support the strikers.

So, hedrove “ing's people aroupd. Melanson ends this graf with another of his endless
conjectures, "it seems unlikely that the mini$ters (Bevel and Orange) would ask for a ride
an yet keep secret plans for going to dinner, Federel-intelligence of Aing's six ofclock
appearance is a definite possibility." There was nothing secret to begin with, there was
no reason for the ministers, engaged in other business, even to mention King's dinner arrange-
ments, there was no scheduled "6 o'clock appearance" so what is more 4 nerely a ‘definite
possibility" is that as usual Melanson is full of outhlouse stuffing ‘hg Li lm M(J/’ M/.)

w0t content with this he sugqests that contrary to th: evidence of w[)ich he also is ignorant
[Qing wqs the subject of elecironic surveillance in bemphis~ all to get that "foreknowledge"
of' when he'd be on the balcony to get himself shote.

*!e next goes ipto hig accouut {79) of how he was given access in 1982 to a MPD
1969 report on its activities during the King assassination. R complains that it is not
accurate and that there are diffeeent and inconsistent versions of it. What did this

supposedly spbhisticated professor of political science expeet, that after a year those
cops would leét their hair down and confess all their transgressions? Theg did what he
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should have expected them to do, prepared a story to cover their ownmses. and whg in
“hu world did he expect any more vwhen he was being shown a chpy when he was writing a book
that could hurt them all?

- i BEvi 1 ined." o
Chapter 9, "The Evidence &fecexamine i od

M slapstro
(82) the evidence of the title is lkitec %o “ay's guilt and(ﬁs%’;;ment of it. "Re"
I am inclined to question. He assumes throughout that Ray is guilty and was the assassin
and nothing in this chapter is any deviation from his preconcpetion.

He continues to be vague and suggest he doesn t know much in saying that the
balcony was "acceasible" from the second-floor rooms. The fact is that those rooms were
accesible only from the balcom&‘)"Beewer‘s boarding) house,”" which was not hers at all, he
says was "g run-down brick building with a wooddn inter;fior." 1t was two old buildings,
both of brick, and I can only wonder what he means by what it did not have any more than
other buiddings, "a wooden interior.? My recollection is that the walls were plaster and
only the floors, windows and doors were of wood.

He has a sketch of the area (83), adapted from HSCA' s report. as he should have
expected, he cpuld not trust anything from HSCA and as I'm not syrprised to see, he either
did not correct HSCA's errors and omissions, added his own, o= both. Of the omissions that
are essential to the official story and to his own thesis. the locatdon of ;?oom 5-B, Rays,
and those of others in the flophpuse f8°fiot indicated in any wa¥. The stjairs is an
essential partbf all stories and of the Stepg‘ﬂns' affidavit he goesp into, flo they are
left out, as is the connection between the two buildings at their top of close by it. The
bathr'gom wi,ng w from which th = shot was allegedly fired is indicated only with an arrov;‘,
nothigmﬂéa“ that arrow moves it significant¥y far from the wall to about the middle of
that building, an essential lie that can help credits the officiad yarn that he accepts.
He talks about what Bertie Reeves told him he heard yet there is no indication of where

Bertie's room was, or the office, or brewer's rooms, all part of his story. Whev he gets
to.the firehouse, he shows the wrong exdt for the cops reacting to the shot and for
Sheriff Lieutenant Judson Ghormley to take, one that enormpously lengthens any time recon-
struction. He has Main Street but he does not show yhere Jowers or Cgdipe's businesses
were or where the White Mustang allegdldly was parlfé} could add more but is there any
need? Ysing this kind of inaccurate and inadequate map of the area makes it clear that
whatever was in his mind it was not authentic scholarship. The omissions, many of which
I've not gone into, are essential to understanding by those lacking detailed knowledge,
but they also tnnd to discredit his and the officiad story,that Ray was the assassin,.

Here a'(83) he has his straw-man assessment of the evidence of Ray's guilt. T T e e

e¥idence of which he has reflected gross ignorance, evidence he made no effort to get

and assess for himself. He doesn t know the evidence so he says that in this chapter he will
" examined ik detall each of these areas of evidence," forensic, ballistics, eyewitness

and polygrpuh. What he is really talking about does not include an examination to make out

a case that @ay was not the assassin, only that he was.

On the sniper's alleged location (84) and on too much else he depends on HSCa,
which he has criticized enough to indicate it is not dependable, In this and in the
other evidentiary matters he ignores the HMURKIN recorddhe exploits and the court proceedings
that he haéa entirely ifnored. ﬁ: seems to parady JFK inm:gigation criticisms in such
things as Bay$, that the fatal,of the fatal bullet was not probed. The purposes are different,
although in g@ﬁey‘al they aré not, because the fgcts are different. 4s this egptripping
ignoramus does not know, the #ing bullet, &r what rémained of it, came {o rest justyinder
the skin on the back and is visible and was photographed. There is no way of getting a
precise beinning po:‘\‘}/ﬁ for tracing the path of the bullet because on impact, was His
Ignomnceship does now know, the bullet exploded. \He gives a differnh version, the
official mythology. The bullet, as he should have le:rned in Fr .ameup, was designed to
explode. Yo, there really was no need to dissect any more than was necessary to remove the
remaining fragments. (liclanson says the corpnrer " reumoved a flatdéehed bullet fron “~Nng's

o

s
e
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back” butit was not a conplete bullet and it was not flattened. as per design, what was
recovered, what remained after the designed explesion, is deformed and largely of <he base.
If Melanéon had even asked about the evidentiary hea:{'fﬁﬁere there was cross-examination,
he'd have known that the expert i produced testified, after examination of the remnand, that
with it and test firing he could state unequivocally whether that bullet had been fired 4
from the questioned or so-called Kay rifle.

He also does not understand aa.gd misleads the uninformed readers about tracing a
trajectory. H‘e implies that if thg precise position @f King's bddy at the moment of inmpact
were knowy, the phony line of the Memph:. prosecition, it could be jpossible to project a
line to the point of origin. Doing tihds requires more than two points. it requires three
and for there to be the third there must not be any deflection in the flightpath, whech is
* impossible when, as happened in this case, bone is iypacied. Thesdeflects the bullet, He

also goes for the official line that the bullet exited Ming's gaw and entered his neck but
the lower wound is fron the explod_ng action yeir officinlly acknowledged. (MURKIN again,
with the results of the testing Melanson does not know and could have

Only because the cormner didn't “probe" (85) he says the tra,]ectory cannBt be
calculated except on estimates of King's position but he says certain areas can be elimina-
ted, including the parking lot or the street below King. He is wrong and there are other
things he did not consider, apparently because they were officially ignored. Like the roofs
of bui.dingsacross the street or other buildings there. Fire

(86) He aprarently does not rcalize the ipportant of what FRQeE nan Loenneke told
the FEI (he cites HSCA), that when shot king was turning slowly toward his left. Yhile I
am not allegeing that there was a shot from the firehouse, he has just suid that one from
there is ruled out by what is known of the trajectory. Yith /T‘ ing turned toward his left,
it depended on how much whether or net he could have been shot from there. I am sure he
wasn t but I'm addressing the writing.

pHe says that the official case against Ray was ﬁowerful but cﬁ.rcumatant...al 86 s 774 2 A
4lthough 13 was circunstantial, it was not at all powerful, as was established at4 earing
and under examnatlon before he wrote his book. He pretends to give his own
summary but it in fact is HSCA's. (He hasn't mentioned the prosecution‘to now do he can't
use what was presented in court.)

He begins (87) by ignoring the fact that Ray's first jemphis area ap parance was at
the “eSoto Motel. (82) So, knowing this, **elanson begins with the next day. He then is know-
ingly dishonest in saying that at the flophpuse Ray "rejected a room that had no view of
King's motel in favor of one that did." Aside from the dishonesty of assuming that Yay. .
was guilty and thus was there to kill *'.me,, he assumes that “ay kmew where “ing was_ aad

Q ! a1 apsassin. Vhat is clearly of dishonest and nre udi—
cial intent is saying that Ray W nted only a roqaq that let hin spy on King. What he in
fact did not want and would not use and d:\.dn £ want to waste money on was the kitchen of
the apqriment he declined. Ffe then took the only other vacant room that, by real stretchéng,
cofild be sazid to give a sort-sf view of the Lorraine. and althougl: he has been there he has
this chart and recollection, his writing does not reflect it and he is both wrong and
confuded, here and later. Hgpe he says that the man walking past Canipe's slore nerely
dropped the alleged R ay package. For itfto be dropped a large detour was required. The

alternative, pretty clearly r@led out, is the it was hsaved. Whak he avoids in this ]is
the uttey inmprobability of the official story, made up by the iPD, that in walking past
gith that bundle Ray saw the police cars and just dropped the bundle. He'd have had %o
make a fairly long detour to drop the puckage at Canipe s door. \I think later l‘?elanson
says it wau inside the door. The wolice posed such a P)lCtu ¢ but in fact it was Junt
outside the cloded dgor. There is more + do not now go into refuting the ofiicial story but
Melanson is uncritié in this representation of it and he should know better,

He says that Ray's story, ubout being at a gas station, lacks corroboration and from
his linitation to the official mythology as well as his own ignoruce this is true but in
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in fact there is unique corroboration I do not now go into. He then says that fay's first
alibi was given to his then attorney, author Hanes, and thit they are not consistent. In
this he again roflects lagk of knowledge of the hearings (evidentiaryy record. Hanes has
nade a deal with William sradford Huie for the litarary rights without consulting Ray and
Ray later agreed to get Yanes paid but with the restriction duie would not ask him any
questions about the crime itself. Which, of course, on publication could have been used /
against him, It was when Huie persisted in violating that sgrrement and in getting day to
tell hin what could then have be n usel against Ray that Ray made this rifticulous tale

up in the belie# that it would be apparsnt that he did not mean it. (It is that “acul
ran out of the flophouse, jumped in Ray's car and hid under a white sheet - in broad
daylight - in tbe back of the car. Under a white sheet?)

lielanson's explanation of the whole odd lawyer—writer arrangement is that Huie
was writing the book because of his interest in thr Klan, He attiibutes that to Ray. (88)

!
The golog-p’;f‘\ tests section is not worth aiy space or time, Ey/P&ste facto, tooe.

