Ms. Marcia Geldstein 4/5/90
Greenwood Press, Inc.

88 Post . Hpad West

Westport, CT 06881

Dear Ma. Goldltein,
Melanson's Spy Saga is so very bad in so many ways you may find general comments
diffioult to aocept. I've made notes in reading it. They are lengthy. They are enclosed

B Uith the ocopy of the manusoript I'm sending lepnntal.v. as you asked,

First apologies for my typing. Tne eye surgery is the lnt of my problm I'n
be 77 in a few duys, am recevering from open-heart surgery and hav- oirculatory problems
in both legs that require me to keep them elevated. This puts the typewriter to a side
and makes for inaccuracies. '

Tou may wonder if I aum prejudiced. In a sense I am. I regard the assassinatiom of

“a president as the most subversive 4f crimes in our society. I believe that as it im—

poses obligations and standards on offiocial investigations of it 1t also imposes them on
those of us who question the official investigations. Because the orime was never.really
investigated officially, thers are few leads for private investigators to follow. dny
private inquiry, however, to be responsible, must be within the parameters of actual
fact abeut the orime iteelf. There is a simply enormous amount of information now avail-
able. I have obtained about a third of a million pages of once-withheld official records

relating to this assassination and that of Dr, “artin Luther king, v¥r. They are accessible

to anyone, and in practise this generally means those with whom I do not agree. ‘his, of

course, includes Melanson, who did get what he wanted from my King sesassination records.

This is not reflected in hia The Muridn Conspiracy. He had no interest in this abundance
of JFK assassination materials. He makes no mention of the extensive FOIA litigation by
megns of which all this material is now available to anyone, here or in the readingy’
rooms he did use and thankw. I do mean by this to raise questions abeut fis honesty

and personal and professional integrity. It is the opposite of honeat scholarship to
append lengthy bibliographies and to make no mention of this most basic material. It is
less than honest not to include it and how it became aveilable in his expresaions of
appreciation.

Melanson presumes Oswald's guilt, as he did Hey's. He also assumes that each
orime was the end product of a conspiracy. He does not in either book establish that
either crime was a conspiracy. Beyond reasonable question, both were., However, being -
-vqraommhleuof an authority than he pretends tol_n, he does not address the
question of conspiracy in his writing. Instead he thaoi"_iaa who did it with the accuseds.

In both books his theories are untenuble as he prescnts them. In commen with all
the many conspiracies of which I lmow, meaning the thepries, he inevitably deceives and
misleads the reader. This is inevitable and I regard it as a great disservice to the
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nation. It imposes upon trust as it does the trust of publishers. Neither the people

nor publishers are in a ,p_oaition to evaluate such works and there afe remarkably few
authentic subject .gﬂ::;t- publishers can consult. Host of those generally called re-
searchers are in faot consplrucy theorists and their work has been larigely in support
of the preconceptiens with which they begin. Among those who have been bpublished I em a
Einority of one in opposing conspiracy theorising, Y
Whother or net there was a conspiracy is not at all the sume as @{ﬂfﬂu al=
..2eoged conspirators. If tho orime was beyond the capability of any one person it was a
conspiracy. (Melanson does not even define conspirucy correctly,) That there was a con-
spiracy does not identify those who conspired,

He appears to be generous in his acknowledgementsand to fellow conspirucy theoriats

he is but aside from Sylvia Meagher, whose bookm is a truly great one and who is also dead,
+ with the book long out of print, he acknowledges no debt to those who did the basic work
" in bringing fact to light yet he inevitably draws on thog/works. The others he thanks know
nothing at all about the subject matter. Throughout the manuscript, where he credits other
books - and not uncommonly he does not ~ he usually manages to avoid well-known first publi-
cation and instead wites later works that repeat what was published earlier. This puttern
appears to be with a purpose.

He ia quite Renerous tuthaPﬁIanuCIareadi.ngromandinbothbookahamhsaa
big thing of hig use of both., What is available in those reading rooms, as he does not tell
the readar, is what others brought to light, often with long, difficult and coalty FOLa
litigation. Hu makes it appear that he h.sa done the difticult work of getting access to
the Ful and CIA records he cites, and &1 dishonest and unscholarly failure to even mention
what he well knowa, that others did this work utthout,{which he could not have undertuken
this book, leads the resder to believe that it was all his derring-do. The fact is that
there ia but a single thing in thiabonktlmthedidbﬁngtolightmditiaamvimw
that he misuses and misreprescnts, the number of employees the CLi had in New Orleans. all
the other records of both agencies were salready rescued from official oblivion for him and
for others and werc readily available to him without his going to those reading rooms.