"
"Renting the Room begins on 89. He begins by saying that HSCa makes it appear
that Ray renting that roonm wos part of his assassination plan. Un his own delanson
describes the room he rented as "wellpsuited for his plan of assassination." (90) This
again presumesé’u:l.lt and it is false because that rods wa:s not "well -suited.” It might have
been the best'available bul it was far fron well suited Bec.use it was on the narrow
Passageway between the two long buildings and to even get a glimpse of the Lorraine one
had to get the head and upper body outside the window. For shotting onzﬁ;l to get even
more of the body out in the open, holding the rifle and being able to @i it when there
Wwas no way of imowing vhether King would even be visible from that window, leave alone
being abl: to hung out a window and fire a rifle.

£ Jo thut Z‘*H .
) (z for@ot, from the previous page, where t oy gave thet—sufido
Huie because he was afraid Huie would legk it to the FBI. Mcolanson nsy not know.but

the FBI's files disclose that in fact “uie did leak to the FBI, all he got from Ray, seeking
his ovwn kind of deal with the FBI, The FsI gave him nothing but took what he gave it.

Once again, only ignorance of the files he boasts about having used or dishonesty keep this
out of the book.)

Melanson's description of ths situation of the roou Loy tock misleads the reader (91).

He says its widowp faced directly onto the south wing of the hoarding house,®shich is true,

but he also says that "Zh order to see A‘ing's room it was necessary to lean out the window
at least slightly," which could be ggnspicuous.-rﬁhis also ass that Hgy knew ¥ing was

there and which room he had. And only ayspadyr, awkward view f?n :,hg motel was possible from
that vindow because of the walls of the two buidlings. (see hud chart, here it is clear.)

Melanson is quite wrong in his theorizing about shooting from the coru.on bathroom.
fe says (91) that "the bathroom c® Xl\be used if the assassin positioned hinself inside
an old-fashioned bathtub with steeply slpping sides." It was an old porcelainized cast-
iron tab on legs and it is the back that sloped steeply. If Helanson stood in it he knew
that what he visualizes and suggests hapiened is not possible because the only footing is
too far from the window and thus the rifleman can't get to sight and shoot. The only way
posgible, and I was there and i tried all I could think of, is to stand on the inside top
edge of the tub on the left leg, let the right leg dangle, and then stick the rifle out the
vwindow, where it would have beeN pretty conspicuous. There just is no way of bracing the
left arn that holds the rifle other than on the windowsill, That rifle would surely have
been eeen by the king party on the parking lot level of the motel and by others. If he was

there and jusl looked it should have been apparent to hin that standing in the tub made

it inmpossible <o sight and fire the rifle at that target. The window is too high and the
angle to the right that is necessary wakes it impossibles But if he goes into this he can
no longer theorize on the basis of Ray being the assassin.
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He reports what D.L.Recves, then kuown as "ertie" s said but he is linited to what
the FBL choss to record of what he responded to those answers the FBI asked hin, I did
locate him in a hospital and interviewed hin on tape and the FBL omitted what was so
inconsistent with jits proconception. He was alert and of clear recollection. and, of course,
e langon, like all, made his selection of what the FBI put on paper. Reeves told me more
than Melanson repords and it is inportant.

ffe does say that James H, Laue was in the room next to King but he never gets
around to #ay that “aue was of the DJ's comuunity relations service.

# e does not point out that HSCA', handling of the serious problems of palming
Stephens off as a witness was akin to the WC's with Howard Brennan. The tmmth is, as
James licCraw, zhe cab driver, told me, Stephens was so drubk even fpr Stephens, who he
drove regularly, that he would notfake him to a liquor store. In my own inquiry I learhed
that he and Eracie had no idea whey they were outside the DA's office waiting to be called
and questioned that night. He quotes H3CA's report: "'Stephens' sobriety on the afternonn
of April 4 was called into question by a number of sources, and the committee did not rely
on his testimony for an eye-~witness identification of the assassin." There was nobody
else it could pretend was such an eye-witness, and only HSC4 dishonesty in going over the
FBI records that { made available denied it of the truth: Stephens saw nothing at all.

Going on about Stephens, he says that "Two months Jater he provided an affidavit
used by U.S. authorities in extradicting Ray from England." #e cites this to the partial
r::—‘}gﬁ'oduction of it in Frameup. Well, there were three inconsistent Stephens affidavits,
one drafted by the FBL and the dther two by the DJ Civil Rights Division. It is the
second of these that was used in the extradition. (I ingore what he has on Stephens'
unsuccessful legal efforts to get the lgrge reward that was offered. Not watth the tine
or space.ﬁ also skip the subchapter "F:’.ngerprints', having addressed this earlier, until
he gets to his tabulation of prints in the bundle, page # 98f<;emd what he never gets
aroind to, where any Ray prints were said to have been lifted from the rifle, was there
a single one where there had to be in hundling and firing the rifle without gloves? lo,

not a one.Thés also wde in the smme part of Frameup. His listing does not, for some
reason, include the FBIL but it did not find a single Ray print in that flophouse room
and nobody was ever able to place him inside it from the time he rented it. (He freely
admits it, however.) He does talk about Ray moving all the furniture around in that room
and never wonders why with prints elsewhere none fere on any of that furniture, either. (99)

He doesn"t know much about "Ballistics,” wb.ch starts on 100, He again depends on

HSCa, despite all 1 got from the FBI, .and his only other notes are one to Frameup, one

the a text and one to Hichael Rurtz. (I donéft care but he took more than he notés from
Frameup.) lig glso knows very little about neutron activation analysis, of which he says

that HYCA decided not to conduct * any. (101)He does not say of what or whether there

were other tests that could have been performed of whether, in fact, any had been done,

as they had been by the FBI., I got them in CAT5-1996. *1? is shakey on interpretation of what
is possible with 38 D5AA and I'm surprised th;t he didn t learn more from Post Nortem, which
goes into the testing and its capah’,‘ilities. Inm not now clear on Ni4 but I am without
question that the FBI condicted spectrographic analyses and that I got the resplts so

they were available to him through we or the FBI's reading room. Ne says that the FBI did
tests in 1968 and that they remain "classified." (102. They were 94:— subject to classi-
fiction and I sure as hell got the results of some in the litigation.)

That he really does not understand the tests is clear (102) when he says that
"the five bullets may noct have simkIuwxximtx begysimilar, but basic comparisons could
still be made: f¥agments of the fatal bullet could be compared to each of the five bullets.”
The FBI says under oath that it never uused "similar," the word it used to the Commission
and in my litigation, becauss that does ncST mean what the test shows, whether or not two
cgmpanted speciments are identicale.
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I can sinplify this by saying that if they are merely similar they are not of
common origin. In a sense all bullets are similar and clecrly all bullets of the same
type,caliber and manufacture are similar. In short, once ﬁrain he docs not kuow.w what
he is talking about and is wrong. e does not even“'ﬁf%@ the text he cites. lioreover,
he postulates the wrong and essentially meaningless comparisons. What was necessary
was to compare the recovered fragments with the traces left on bing's clothing. Only
when this was done and it was established that the fPagment had caused that danage was
there any point in comparing with the correct variety of the several varieties of
ubfired bullets left at the scene of the crime. That this was not done ought have given
Mglandon pause but he is unaware of ite That the so-called fatal rifle was not even
tested to see if it had been fired since the last cleaning, al_;s(} beyond his ken, edpert
that he represents hinself as being, should have been a meaninév lue to him. 8s well
as the fact that this rifle was never test fired by the FBI while it did test fire a
wide variety of other rifles it knew had not been used sand were irrelevant.

Here again the infor.ation he lacked was rcedily available to him but he did not
seek i+, He could have gotten it fron m: and from my FOIA litigation, which goes into
these matters in considerable and unrefuted detail, -

Unce again I add again that all the information on what was tested and how and
what was not tested is in MURKIN, thousands of pages of it, and once again by his ig-
nor:nce of the actusl data and his use of the FBI's cedename he is in the position of an
exploiter.

Chapter 10, 103f 4/19/89

] He calls this chapter "Time and liotion: the Double Image of Jaues Ear1 “ay."

He begins by not defining what he mans while saying that no official investigators
"Ydthered to attempt a systematic, logical reconstruction of Ray's allegedftime and notion."
He says this is because thay had serious doubis about how the crime was perpetrated.

ind once again he is wrong and his ignorance still another time comes frém his ignorance
of MURKIN. It holds ssveral details FBI chronologies, even one in long-hand. as a matter
of fact, Melanson would look better and his readers would have been much beitter informed
of he had used the FBEI's because his own chronology (Appendix B, 165ff) is a wick joke.
((Iﬂll cotment on it later.)

iids concept of what the official investiyators should have done is next on this
page (103), where he says that once ®ing appeareéd so he could be shot, "lay had to zERgup
thmdak ggther up the bundle containing the radio,.beer cans and sartridges,. add. the .
bbnoculars, and go up the hall to the bathroom, hoping "hot to be seen. That would have
been more than insane..t would have been a physical :h{possibility. That bundle could
not have been handled that way, in and out of the bathroom, particularly not after the
rifle was added to the box and the box was added to the bundle. (His expert and detailed
Inovledge later has him describing this as a rifle bex, with the label showing, and in
fact, if I remember correctly, it was not that at a1l and I think was a shotgun box.Jt
is on 104.) e also say, stupidly and ignorantly (104) that each of the conje;:tured Ray
trips to the bathroom 'he had to carry the weapon and the binoculars." The rufle has
a telescopic sight so the binoculars did not inprove visibility and besides, at about
200 fect, did anyone of reasonablg normal sight require any magnification to recogniue
DI‘. King?

Néxt he revels in the physically impossible again, saying th:t "(t)he only way
an assassin could fire at Dr, King was to step into the bathtub and angle the rifle
toward the right (resting it on the si111)." If he wanted to rire at the moon. If he even
Wwas there when he was in M‘emphis he has to knov that standing in the bathtub, inpossible
for gther reasons, and rsting the rifle on the sill would have, depehding on the shooter'sa
Mmt been at a downward angle and could not have been to the right and at ﬁ'ing. &lso,

he ignores the claims jade by the poliee and FBI, of a mark made on the sill by the
muzzle of the rifle, ﬁgs would haVe required that the rifle not proa?@: outside the
v

window. “his also makes a shot at {{:mg inpossible, lioreover, it comlé./l e have heen
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made even in King's gencral dire ction By anyone standing in that tub. - was there and
% tried and there was only one way in which a shot could have been pointed toward King:
by standing on the rim of the tub towa¥d the wall, on the left foot, with the right
dangling in the tub. Even then, it was not possible to huve the muzzle resting on the
811l and still point the rifle toward ,:'ring because there was not enough roon and both
the assassin and part of the buttof the rifle would have had to have been in e wall.

I return to the HAa for clarification. There can be variations between different
batches of bullet made to the same recipe. and what Melanson says about all of this
beginuing with the third zmek paragraph on 101, coumes, uncred:ted, fron f# ameup, which
was written before I'd had to leurn avout these tests. Including spectrographic, which he
does not mention and might have been prefereable on the shell casings in. 1968, He
does no% give the caliber of the other type of ammo found and describes what was used and
duplicated in the box as "commerical", the other as military-type, which, if true, there
was no point in testing. His account of the NAa tests is garbled. Me says that after NUCLEL 2
bowbardment "the rfadioactive characteristics are then compared.” It is the decay-time
that is measured. He then says that the comparison is "iM terms of the trace elemtnts that
make up each bullet or fragment." It is the quantities of each element that are compared.
He says it is (b)y comparing the number and proportaion of the various tmace mksmtmn
elements (is leud a truce element, or copper?) it is possible to determine the probability
of common origin." You do not compare the number of elements. There can be 10 in each
speciuen byt they may be different and this not possibible. 4t is the elements and the
anount of each. He says "(’c)he greater the variation in composition, the less likely
bullzts or fragments had a common origin." This can be canfusing because for purposes of
the test there are established parameters that are not regarded as variations although,
obviously, the measurements are not car:ried out to the sixth decimal. There are ninu-
scule variations in some bullets within individual bullets, depending on such things as &

the themgimx thoroughness of the nexing, .
o g’bmzw}. rrm lago it
Going back {0 The prévidus item, Melanson says that stamdiredin the bbb | he
would havépad to lean ‘DipsSEsty—tmpmmatbie) out the window in a somewhs® .(exe) manner in

order to shoot, thus exposing himself to ﬁew."(m4) Her;ﬂ}}h/e is assuming Ray's guilt and
without any question, he knows that all of King's party and ﬁng and Kyles at the very least,
looking that way, and none on the ground and none on the bglcony saw a nan leaning out

the window with a rifle? None of the others J)e or around the motel and in its parking

lot? What he is talking about here proves that it was not possible ‘not all the proof,
howsaver) for the shot to have come from that bathroom window, vet he either does not
understand this, which raised questions about hoyhuch he does undersatnd, or is simply
dishonest about it because he has the preconception of Ray's guilt; which J think is a’

-

precondition of publication. (In this senese I note She almost conplete gbsence of dir-

rect or indirect criticism of the FBI.) o s Tl phlsst

He goes along with the official federal fabrication relatin?W?‘fmi_ng%n"d'jﬁemon
Dollshite, 4 Bheriff's patrolman. (108) He says that Dollahite provided no tine f rame but
that one who supposed he saw Jollahite \he had on brown clothes, some identi idefi-
fication!), Talmidge *artin, estimated it could have been as little as a half minute and
not more than two minutes after the shot that the alleged esgape dégr left. He cites the
correct ﬂollahite FBI interview but he can hardly have read it if he can begin to
believe that Dollahite did all he suid he did before, after going around %ie entire block,
he way back at the bundle in anything like two minutes. This is not the first time I've
wondered if he really read the records he cites. The alternative, again, is dishonesty.
dnd what is interesting here is that he a/ does not note that the t=stimony used at the
guilty-plea hearing has a ranking police officid who was not even there as the:fone who
found the bundle Wl}fi e 'IQe says correctly that Sheriff's lieutanant Judson “Yhormley {the
Yame I could no%"ﬁea—kn earlier, actually found it and L) the testimony relating to this
at the evidentiary hearing which, in even Gh#)‘mley':s expanshon of the time, shows the
inpossibility of the oflicial concoction that, for the moment, I here do not go into.

+nstcad he argues that "it is indded possible“, for Ray to have done all the things
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I nisread vhere ielanson skips fron the bathroom to the bedroom to say that Ray
could have both surveilled and fired fron the bedroom, albei & sonewhat awkward
position., Despite the narrow passageway between the two halves of the flzépuse, anyone
leaning out that window would have been quite conspicuous to all the people at the
motel,more so if he had a rifle and was preparing to shoot. First, there is a real
question in my mind about whether he could have been out the window far enough to use’
the rifle and hold it steady enough for shooting and not risk falling out. Then there
is what ﬂglanson ignores, I suppose from kiowing nothing about shooting. If Ray did no%
~ lurk there with the rifle in position, King would have to linger quite some time in one
place, a limited ares of the balcony, all that was visible from that window, for Ray to
get the rifle out, get King in the sights (if he had already adjusted them for distance] ’
that being necesSary with a telescopic sight), steady himself and the rifle and still
in this more than awihrd position be able to squeeze the shot off. Any jerking, no matter
how minute, and the shot is off target. Either way he was certain to atiract at“ention and
be both foiled and caught. & shot from there had to be close to parallel with the wall
of the building, so he'd have had to be pretty far out that window. It is almost certain
that his grip on the rifle would be more than just awksmard and would interfere with his
aiming, assuming, of course, tha] he was skilled in using the rifle and its sight,
which he was not and could not have been. It is a radically different position than one
that could have becn practised. (There is no evidence at all t at Ray ever practised with
that rifle and its sight, both absolutely necessary for accurate shooting.) The probability
is, had he tried this, he would have @qbad his weight and the pressure from it on the
windowsill on his stomach &l the least. He'd have had to get farthur out the window than
his lowest ribs to even try the shot. These considerations mitigate against even thinking
of it and he){d have had to be craxy to depend on it without holdirlzg the rifle out the
window and aiming in general & that part of the motel, and I can't imagine hin doing
that without begng seen because he was never there except in broad daylight, when there
was considerable activity at the motel. I believe lMelanson dreamed this up in part from
ignorance and in part from necessity because he knows and comes close to suggesting that
a shot fron that bathroom was also impossible. '
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-2%he-had to e tine zh conpleting ! le

he had to have done from the time the shot was Iired through completing making the buddle
and getting into the car and starting it and taking off without being seen. Of course

it vas not possbble, but Helanson argues, say, that even if Ray had to have detoured to

his bedroon to make the bundle, it wa$ still possible to do all he had %o do and run

the distance and the steps inside and outside the flophouse within two minutoes. What

he rally says is that even if it took longer, it ddd ¥t teke longer. 8iherwise he is
adm:i:"b:ing Ray's innocence and tangling with the FBI, (He clearly preferred tangoing with it.)

Had he spoken to Yim or me about this he'd have known that we timed vhat Ghormley
did in about 45 seconds. Perhaps frou ignorance, and I don't think he lied about this,
he says that Ghormley "sprinted" as he proceeded from the firehouse to the front of
that building. Ghormley is crippled, had a pronounced limp, feared even going down over the
wall in the back of +the flophouse, as all the other officers did, and instead walked as
fast as he could walk, which is what he testified to, toward Main Street and Canipes.