He has been here, Imwhj.mmmntoevoxwthd.ngIhaveonthaﬂnemmtion.
made copies for him of whatever ke wanted, and he saw the extent of my JFK assassinatiom
archive. When he asked for information then, by phone or mail, I sent it. It is I and I
alone who brought the NURKIN records out, in a suit I filed in 1975 saise still berore
thé courta. “e knew this and he knew what he got here but there is no rerlection of this
in 'i'Ea Hﬂﬂd.n Conspiracy. In fact, some of what he got from me, FEI records, he n.i.mpro;nta
in that book to create what is essentially an untenable theory to fabricate a completely
irrational conspiracy. If you are familiar with that book, a ai.m’j.e uJ.ua' for you is that

heDaildton, the “fat man," did not and could not hide his identity because the FAL had
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i4scloned 4t and he got that record from me, which identified MeDduldton to hige

I un%ratand that he has sought and gotten assistance from the hsssassimation archive
and Researdh Center in Washington. There is no mention of it in his credits or notes.

41l of this and more like it is consistent with an effort on his part to stake out
a olaim for owning the subject mutter. The fact is that he is not an expert, except in
cooking up amatuerish and untdhable theories and doing that with no taint of honesty or
scholarship, His theory in this book is, as it waa in The Murldin Consjiracy, ludiorops.

.~ His ignorance on the subject-matter of this book is col@ob:él. I have never doubted

that Oswald could have had some kind of intelligence connection, but never as vwhat to
those s as an "sgent." although he avoids mention of it, he had to know that in
my 1 book I said that. abd I was then limited to what the Warren Vommission had pub-
lished, He has none of that information in thin book. More became available when, years
before he got interested, first with accesa to the Commission's records and then through
FOIA litigation, mostly mine. (I alone filed suit for the FBI's Dallas and New Orleans
records with which he is really quite ignorant or he'd have used quite a few he didn'g
use. He not only makes no mention of this but he actually pretends in quoting a few of
them that he got them from the FEI. Worse, he says, without any qualification, that some
are still suppressed and they've been available, froum me or from the FBI, for a decade.)

He presents himself as an expert on intelligence asgencies but in fact quite a few
novela are a much more dependable saurce on them and how they work and what they do and
do not do. He hasn't the slightest contmct with reality on this and he is spectacularly
stupdd sbout the realitics in both books. I should say, that/hide from my work for the
past 25 years, I vas in intelligence and I w.s a “enate investigator and editor. He is
living n’ fantasy in believing that he knows anything at all about intelligence and what
emerges about it in this manuscript is laughable. and ridiculous. In both books.