¥n his version of "the Bundle Drop" (beginning on 109),.hich is the repetition
without question of the ofricial uythology, he doesn't even have the simple geography
straight. Wils is supposed to have happened on the east side of Soyfth Main Street, with
the car parked at the curb near Vanipe’s and pointing north. He says that looking at the
ma.v%n the car, which Canipe never said he did and denied having said to me in Les Payne's
p¥esence, fanipe was looking at "a bit of the left side of *he face." after getting this
far in this book, I'm nof surprised that PMelanson says that Vanipe could not "84 the side
“he nan's face toward him but could see the side away irom him, Driwin norhh, with Canipe
to his east, only the right side of his face could have been visible, 110)

He ropeesenss that there were three witnesses, Canipe and two black customers named
Einley and Grahamn., Thetg were not witness 6z anything, especially not of Ray's driving
his car away. So ““elanson says (141) that "(m)ost implicative for Ray is the fact
that three witnesses associate the bundle drop with the screeching departure of Thm a
white cur." If this were true, as it is not, how could it implicate day at alliithout
an identification of Ray at least as the driver and really also as the one whb was
seen to drop the package?

Heeg/ten goes into vhat he says is HSCA's conclusion, that #fay saw a police car

protruding from the firehouse parking sjace and thus "threw the bundle of evidence down

in & monent of panic." Wkile &)hysically this is impossible as he presents Hay's flight,
for he'd have had to turned toward Qanipes from the pidevwalk and then return toward the
sidevwalk, fox/‘h 28y ingz 1+ would have ¢ mPletely destroyasd the bundle, sihich wgs not tied, /7‘
Was mevel:'r"lxgra ‘p%?‘ﬁ a bedsoreads” “4a hot ESCA's conslusion but the fiction it adopted
Tom the po'ii(:e and their apologists and the FBI., His own sketch of the area, which :
seems 1o greatly reduce the distances because it reduces an entire city black to the width
of the printed page (4 1/4") shows that the distance from the curbline to the doo® of
Canipe's store as 1 / 17 of a city block, quite a space! and what he also does not go into
znd does not label on his sketch, is that a dense hedge blocked any view of the parking

apron of the firehouse from Kanipe's door almost to the curb.
e

Un 112 he actually says that “}gﬁmley "ran" to Main Street gfter mowmkwg going to
the Lorraine. /fe did not go to the Lorraine and could not run. In saying that Dollahite
ran to the Lorraine and then to lain Sitreet, he omits all else Dollahite did at the
Lorraine and the fact the he ran to the npposflte end of *ulberry, then examined both ways
on fluling, then ran the block to liain, also looking both ways, and then retraced his
direction to Canipes, most of an additional block. Or, even if it didn¥ and could not
happen, it happened anyway.

Hext on this same page he is lost in sinple geogrﬁ}w, saying that with Hay's
ear allegedly par "beyond:, (apparently mea.ningﬁron the flophouse, #Canipds on the same
side #X of the street" that Ray approached (it) fron the south.! The exact opsosite.

But when he could call the right side of the face its left, he can't really be flaulted

for not knowing north from south. Oh duufl, M am H y_,/‘f

Tesmene oo e L
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Still trying to make sense of the nonsense about that bundle (113) he becomes
a shrink to point out that at fires people do irrational things, like delaying "departure"
for rstrieving some possession. So, that's what explains Ray, of vhom he suys he "surely
had a propriety interest in tbe bundle." Of course! Why else would he jeopardize hinself
to gather it all up if not to leave it assembled to be discovered by those anxious to
capture him?" B¢ Elementary, my, dear Watson!

ﬁtill on this page, he reflects igorance of the photogruphs of the crime scene that
i got in my lawsuit and he misuses without saying how they were made available. ﬂe
says of fanipe's thut it had@ a large, glass front, which is tmme, "and the door was
open (the bundle extended into the doorway} o that the door nust have beel opened
when the drop occured." Now hgr is a demon envestigator, who has read Yrameup, which has
a picture of the bundle as ‘?&ﬂg in it, and the door is closed. Of this he candt be
ignorant because besides all..the uncredited use of thet book he has many citations to
it. .And then thepe is AIURIC[Q{ s the MURIN of his title, and it includes copies of the
police photographs. It has both the dcture as the package was YSEREEEF fivst seen, and
the pigture the police staged, the one that /‘felanson refers to here and only it. More-
over, if he'd read the various interviews he cites of those he calls "witnesses" when
they say nothing, he have known that the doorsg was closedg not open.

W
¥Ex #Two White Mustangs" begins on 114, Before going into this I note that although the
initial reports were of two white liustangs there was only one but there were two white
cars, the second probably a Ford Fairlene from the documents I've exanmined,

Departing fron his usual dependence on othey sources some of wiich are not reliable,
Nelanson this time says of Ray's alibi, that he was at a gas station at _the tinme of the
crime, " {n)o evidence has been generated that corroborates his alivi.W J_‘a did not ask ne
about this and it is not true. He merely is ignorant. There is a crucial part, not that
Ray is confirmed at a gas station but what he saw when he got back to the area of the
flophouse, that is confirmed. He then quotes a variety of records on the second Hust.ng
without realization of the other irportance- of those records or vorse, undestanding
gnd ignoring them. They are exculpatory.

Subchapter "The Paradoxical Ray" begins oy 123. Ii is based on the presumption of iiay's
guilt rather than any real asseslsgmﬁxn of “Ghis. In saying that an in-depth analysis, pre-
sumably his, makes Ray more ratl}r than a less puzzling figure he reflects his own pre—
conception and his lack of understanding of Jemes and all the other Rays. They are not at
all vuzzling once you knov and underdtand them. They are quite predictable. Fllustrative

of the undependability of the professionals he quotes "politifal scientist James W.

Clarke" and his book 4dmerican &ssassins as saying that Ray is "a coldly rational and shrewd,
if not highly conpetent hit man.” There is no i%%?%of .any "hits" or even viplence
in &ay's history. On ¥ ¢l arks's thmf Aivn omf, A Mg sl b /;y | Fea ] Seisiic,

Chapter 11, "Notive:The @eld.ng—Line King." (This nonsense comes from Jay Kennedy is CIA
records I got in FOIA litigation against the CIi. These are the records I refer o earlies

that were used in widely syndicated stories by the WxPost and the L.a. Times.)

Helanson begins by listing groyps he says had ample motive for as:-sassinati'& J¥K.
Some just are not reasonable although others have held such theories, like Castro and
"oil barons."(From the SDECE fraud, Farewlill americe,®) He also includes the KuB, of
waich there is not only no evidence, there also is no precedent and 1t grossly mis-
represents, for a professional political scientist, the relationship batween JFK and
shruschev,

Un 117 he refers to a "typical" F3I record on King as a red without indicé'r ing
that rather than this single record with that caption, Com .unist Infiltration of the
Southern Christian éeadershio Conference, that is the title of a massive file at H{ and
the field ofiices. (I have a 40U-page inventory of the field office holdi on this and
related files.) I n next citing Jay Kemnedg's political diatribes against Ning from
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the .bove-mentioned CIA collection, he gives no background on remnedy at all. This 1s not
an oversi;ht because he quotes Garrow, who ig explicit and detailed on that paranoid.
For a political scientist in particular this is dishonest but he still strives to make a
case of & CIA couspiracy and this is one of his means. Kennedy was so paranoid an anti-
Com unist former Commnist that his judgement had to be questioned. If he read aJ&}n Bmt
was disclosed to me without knowing who the source was, as t0 begin with I did note the
content of those reports made it apparent that the source was not dependeble and was
very biased.

"another CIA filer)azbtained by the author,” he says (130)"contains a potpourri
of notes and receints apparently obtained from ffing hinself." Thias and the rest of what
he s.ys makes ¥4 it apparent that what he got fron axa h.n 1982 is precisely uhat it orhuar
disclosed to me in FOIa litigation against it and was the_;%asis of both the Post and Times
articles, as he camnot easily have avoided knowing. Obtainfrom King is ambiguous. King,
clearly, did not just give the contents of His %}iets away. It was part of a bag job.
(There is no indicalion that this was or was no%P y the FBI or the Cl%é;%selzf-)

It i§ apparent that all he got from his FOIs requests is an eucuse for claiming
in his bouk that he brought something nex to light. He didn't. He got only what had
alre¢ady been disclosed as the result of difficult and costly litigation vy others he
does not credit, a measure of his scholarihip.

I redlly wonder if he got all i got bec.use what is missing lends itself more to
building a case tha% the CIA conspyired to kill King. It wau the records relating to
orojected civil disobedg.ence, closing down all the bridges, for example, which could
close the govermnent doen. Instead he says that King objectéves could have been seen by

"alements" of intelligence as a major Com x?mist‘ efl‘or‘l;.(1'2). makes no other reference
here to what King planned for that spring,(/? Pu/t/»lb infrign, Mbrch on W tfb/;;??h

Other such CI4 records I got and were public before he got anything at all in-
clude intrusions into the funeral, Kennedy's refusal to report to the F3I rather than CIA
and if I remember correctly, plans to replace ing with so.eone more amenable to "the
intelligence com .unisty."In so slim a book and so flimsy a case against the CIA 1 would
think he'd not omit these things if he had them., and pf he did, I'd wonder about his
judgement if he had then and omitted them. Unless he wanted to try to hide that he had
accomplished nothing with his FOL4 effort that was limited to a request andecceptance of
what the CIa chose to let him have.

Chapter 12, "Tyreads fron the Web of Conspiracy" (134ff_)

Having not a single fuct to show the existence of this imagined intelligence
conspiracy‘qe begins this chapter by saying +hat,"(g)iveythe state of the evidence, any
attempt to outline certain dimensions nust necessarily be speculative. But speculation
has its place in exploring the meaning of known data/ and pointing *he way for further
investigation." Whatever Be means by "Jimensions" he does nothing but speculate and he
does this without any fadtual basis at all. He then, again without any factual basis at
all and only as speculation, treats the lay aliases as selected by an intelligence agency.

His ignorance and lack of understanding of Ray if further exposed (135) when he
says Ray had "flhaky power of memory." Ray has a good memory,

R\.esumed 4/24 Y0 give credibility to hi"s thecry he says that Ray had the nose job done

to look more like the real @alt and the other aliases. Ray had it done to change his
appearance so he'd Look less like the mug shots. He was an escappe. as he embellishes
nothing it renmains nothing so he has the alleged conspiracy intending "to inplicate the
real Galt just long enough to allow Ray to escape to «ngola, where he could be comfortably
disposed of." In the light of what is kuoyn in particular this is not even good fiction.
There was no need to implicate the real Galt in any way at all and when the nane was dis-
closed nothing happened to him. It also had no effect on Ray of his escape. There was no
connecton anid there need have been no connection. The purpose is always to escape and that
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and used Sneyd from the time he took the plane i:n Usmds Canada. This sil iness also breaks
down, as it has elsewhere, in the fact that Ray was broke and could not get to angola. If
he® had had a few more doliars he could have taken a boat from Portugal, but he didn't bei;'use
he lacked a few bucks. Certaonly any intelligence agency conspirators would have seen to
it¥ that their pidgeon could fly and that “ay would not have been broke. &4nd if the inteﬂt
of the supposed conspirators had been %diis se of Ray in angola, no reason being advanced
for this imdtation le Cg?‘?é',w}w Hs¥e e:}”&t since then? (&s he notes, from my wrikimgy
telli:g him, nurder: in jails are" easy but it hasn't happened in rore than two decades. )
The nonsense continues as he says, for no reason glven or imaginable, that the other
aliases were "to furthey implicate" the real Galt, Cheaper and cheaper, he follows this
by saying that the other aliases B6ould have been picked up by physical surveillance in the
general area around Galt's home." It gets sickeryand sicker, silijer and sillier, with
less and less point or reason. He crescendos (1 6) with more of this gibberish, that "Galt
was more than sinmply a vover. He wa§ a man who could be implicated at least tenporarily
while Ray made his escape. The real “alt was fortunate not to have been arrested as the
prime suspect."” (That he had a perfect and proven alibi -he worked - is imnaterial . to
Helanson as is the deronstrated lack of need for such a swamp from actual events.)
and if all of this is neither 8illy nor stupid enough for him and for Praeger he then s.ys
that the description of King's killer- who was not seen by anybbdy (and if the so-
called flophouse ident}fications are teken as dependable, which they waren’t) mxm—
we® nmeamingful a description of miliions af men, not one of whol was picked
up for questioning. (30 instead of 50, 5-10 dark to dandy hair, medium build, ruddy
complection, black suif whbte shirt.) In all of this fantasy he reflects his grest
ignorance of the HUHKI) files, which show that the Galt alias rather than doing what he
conjectured it was schemed to do resulted in af massive manhunt limited to the US for all
the CGalts there were, including at least one Eric, if I recall correctly, and a father and
a son - exactly the oppose of his nightmare.

Ignoring the considerable lapse of time (137) he says that the trail led to ‘andda,
that "the authorities might have hypothesized that Galt shot King and then fled back to
Canada, using as aliases the names of solid citizens who lived neuar him.," That this
did not happen or need to happen is immaterigl in this convoluted thinking, anu that the
last thing, had it been real, that the real £alt would have done would have been to use g
aliases that would have led to him does not occur in this novelist's concept of real crime.
Nor does he give any reason, for there is none.

Further flaunting his HURKIN ignorsnce he says that on 4/17 the DJ "hisued a press
release cesigned to focus xEXmmkima Ihcreased attention on thr Mant for Galt. The
departmant filed a complaint with the U.S. Commiss%gﬁgg %g Birminghan" charging Ray with
the crime, "This was done to securc an arrest and ®6 additional publicity for the
flagiding manhunt." Well, flagging it wagn't. Merely unsuccessful. But in the rest he nisses
oneigme of the most ridicukous of the FBI's heavy-handed and self~degeribing stupidities.
Fipgt of all, he didn't have to be charged to be picked up. He wasn't charged for two weeks.
411 of this was not by the Department, which the FBI froze out, not tridsting it. *t alsc
did not trust the U?f\‘ttorney in ,;1‘emp}rls, which is why Birumingham was selected. The Commissioner
there, it knew, would be compliant and ask no questions. 4nd *here should have been questions.
4 conspiracy is requived by the Vivil Rights acyin a nurder case, and the only allegation
of any conspiracy is thit Hay planned to go hunting with his brother in Visconsin! This is
actual, not myﬁoke._ﬁso the real reason was to make a claim to the jurisdiction that the
FBI had not had fot tvo weeks., Then Hg did not even trust the Birmingnam field office to
handle even the release, so it dietated th: release by phone to B'ham. Rather tha.n the
departmenf doing any oi this there was an int ernal fight after the fact becausc #%he FBI
kept it in totul ignorynce and the worst place to file the charges was in s'lHam, the best
was Meuphis, where the criue had been. That an intention could have been to make it apoear
that the FBI wal on the ball, when it knew it was not, escapes his t dnking and theorizing.

He then puffs hinself up in saying that "CIa documents obtained by the authorgmsx
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on Lo This
under "FOIA" show that" they go% their "ield officxm&d& is not vhat the Cla calls
then at all (stations and bases) so he knows this litile about the CIA. and these are
among “he recgrds I'd already gotten and used years earlier, so great is his actual accon-
plishipnt L% F0Ia and the CIA, Then he says ( 137-8) that the next day the FUL finally
identified iay, with a HURKIN record I'd gotten years varlier. Having made no refe.ence at
all to the massive “alt search by +the ¥BI limited entir:ly to the US and its earlier
refusals to have the 440m1ties search in Canada, he refers to what the ¥FBI calls its
teletypes as its "“cables," which it never does, this one from Kansas )Uity, citing the
Toronto phone book, precisely the search FSIHQ had earlier rejected. (He seems to be
going way out of his way not to say a %’Lngle word critical of the FBI and this need not
be : because of his thoroughgoing ignora:’ce of +the HURKIN records.

__ Next he says that because the real UYalt had never to then been questioned by aythori-
ties,® "his alibi had not in any way been established." He appu:ars to meen the real Galt
and the utter irrelevance is lost on him and any editor. (There is no sigh of any editing
other than possible of language despite the crying need for injections of some sense of
or contact with reality in all of the gibberish.)

Without any realization of how it dissipates all this sillines he finally, in a
different context (139) reports that by the time the real Uglt was known Ray's finger—
rrints were complete exculpation in and of themselves, Without realizing how ang intelli-
gence agé‘éy would have avdided it he says that by then day was only 15 miles away fron
the real Galt. Instead he conjectures that the liounties might have thought they had their
man by an "interrogation." Mo interrogation could have led to such a conclusion and there
were the Ray pfints and Galt's payroll records.

He follows this stupidity with another clain to his derring-do accomplishments,
getting Hay's letter to Sguth Afwica under FOIA. Not only has it been disclosed to ne
years earlier and was at the time of he supposed search re.dily available to the entire
world in the FBI's public reading room, the ¥BI had disclosed it to the press, which had
used it contomporaneouslye.

He then tries to give this nothing of an acconplishnents ome meaning (140)

Later. I knocked off about 5 a.m. to go out gm and get and read the papers but while
doing this the above paragraph was ojj my mind. He has puffed himself throughout in the
sane way. I was reminded that when we spoke yesterday you asked me if I really believe
he is ego-tripping. 4s you know from what I first wrote you, before I read the book I was
sure of it from the dust jacket and then from as I now recall, the acknoiledgements. So,
take this refrain of according to documents obtaintd by the duthor under FOIA. To what has
he referred? Only to what was already out as a result of nmy litigation, 100 as this
relatd’s to the FBI and alnost certainly as it relates to the CIA. The one gquestion
with the CIA is did Gamsow get anything I had not already gotten? I do not habe total
re of what + got and don't know what Barrow got but what I've seen referred to I did
ge;?%ow there is no question but that Melanson kunows enough about my King litigation,
from me certainly and probably fron Jesar., So here he is g decade, perhaps more later,
and he is +telling t'e trusting reader (and editor and publ:r‘-.sher) that he did all of that
FO$A work. de has no reference anywhere in the book to my litigation and even in his flowery
inscripti%l to me is general only and omits any mention of ning, keuave alone thanks for it.
If he ‘\'.wl;épi? % student and did such a thing, how would you regard and treat it? are the
standards for professors, professional scholars, any lower? Why would he be so dishonest
except if he were on an ego trip? and is it né¥ even worse when he says that what he does
not know isn't known, particularly when it is in the FOZ. records + got? When he speaks
of F3I records he got under FOI4 he is really talkdng a‘oout’iwhat was freely available to
all in the I8I's public reeding room. No, I have no doubt on this score.