There is much that is relovana in a book on this subject that is piblic and of
which he ¥nows that he omits because it is not consistent with what he has cooked up.
One of the most glaring illustrations is his failure even to mention the name of Yuri
Nosenko. Consistent with this, in his bibliography he makes no mention of my Post Mortem.
I believe this is because it is in that book that I was the firat to publish what this
defected KGB official told the FEI about its suspicions about Oswald, There is nuch more
but because you have read this manuscript and know its relevance, they suspected thut_he
was an "agent in place," also lknown as & ugleeper agent." But Melanson could not use this
and) suppresa the reat. I have a rather large file of Nosenko records I got under FOIA that
haoouldhavomnmdcopd.edhnreaawnmintheFBI'srud.'Lnaroom.l:hmqynothwu
vhltiainthoaaﬂcordnbuthedoeahwwwhatia published and this does include a very
considerable amount in the hearings of the House Assassinations Committee whose duplications
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of the works of critics he does use. But knowing about Nosenko how can he poaaiblrbe To-
garded as a serious scholar when he makes no mention at all of him and what he disclosed
and of the rather voluminous Qov nvnlablofﬁo?ds? He doesn't even know whether they could
help him advanoe hia theory thatohe presents as fact when 1% isn't. I do roprd.'rhu as dis-
honest and not an accident. ($eep7)
Even when it is a major part of this mansucript he is grossly ignorant of what is
available and essential to 1t. '!‘lﬁ- of the numerous instunces what I'm sure you'll remem—
ber, George de Mohrenschildt. He does cite one Dallas FBI 105 file, withoul any identi-
£16tTon of what thft file cansaificatiin, 105, represents, or the title of the file number
1+ oites. (In VI filing, the first mumber is the file classification, the second 1§ of
the file within that classification and the third is its serial number, which he omitted
but eveglrecord has.) That is the " unterintelligence file on Jeanne de Mohrenschildt. I
peme presume he got this from hrs. Robohn because I know of her intereat. It comes out
{rihis manuscript and notes as his work. But there is a fairly large 105 file in Dallas,
at PEI headquarters and in other field offices. He u%ld have had access to and copdes of
the Dellss file here. But he does not even know that it exists! ScholaFfhip?
Do not misunderstand me on thisi anybody and everybody has access to W FOIA efcords,
as Ur. Wrone will tell you. For the uost paldt this meens that those with whon I disagree
can and do get whatever they want. I believe that my use of F0Ia makes me surrogate fot the
people and + live with and abide by this belief and the responsibilities it imposes on me.
Thus, in Melanson's caae, although I filed the suit to get those King records for a book I
had alrcady started, 1imitations imposed by my health prevent my completing it sni_,uhile he
could have been regarded as a cmpstitor, he got whatever he wanted. (I put it this way be=
cauulwdidmttaumhnmﬂorld.nsonabookmdmaténnledmtobelievethathin
interest was for his teaching.)
With regard to my books, it is inevitable that those writing about the facts of the
assassinstions will be using their content. “iis is because they were the firat, not thad
this is discernible in his bibliography, which carefully avoids any dates. The first dates
to 4965 and by tle time Meagher's appeared I had published four. Using them #ould be normal
for those later covering the same material. But not citing them and instead citing those
who later used them is not normal and it is not scholarly. I'm so used to being ripped off |
it doesn't both'me a bit, as I'm sure, again, that Dr. Wrone will tell ybu. He will also |
tell you, if you ask, I am sure, that I do help anyone, including competitors. : 1|
My point here is not complaint. It is %o inform you of whether or not you aruv con— '1
gidering a work of scholarship and wpether the author is qualified and is honest. Fraeger
got no complaint from me over this in The Murkin Consciracy and Melanson didn't, either.
‘.}'uan told by the orew that produnoda?:ingmuamtionmwtaﬂfor 4BC, when he was |
gstti.nsthantomaoneoftheauliestmnnamointhatbook,thathatoldthﬂlhnda '
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high opinion of it and had so told hime I never mentioned a word about that book to him
and in fact believe it is simply terrivies

Thure are many points at which it is not possible for me to determine whether it
ias poor soholarship, ignorunce, garelessness oI sloppiness. In part this is because he
Joes not have the oredentials to which he pretends 80 I don't know whether he does know
what, a8 an authentic scholaxr 4n this pattsT, he should know. And then he nl;u to have
an absolute phobia on pames, either never gving them or u‘}.m until the third time or
go This of course, can indicete too much haste. 1t eimply is not possible to be a full=
time teacher, with side interests, &5 muster the enormous amount of information that is
available, for the most part readily available.

an example of this is the nghn “wlanson inoorrectly jdentifies as Oswald's com-
ndading ofricerand in whose testimony he is specific in saying he wasn't. (Donovan) He
+s used in connection with Oswuld's alleged pos:ession of signififant military secrets,
ahich he wasn't. (What is sucret to the general public is not secret to the military.)
There is No mention of the man's name or of the ulleged secrets until abouti.the t"‘ud time
Minmmmmmnmonlyﬂmthat couldbawgardeduaponaibloamtnﬂ
secret, which itwasa't, is omi tted. '

Thisuhas to do with Oswald's alleged xnowledge of the U-2 apy plane - and the
one thing, had 1%t peen secret, that Hussians needed is what Melanson omit§, heighte
seeking, Helanson says Oswald Kew the fligt path, uhich was not possible. and he wants
the reader to believe that Oswald made it possible for the Russians to shoot the plane
down. Does itmknmyaanaeat.llfortmua touaousualdtoahootdownﬂwﬂl's
own plane?

Melanson runs on at great length about the Cla's Bigsell, which is impressive but
irrelevant and also inaccurate - Bissell did not design the U-2. Byt in the entire manu@
script he does pot identify the Marine unit in which Oswald served, much as he says abou
{t. Bub Af the U-2 ang shooting it down ues such & tig deal, be ) wes | aghlatc e
posaible intelligence objective in having it shot down = %o break up the Paris summit then
scheduled between Eigenhower and spruscheve.