In trying to give his nonexisting accomplishment in getiing the letter Bay wrote
to the South africans (I picked it up from the newspapers firsl, in 1968, then got it
under ¥OI4), he says that all the Galt paper Ray generated had not been collected and
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the handwriting examined %o be certain it was Hay's. What in the world for? Unly his sicl
theory that the CI4 was behind it. Of all the things to be done in a real investigation,

there is aluost nothing that could have served less, If in fact the CIA had been behind it,
there is no doubt they would have seen to it that Ray wrote all the things out so they
could be traced to hinm.

He quotes Rays as s y e did not remember writing this letter in 1¢ .-(I have
no trouble believing that.| llela.nson says that Ray "ignored the real question ~of what
hag motivated ‘hin to resptond" to an ad soliciting immigration to Rhodesia but that is
silly because Ray's earlier explanation, borneout by his efforts, wus that if he got to
dhodesia he'd not be subject to extradition. ls there any more reasonable explanation?
and this was publice So, if MHelanson saw souething being hiddenfg why did he not ask E’ ay
about his earlier explanation - and why does he ignore that here?

ik,langﬁn says (142) that “ay was captured because "the unsee¢n hand that had
Buided"him had failed. There is no reuasonable 1ndication at all of any guidance of any
kind fron the moment frlng was shot and the earlier gulcmnce" appeared in Frameup.

He follows this with nonsensical misinterpretafions,like .“#hy's behavior in “ondon
and Portugal contrasted rather strikingly with his smooth, competent fugitive activities
in Toronto," wh@ich Helanson then proceeds to misrcpresent. He then says that "(f)urther
evidence (si. ¢) that Ray had lost his lifeline is provided by his possible participation
in s iondon bank robbery, four days before his capture." Ray was, without question, getting
desparate in Lisbon. He was broke and feared trying to pull a job because he knew no
Portugese. Lhis is the reason he teturned to tondon, to get funds by robbery.There is
no need to conjecture that Ray was a robbe# of the Fulham bank, He admitted to me there
was another man in on it with him, hegrspaiit what they got, $100 each. That was a paltry
sum and it did not relieve Rﬂs desparate situation,The bank note demanding money was
disclosed in imy litigation the footnote is to HSCa. Helanson is wacky when he says
thut day "denies the cfime." If he did, and there is no sourde noted, he was having sport
with #slanson. He never denied it and couldn't, His prints were there, as k. does note.

By the top of 144 he is erecting st a&% says that "lone-assassin mythologists
would probably tell us that in Eurﬁe -tay ) Sz‘o—gra%v fication as a famous assassin came
to the fore (that is, he wanted to get caught)." When after two decades this had not happen—
ed, whathonest purpose is served by the conjecture that has no basis at all? He uses
this to say there is a better explanation. One not better is not possible, which is why
Melanson made it up. His better explan.atmon is that Ray had lost contact with his
bandlers and was on his owire

He gives no source for the misrepresentation that Ray's sole contact in Portugal
Wwas with a whore. (Huch more, aside from MURKIN, is in Huie's articles and book and he
got most of that from “ay, the rest from his own investigation.Je cites Huie as a source,
so the omission is hgrdly an accide nt.)

He mays there is no corroboration that Ray was seen with another man in “ondon,
in his hotel, that there were no corroborating witnesses. Who asked for any witnesses?
I got what + published about that in ¥ raneup, from the papers. IIoreover, if T recall HURKIN
correctly, it was corrobotated. B»&Mfu Hhire S e poal ;;;d’ n el g ﬂz!;vu«m;,‘f

Nettt “*elanson mnt:t1ficate<a that if #ay had gotten to ingola he'd have been assassi-
nated but had this béen done in Canada there would have been too great ¢ tink., This is
entirely loony. If his "handlers" wanted to assassinate hinm in éngola, they'd have seen to
it that he got there so they could knock hinm off, and is there any rational reason for be-
lieving that were he killed anywhere they would not have been the identical sensation he
says would have existed in ta.nada or Ingland only? Of course not.

Ars he tries to argue this sillines, at uhe bottom of the page he refers to the 'ﬁ:
"string of ussuccessful efforts t0 assassinate “astro" by the CIA, citing a limited and &
questionable source inacaurately. ffe says it is the Church committee. It was in fact the
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Schweiker subcomuittee. But i{ the CIi had not been able after all those efforts over

all those years to ldill Castro, how does that persuade they'd do any better with Bing® 4
Or thas they'd use a Ray-especially whem there is no evidence that he was any kind of

shot at all and all the evidence is that whatever kind of shot he had been many, many years
earlier, he'd not done any rifle shooting in many,many years,

(145) He says, citing no source, that the CI4 has an "Executive Action Unit (formed
to eliminate troublesome foreign leaders)..." I do not believe that there is such a formal
"unit" in the CIA and certainly not one so titled ofiicially. He also says that it
"dispatched its premier hit-man, code name J/WINH(sic)" to kill Lamumbs, I am certain
that it has no such staff hit men and I bedieve that tho man he refers to was a free4lance
it picked up. His footnote lower down is to the Senate Intelligence Committee and he
says that what he says is taken from its account of the scheme to kill Lamumba. However,
thwesx there is no source citation to what + quote from his own words above.

" At the bot*on of this page, on his own authority, no source cited, he says that
(t)he fact that Ray did not get to angola, or that his competence as a fugitive seemed
to evaporate on the other side of the adtlamtic, or thet he lived to stand trial, canno}
be used to dismiss the involvement of american intelligence or its networks or offshoots.
In reality, intelligence-based assassinationd plots are not always as flagless as their
fictional counterparts.” He has and he hag cited no basis in fact for alleging, as he
here does allege, that there was such a plot to Kill Ring oé which fay was part. The
rest, about Ray's not getiing to dAngola, where there also is no evidence that he was to
have been killed, ‘lelanson havingjjust made that up; about his alleged incompetence in
Burope; and that he did live to stand trial, has no meaping at all and certainly is not
a basis for alleging that there had been an intellignﬁce piot to kill king.

Yhis is irresponsible writing. He does not use any conjectures here, doespot say
it is his thebry, and even if he had that, too, would have been utterly irresponsible
because despite all his;‘over—writing, conjectures, inaginings and theorizingg he has not
presented a single bit of evidence even indicating that there has been such a sonspiracy.

Chapte: 1%, "dn #nterview With James Earl Ray" 146ff.

He begins by saying tha] he had been warned "by sourceg in Nashville" that just ¥®
because he had permission to sev Kay he would get in without .difficulty. He says that
he was “"stalled" at the ¥km "checkpoint." Crap. &4t the front desk, which everyone has to
go through. I never heard of anyone having any trouble at all seeing Ray once there was
permission. I never had any and no reporter ever complained of any to me./in prsons her au Aol )

He suys (147) that Ray was paler because of "segpegation.” He knows TEWECx
little about jails. Paleness is commonplace among prisonrs who do not get to spend nwuch
tine outside. "Segregation" is immaterial, although if it means less time outside, possibly
there could be nmore paleness., @mlv he has no basis for any comparison.

He then wonders if there was a "new" Ray, whatever that may be inmagined +to mean,

\Why should there have been? When he gets into his interview(148) he refers to g‘u.mseli as
"the interviewer" and says that when he got to the more'gensitive areas — the WREkx
Galt alias, the fat Man, to conspiractors — the second ay emerged." "Sensitive" only
in terms of ¥elanson's fabrications, particularly of that unestablished conspiracy, the
existence of which he states unequivocally in here, "the conspiratois." To Ray there
was absolutely nothing in any of that. To him it was nonsense. How else was he t,q have
treated it? Did he have tbd be as looney as §v1ela.nson not to be this "second day?" +his
second Ray did not speak as well (not that Melanson had ever spoke to him bel ore),

"his power of memory all but disappeared” (again because he had hot been interested in

what **elanson iwagines and presents as fact)" and he rambled (as he always did) and
sometimes was not as close as Melanson would have liked to what he was talking about - all
fictions that have to be fact for Melanson's book. But even if this were not true, how
could he expect Ray to say what could later be used against “ay's interests?

Next he imagines again that the fat nen delivered money to f‘ay. There is no chance
that any intelligence agency would use that nethod and there is no reason to believe that
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the mgn he tries to make into something by naking out he has to keep his namebecret
when it n-ver has been secret had any such connecTion. Frox-\l‘-le anson's description of
hin and hov his mind vorkks there is even less possibility & & any such coniection.
But once again, had the spooks given Ray any money he vould not have been frustrated
in his efrorts to get vhere there was no extradifion and he certainly would not have
been broke, as he was when saptured.

it is only because Melanson imagines there is significance in what was of no
significance to @ay that he can make alli this gooey kid stuff up. To Helanson what
is unreal is real and what i+ real is unreal. Yo wonder he was so disappointed in his
Ray interview and doesn't admit that he got nothing, tha¥ he blew it. How in +the world
could he begin to dream that he could get any information sy had not alr:ady given
to so many skilled, professional interviewers and reporters, had not given to his ﬁ
defense when his life was at stake? Monetheless, if he came away with nothing at 14
all, that is the fault of this "second" Ray. It could not possibly be that there was
nothing for hin to come away with. £dn t he ajready in his oun iﬂﬁ t:ﬁn forned his .
nutty theory into the only fuct?/avm b 1 mrewmi? é¢7 hod Medwn mot b fu o # b it fo R