He devotes attention to a issue of LIFE magazine featuring Oswald put he does not
mentjon an issue of The Nation of the same time period that is quite relevant to this
manuscript. It featured an article raising the question of an Oswald intelligence link,.

\ Iauanthntuhat1havednneiammthnnyougshd.nutIWahoaum
¢rom reading Fhe MUKKLW Uonspiracy that the Praeger editor was not able to evaluste what
-nllsmaonmta andaitharhadnoreadiBSWanoxpert. of whom there are alwoat none
on the King assassination, OFs if One was used, used one without knowledge of the factse.
So, 1 decided to annotate while I read. That is what I did and will,send Youe However, it
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may be a few duys before I can get to correcting it - you can see what my typing ia -
and it sill go somewhat slowly then because I am not able to sit at a desk and write.
I'11 have %o hold the pages in a clipboard in one hand and write witu the other. Ide
&bd not want you to have to walt until slower fourth~class mail gets it to you.

I also, from my knowledge of his prior vork, dh not want you to be in the position
of having to evaluate generalities from me when yspx you do not know me. Now for your
““questionss . ; .

1. What has the author accomplished? Nothing except puffing himself up unjustifiably.
Content: Nothing new and omits much that is pertinent and well-known. It is not
a competent job and the content is largely imaginaty, unreal.
Argument: he does argwelIt is not reasonable, not rationsl and is a virtual
imposeibility.

#mwofnnothﬂrbookfgn%vnlduwmdof agent but there are articles, as
I indicate above, Wme he ignores, and his work does not compare favorablye

{Value and mportan It has no value and no importance. Sorry, this is 4 It is a
very bad book that will only mislead and misinform and confuse the reader more.

33 Ofiginality and acholarship: The only originality is his untenable theories. This
manusoript in anything but scholarly, as my notes will reflect. There is a large
body of material in the form of official records and dependable published work
that is entirely ignored and he wwists, distorts and misrepresents what he doea
use. bie uses the work of others as his own. If this represents his scholarship,
I lament for his studenta!

5. Focus is on the unrealj healcipaaroundindnvslopinsthatandinimnﬂtof
what could help this develomment or omits it or bothj it is unclear and has the
same defects with regard to his present:tion of Oswald, where what he does not
have :Lareallyutoundd.ns-mditisvalllmomandintha sapces he does cite.
wnd Fhe same can be said for de kohrenschildt and his developing of his theoryi
the accuracy is poor and he is often grossly inaccurate, as I indicate in the
notes, where I also cite specific passages.

¥Widle at my age and in the state of my health I want to avoid all the controversy
I can, I cannot and I do not ask that you withhold this or the notes £rom “‘elanson. To do
8o caduld be regurded as unfairness. Ialeooffaruhatyoudomtuk-I'umpondtow’
questions ng: disagreementa or denials. '

i Inovoryuay.thisiaaa‘nad.aaunworthyandnsdiahmaatasbookaslmmhl:
with the exception of rw fraudulent bools by ¢ con artists., WeDenald ahd Morr

Ir you or anyone else at Breenwood have any quest§on, please ask m. I'd rather
not have any other distribution of this and the notes.

Sincerely, ‘\7 1‘4,/;1(( ",w;(q,z
H.rold Weisberg
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You may wonder why Melanson suppressed wpat the défecteg KUB official said about Oswald
and the KGB's belief about him when that could be 8o iuportant in this wanuscript. This
is only one of the things Nosenko told the FEI and it included in reports my first copdes
of which I got at the archivea and published 15 yeurssgo. Copies are also in the FBI
reading room, in JFK assassination files. Nosenko also told the FHI that the KGB did not
interview Oswald and he explained why, theyconsidered him unbalanced, and $ha® they had
had him under observation by the Intourist guide and hotel personnel.

. It is true that this need not be true just because Nosenko saod it, but.all that
is known does tend to confirm it. The LGB ordered thav he leave when his tourist visa
expired in a few days and they'd never have uone that with a Marine who had secrets he
was giving to them.

Whother or not he beliebed it, Melanson suppressed all mention of it.

sl &rmre than once he depends on secondary sources and their accounts of what
vwas said by a lone source.

How dependable is Noeenko? The CIA guve ldm u large sum of money and then hired
him as a consultant. This is all in the liou:s: c'ss:?.rmtions Committee report that Melanson
quotes and cites so extensively.