4s he embellishes his studpid concept that the fat man was delivering money for the
spooks he says (149) ‘f at Ray had to lie about neeting the fat man at his rooming house,
that Ray was afraid. Why in the world should he have feared getting money if there had been
a noney delivery he was expecting? Or if there had been an intdlligence conspiracy, why
should he have feared a contact with it when he so desptarately needed help? Crazy
writing, crazy thinking. He ends by saying that Hay wasg, not scared and the reason for it
waslthat he was expecting a delivery." T WJ\A mA b

licDauldton (called "Bolton") gave a contemporaneous sTory to the police, that
the unsealed envelope Ray had left in the dhone booth and he returned, had to do
with seeking a job. Hothing unreasonable in that. Only lelanson prefers this nut's 1984
story, that "hhe letiter had sinister cmspira@:oy?al overtones rglating to Ray's
escape to Portugel." Ray infact escaped to Bngland, and no spookery in the world would
have put anything at all relating to a conspirator/murd.erer‘s escape ix;b. letter that
it then mailed!

lie concludes this crap by trying to make something of the fact that ﬁay did not go
to the travel agency for his passport and ticket for two weeks, uNtil the time he was
scheduled to leave. Melanson says this is because ‘‘ay had to wait to get the money the
fat man brought hinm from the spooks. ﬂot that “ay had to rob to get the noney, not that
he wanted to avoid ‘oo much unnecessary exposure, not that he had no need to get the ticket
until he was ready to use it. Only that he had to await for -the snokks to get moeney to .
him «—@thout even suggesting that there would have been any reason for the spooks to
run risks by delaying the delivery. Or that they also could have gotten him a ticket
and pasgport. (They made them all the time!)

On the Galt alias part of the Ray interview, which must have made‘e‘(\;r"crnder what in
the world Melanson was up to, he says that Ray muttered sonethin: about "the matching
scars" that sounded like he was humoring lMelanson. He probably was by then.

Yalking about what he describes all this orap as,"the sheer weight of the data"
he laid out before Ray, he says "there was a bightnesgin his eyes and a trace of a smile,"
(151) The wonder is that fay did not burst out laughing. There was no Bdata? of any meaning
and it w@ighed a lot if it weighed a feather. iWhen “ay did not respond the way lelanson
thought he should and wanted him to, there was sosething wrong with Ray, that'second"
Ray again. The nut helanson does not realize that there was nothing Ray could say becuuse
Kelanson is so sold on his insanity that he really believes is fact when it isn't.

Perhaps most irrational of all is “elanson's expectatuon, assuming that there had
been a conspiratorial involvement in getting those aliases for day, that Ray would tell
hin all. What in the world for? o #ay lielanson was just anothe: jerk he would try and get
sone use out of and, of course, once again didn't.
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ihen helanson gets %o the John Willard alias he assumes that there was only one
man by this name anywhere and he lived a mile and a half ffom the real Galt. liaybe that
is the man whose name Hay took as an alias but I know of no reuson %o assume it and I
think I recall that it is an alias he had used years earlie:. We did, whether or not
the genius llelanson knew it, use many fulse names earliep in his trivial career qf vetty
frime, I'm got hothering to check becduuse she whole thing $s incredibly silly and innature.
And as, he continues with his own accout (150) of what he asked “ay about what he says
he learned about the resl “%alt, he actually believed ghat “a.y;’ would be responsive, as he
could not be if it made no sense to him and would not Jf’ it wre real.

Thaf there is no rational limit fo what Melanson can imagine and then put on paper
is illustrated in a different way with his comment on a letter from Ray saying that
Blakey may have suspeghed that there was sonething in the Galt "gmatter" (in fact Blakey
didn't) but Melanson gis if t'is could be Ray"s "eryptic way of suggesting that there
is indeed more to the Galt matter than official investigators knew or that he is willing
to divulge." Yhat a collosal ego ‘elanson ha$§ to have had to undertuke the interview in
the expectatuon that he sould or vwould get souething new and to realiy let hinmself think
that Ray would make a cryptic suggestion of truth in lﬁihonsense that nust have anused
Ray.

He actually expect 'Qay to tel: him #ho asked for thelduplicate Alabama drivers
license (153) Ray told him he never got that license. I dongt know whéthe:or not he
did, but I can't imagine an escapee driving across the gcountry without a divers license,
either. lelanson says he expected "another stone to be added to the well," and, Ray
said, after a pause, "Haybe Raoul" got it. This is, lMelanosn says, an adnission
"Ray has never made before." Bt last? He has an accomplishment. But he does nothing
with it! So if true it still means nothing, omd o ok an Upisip

In winding this grimf and unrealized self-exposure up in the section captioned
"On Conspimc{ﬁ and Consvirators (153-5) lelanson begins, "(b)y the logic of “ay's version"
(and I/ sure $hat Yay gave him no "version" of his title) Ray's version of his role in
this case, it was undeniably a conspiracy.” In this he confused between the way Qay's
b v e i 0aibe] mind works, which he does not understand in auy wyh at all, with the way he
thinks, He says that fay claims he wdas a fall guy, which ought be obvious to yayone with
any factual knowledge of even the official story, yet he then says h: gave “ay"several
clear, sympathetic opportunities —if not direcT invitations - to ruminate (sic) on the
cpnspirators whom he insisted framed him." He apparently never asked himself why, after
two decades, fay shouldhave done this or how it could have helped iay if he had -why Ray
should have to him of-all people. By the "theory" thut-others believe Ray was merely - -
malcing smoke screens to "hide his own guilt" Melanson says Ray "should have been eager
th impress this interviewer"-I elanson. Why? Hgow could he possibly see himself as this
important to fay? His answer is that he is "a professor who writes books, after all!l!"

In winding up lielanson says that in his efforts to Pet Ray "to open up about the
Galt alias, I mentjoned one of my hypotheses was that if Ray su@:’ceeded in getting to
angola, the conspirators would have tried to neatly dispose of Iim there." He next says %
that "Ray's reaction was silence but singulerly intense in cc'mparigﬁn with the rest of the
interview." He says that when Hay nodded, that was “agreement." Of course he can imagine
anything but Ray must have wondered what in the hell was going on in HMelanson's mind.

Then IvIelﬁl&Q/says that "logiwally" followed by his special interpretaﬁions of
Ray's nodding, "if Hay can agree that the conspirators planned to elirinate him in 4968,
he jcannot be sure he has nothing to féar now" This is really rabid, cramy. &nd above all
this stupidity and nonsense,,why shbuld Ray be more afraid of getting eliminated after .
tio decades in which it didn % happen? Why should he now be nore afraid and spill his
guts to the professor who, after all, writes bookd (ot the only author Ray spoke tgé
Unly the lenst known one!) '

o , .
Thank God the end if close—obky ﬁl—“i‘ vages of Chanter 1 "Moward }1‘ $torical Tiuth." L1t
is not toverd it and it is not indica eéehere. 156-93-' * 48t k
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*his also begins with a flaunting of professorial ignorance, vhen Melanson says
that "a good deal of whatever “ay knows may be counterproductive to his pursuit of a new
(s8c) trial.” He never h. 4nd the only available avenue under the law for
him to get a trial is "new" eMidence. dnything Ray kmew is not new and can't bs use
any effort to get him a trial.

Helanson says that in this book he has "illuminated" the conspiracy. He actually
vwrites that he has establéshed ite

He says that even without Ray's help "the King assassination can be effectively pur-
sued by investigators" with Bubpoena powers "and an adequate field staff »" whatever in
the professorial mind that is.

There is, as he does not indicate, quite & limit to officiad bodies with both
jurigdiction and subpoMena power and F know of none that would even drean of this now,
regalidless of Melanson's firm belief that his silly theory is real. (His important
new leads and neglected only leads.) He,assum‘mg Ray's gui‘t as he does, says that the
purpose vould be "justice." What would track back to his spooks, of course.

In his noting the “wersions of truth¥ the country has been given he omits one:
that Ray was innocent,

He still again says the spoks did itk "If as is posited 'here, responsibility lies
with xke nen of clandestine spphisticationw who viewed “ing$ as the ultimate red menace...."

The last vords I marked in reading this awful book is failfy regarded as Melanson's
epitaph on himself and his book but he uses them to add ress HSCA :"mired in its own
presunptions and incompetence." lelanson began wi‘h his own presumptions and never departed
ffom them and his incompetence is classic.

I'n not enough intercsted to take the time to check, as I told you when we spoke
Yesterday, but I believe that when Helanson first started taldng tD me about these aliases
he was satisfied that Gelt was a spook and was one of the assassingtion conspirators, That
is the opposite of what he now writes. But if this is of interest %o you, I'll take the
time. For any futtire check, I haVe a ilelanson file and it would be fairly earl¥ in it.
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ufte v finis{h L:"xe oreceeding pages I decided to make a perfunctory check of my
file of correspondence with Melanson because of the seriousness of some of my Citicismse
i just sldrmed his letters, without reading them, flor a few clues. This is reiTected in
the few selections + made after this cursury exanination. Ther: could well be nore lih/e
these illustrations. I am not integrating them with the pr4ceeding pages,

Gn 2/ 2()/84 he was aware that although in the book he credits the/"Starvo" in the
Gzlt name as liay used it, he knew ve-y well that it is I who figured that outﬁ.&}%)

48 I nov recall he had his weird theory about "the fat man.“ before he knew the name
and that he got the name from me when he asked what * have on the fat man. Iis 6/14/84
reflects that I sent him those of the Ful's records I'd gotten in the FOIa litigation of
which I'd nade duplicate copies for subject filing., %388 lle thanked me for them 6/14/84.
As this comesgout in s boo, (29)"... e document pbtained by the author had failed to
deléfe the ndue," g -4 cfé%.%‘} ek Pecause the nane was freely available to
anyone from me, as he got it, or from the FBl's public reading room, he inpented the
totally unnecessary ps#udonym Bolton. He then, having gotten all the information fron
these ¥BI records I'd given him, pretends a uajor investigative accomplislmenh\"l located
William Bblton in 1984," the feat magnified by the false pretense that he was glien y
by U§ and Canadian police so the vpress could not find him. (33B)

I iddicate above that he got nothing from the CIA by his request except copies
of {only sonddf what)khe knew I had obtained by litigation. We had dsscussed this before
he wrote this letter and despite knowing what I say he uses what can be taken as ambi~
guous language ("CIa MIK documents %_eg_sgd to pe", emph. added.) On 6/19 I let him know
that he had gotten only sone of what I'd gotten via that litigation (33C) ard his book
holds no indication that he made avy further effort to get anything else from the CIA.
(In this letter I also identified Ja.s Kennedy to him, with a description of KennedyVUs
politics and views.)

With regard to the duplicate slabama drivers license gotten by scueone else for
Ray, I decided to refer to my reference to what he says about this and cannot locate in
by mesns of his index. +t is a pisspoor apology for an index and is also inaccurate. For
example, what he says sobout the fat man begins pages before the first index citation.
Ray told lielamson that he did not get that license, that soneobdbk else did, peyhaps Raoul.
[elanson says, "this is a sugsestion which, to the author's know ledge, Ray has never
made before."(153. Ye also quotes Ray on all the mail being laid in the opgﬁ on a tbfle
there, where anyone could get it. He knew nothing at all about this and wrote asking me for
information 9/18/84. (33 D2) I replied tuwo days later \33D1) Before this I'd discussed
with hin at sone length what 1 indicate in ﬁxameup, that I was without dofjbt that l?ay ’
wus being manipulated up ntil the time of "the assassingtion and that there had to
have been someone like Raoul and that he had met Raoul at this Birmingham roominghouse.
iiy reply, without any checking, from recollection, and, of course, what I'd gotten from
Ifay is a description of how thefmail was handled there, my own Dbelief that this was one
of the indications of a conspiracy, and that someone in B'ham #h or whe went there for
that purpose did get the license,

I refey to his ignorance about the matters he lunps under ballistics. lle reflected
this ignorance in asking me about the shell casing 2/26/85 (33E2) I began my reply with
what he should h:ve %aken as a caution,"Re the shell casing, I ask agaen if you've read
Frameup or is your reading diet limited to junk?" I then go into what was in HURKIN, as
if he'd done any real research at thg FBI reading roon he'd have known, (5)},1) He does
not réflect his source in his book. (I responged to him in some of these letters in such
haste I did not read and correct them.)

I do not recall what he safd in the book about Rayls letter to Youth africe and
about which 11? asked ne 3/2/85. He claism to have been responsible for dicslosure of that
letter (139): Under the Freedon of Infornmation dct, the author pobtain" this letter, and

bﬁehagsgdﬁgzeesxgﬁsn}“p%og&}yﬁgcgazebze%ﬁ:ﬁ-% o Fil's identification of it,wisf
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In ¥ response \these are 331 and 2) I told hin I laciced means of retrieving it.
4s I'd told him, I'd supposedly gotten all the lab records. I alsc told him the matter
had been widely reported, what Ray had told me and my opinion of it, that his was a credible
explanation. 1'd also told hia that what HSCa had done was to sinply remove the i3I
identification numbers frou copies of its records already disclosed to me. In this
instance H3Ci had not, perhaps because it was not easily done. iIn any event, he did know
that what he claims he got under FOIA had been published earlier by HSCA with this FBI
lab identificaTion nymber. So much for his claims to have brought anything at all to light!

I refer to his lack ofi honesty in crediting Jerry McKnight with what Jerry had
gotten from me and that lelanson knew this., It was easier and cheaper for the copying to
be done at Hood than on our primitive machine, so in response to several of his letters
I wrote hinm on 3/7/2)5 that Jerry had copied my Twumdx Invaders and Sanitation Strike files
that I'd gotten from the FBI and even that an honors paper had been done on them that
he might want to read. So, he knew what he was doing, a8 he did throughout with all such
dishonesties of varying degrees. (Doing the copying of my records at Hood is always
cheaper because of the difference between their copi!;“?s and ours and the costs of copies
on them, The lood nachine is also faster. Uurrently this is being done for awother who
has sought and gotten help from me without telling me he is writing e bock on this and
after telling me that he represents Hay in some legal matters, Bill Pepper. He's had a
student searching here and I suggested that in those two files it would be cheaper and
faster if they use the copies + let Hood have. I'n not concerned about the lack of credit
but I an addressing honesty, principle and dtandards, personal and professional.)

Whether or not a re.ding of this correspondence file would disclosre other usch
iliustrations, I consider that the few in which special words aaught Iy eye are adequyate
to confirm the serious .llegatjons I made above.



\Q}

(e}

February 20, 1984

Harbld Welsberg
7627 0l1d Receiver Rd.
Frederick, MD 21701

Dear Harold:

I am in the process of doing some background research on the
Martin Luther King case and there is one particular facet which
really intrigues me, and which you raised questions about ("Key
Questions, Major Doubts," in The Assassinations, Dallas and
Beyond). I have a hunch that the Toronto aliases used by Ray
are crucial to the case, I have the Toronto newspaper clippings
from 1968, pointing to the similarities between Ray and Galt;-
Bridgeman, and Sneyd, etc, And I have read the HSCA hearings:
The interviews with Ray only succeed in his restating that he
got his aliadffrom the library. As you probably know, the real
Galt evidently greatly resembled Ray, even including scars, and
was eight years older but looked younger (this can't be devined
from newspapers and birth announcements), Toronto papers report
that Galt: was a crack rifle shot, had traveled to Memphis, had
worked on a secret Canadian Gov, project (the latter may explain
how he ended up as a Ray alias), :

Do you have any information or insights on this angle
that you can share? 1I notice in your article you refer to Galt's
signature, in which St, V looks like ""Starvo," and I wondered
how you discovered this? .

I'11l appreciate any help you can provide,
Best regards,

=N

Philip Melanson

R



2o il Helanson iTom darold Wuisberg 6/19/84

The CXA King copies you sent (thanks) are from thoso I got in the FOIA
sudt Tor ite King recoxrds,

Tho sourge was not disclosud to wme, vither. It could even have boan the FHX,
althouch disoloalng them if the FEI wus the source ordinarily would have required
FLI approvale For example, Just yestexday 1''got from the PRI some old records that
the CIA had. They referred thuu: back to the PHL for disclosure to me. (Thus far
I've sean nothing new in them, )

[T SRS & S R

Using an affidavit before the appeals court is exoeptionsl, but so also is
our aitustion when the IV 1lies %o it and sdempressnts:.on basie legal factss. 1'ye
prepared, ap affidavit for Jin's usa but as of the last time we spoke he'd not made
up his ninde 1’'favor attestathon, becanse it ia subjeod 4o tho panaliies’of’ perjuxy
and thus pore ferweful then a lawyex's aviuments Jij. by 2oy . VS, £ tad She
draft of what he'l)l £Als, and I mé'm will have drawn hea'% wﬁm?Mu%.
wh+4her or" no/ he uses 4t You may want it ae:well an' &.copy @8 e DX'm:Supplementam
Megorendumn 0 you can ace and Af useful naky use ¢f its les and their nature.
Oftan there is a page nkdtatioif 80 Mn may‘t»mgumhd‘in“tho nuaber: of pages

he 'man f1les Ox faols would reqeive attention. Iive swegbad. to bdn ghet in & ., .
footnote he refer to other misrepresentations and overt lies than he has in his
taxt, to zive ths court an-idea of ‘dheir-doteditys<: . -u st an @ ueaa tell),

Why s alvays a question whon the . goveemmont Jiesrto. & .courk and pazages. 4 the
moat, beada migpopesentation,

. (RS \ FLTORU LT i L sl Y

. Btrapgely, ju does not neoessarily have apecial signifiocance, although in this
case 'I'n inclined’ to believe that it has. Theme people are rarely not untruthful
4iu FOiA nmatters they contosts It is a w‘uf 1life Yor thun.

-y .

ke Do dlaad

¥

VA

mt&muay&mxﬂiwtobavidcamouﬂnvdthhem
source ou " ing as an Alleged hicom is Jaf Keniedy,
who married Levison's divorcBd wife.



June 14, 1984

Dear Harold,

Thanks for the McDouldton documents, Regarding the list of
CIA MLK documents released to me, I enclosed a copy of page 1
item 3 (671005-A) in case you don't have it (you asked about it
in your 6/4 letter). Regarding page 3 item 3 on the list
(93087-68) there were no composite photos released., Regarding
item 660715, I copied it and sent it on (it dqes not reveal what
the source of the notes and receipts was, so far as I can tell),

Thanks for letting me know about the appeals brief., It would
be of value to me, so I shall do as youf suggest and get a copy
from Jim later on. N\

Best regards,

N

(Phlosrc roud aumwfﬂ’zr/m’
ool
(8 Vardnidye P2
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