But lielanson didn't even say what Nosenko said and thagn sa,shn does not believe

A% M clivi sv0

and he depends so much on what he says that Uswald told the ﬂ.
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fy dtandards and precepta it is unwrithy\when Bringuier's iad'urtiw.

e of articles on thu assassination, only two of his are listed,
all the IV cocumenturies, ony two by CBS are listed. Une that IBC-TV d&d
s and Garrison's response¢ are not listed, nor are the many domastic and foreign
Ve p ALk 3
jere and abroad.mn / [fﬁ
4 hat I an saying again is that eh{an his bimapw is not scholarly or honest

zlectu ignorance, preconcpetions, prejudic\m“ Juugemantaf;—mbm&:m‘l"b

If there wus a legitimate reason for including Sgﬂatchar in the bibliography
ol , e

then why not any of the other British books, particularly one devoted entn-i’.ﬁr to the

Britioh—book-on the plot to overthrowg thu Sritish government by its own spookery,

bar:ly mentioned in 8py catcher. The UIA was invelved in that!

I've done this in haste and under conditions that ought not intrude themselves into
this kind of work. I'vfraad the manuscript only once, annotating while reading. I decided
to comment and analygze page-by-page because I had read Melanson's The hurkdin Uona);iracy.
It id a remarkably dishonest book and suffers more ethes serious defects than publishers
ordinarily could possibly perceive. It also has contrivences designed to make it appear
that #:lanson has solved the crime and to stake out his claim to being the repe
expert on that assassination about which he is awee also astoundingly ignorant. In that
book he also addressed none of the alleged evidence of the crime itself was in fact
ignorant of not only that fact but\Z/.]‘uﬂicial determination of fact in that crime, In
both books he takes the safe and unscholarly course of assuming guilt. If desired, I can
expand on this.

Soy Saga is permeated by dishonesty, ignorance, stupidities, factual errors,
childish thinking, incompetent and immature pseudo-analyses, fabrications, amateur Shrinkery
and it is u}égo—mp.

It is trash and the trash stinks!
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April 23, 1990

Marcia Goldstein

Greenwood Press, Inc. .
88 Post Road West

Westport, CT 06881

Dear Ms Goldstein,

I have finished reading P. Melanson's Spy Saga typsescript
félating to Lee Harvey Oswald's alleged role as an intelligence
agent, First I shall provide a brief comment answering your posed
questions briefly, then on a separate sheet discuss the work more
extensively.

Before proceeding I should note that I am a bibliographer on
the assassination, as you know Greenwood published one of my efforts
in this area, and have read every book written on the murder of JFK
in English. Many I have carefully examined each footnote and pursued
the sohrces they cited to the original documents in order to grasp
the scholarly base of the particular work. I know the literature as
well as the subject matter.

I consider Professor Melanson's work to be one of the poorest volumes
I have ever read on the subject; from the viewpoint of the scholarly
based works (as opposed to the polemical or political or irrational
volumes) I feel the only objective comment I could responsibly make 1is
that it is the worst, as harsh as that might sound.

1. What has the author accomplished?

In terms of the subject field he has contributed nothing, but sowed
confusion, distortions, and errors in the public mind.

2. Do you know of any other important book on the subject? Yes and
no. No in that no responsible volume addresses the field in its entirety

and yes in that portions of what he sets down have been tackled by

others For examle, Weisberg, Oswald in New Orleans, gives a brilliant

picture of the New Orleans segment.

3. Is the author's work entirely original and is the scholarship

sound?

No. Most of what he does rests on the work of others (often corrupted

and the scholarship is unparglleled in its weakness, perversion of icts}
Department of History ®  (715) 346-2334
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Goldstein from Wrone April 23, 1990 page 2

often simple ones, and sometimes dishonesty.

4, ia the work of real value and importance in the field?

No

5. What is the focus and accuracy.

I really could not come to terms with what his focus was, he
gpifted. split into two or three purposes at times, then drew
é;;clusions or purported conclusions that did not relate to what I
could ascertain was his work. The volume is literally suffused with
inaccuracies, both simple and major. The reviewers will pick up the
ones they know about—--the U2 incidents, the operation of the intelligence
system, etc. and demolish the book. They will be able I am certain
to spot his logical weaknesses and certainly will trip up on minor
errors if they bother to check sources at all.

Enclosed are my_extended comments.

Yau requested the form of payment. I prefer money.

@I«-Z/

David R. Wrone

Sincerely

P.8;

Please keep my anonymity




