Lar Juan, &/ 21/W

Sorry L was not a clear as - shoul. have bevn. {due and age take tusir toll,
too! Seome L ysur questions hove ans..rs that are elear o ue, soue o not, and
while L do not guestion £ou Ivon's frutinilness tc you, L sidnk bis explanation

o' the basis of their distrust oa.? +von 1s not file and co.plete. Mot hy any

neans.

When I s=id I did not "neme" Do: J.ny, i meant that it is uu recollection
t;.at while what I suid would likely point Salandria in thas u_j‘ection# I did
name .Bo ley as tle CIA penetrant. If any. What I now toink I believed then is

that Bo.d.ey 5 sin das/\ucesa %oyalty to uarw:..;onm whe, ai'ter the CIA fired him,
would b‘tlll gve Zoiley 2 jobe This j}n manifested itself in Buxley's making

up what hs velieved would sup ort -d'zs't «Marrison made fAp. and what Garrison had,
which came to nothing, began with plagiarism to which he adced ks owzgx- !'.E%l;rn.cata.onb.

De n andrews told ms that in his own way. H& recounted how the "Gia Ve, His
usual relerence o Garrison, came inte his office, turew a copy of Whitewash
on his desk and told him he should r:ad it. Thaquaaa, at the least, the Garrison

glnning of the Clay Zertrand part of hes bhaw fabrication,

4c best I can vecell it now, 1% m.y have been that +he reason I did not
"name" Zo.ley as a CIL4 penetrant, «hether or not he uas that, and I diu not
believe thut, was the Sglandris )beim:; Salandria would eeude up with that great
conclusion of bis own .nd w.th it his own, he'd have more invelvement, more
confidence.

The CIa did not have to penedtrate Garrison. Ee pravided m..u gun endless

insanitiemm. When 1 vsce te cuntront him with them I believed nes falic answer

) longer than + shoulu h*ave. He szid e was fignting fire with fire. Garrison was

entirely unembarressed by being caught in obvious pl.giarisms. If you want such
a story one is clear in wy mind. J'./ part vecause he was not embarrassed by the
trensparence snd because in pruut:.m.m his speech he fluffeé that and in part
because e did tdat uben le deuverddtnat spesch. That “Lg:.a:clsm was fro?,m
third bu.k and o insisted that - ve thers to he.r him deliver itl dond , A Af Zr .
I was sure thet Salandria would suspect soxley on his owi, '.Jithrfit my using
Sgxley's name to Salandria, becausc I believed that "Sulandria could not have
avoided suspecting him,"
I dic not bolieve that Boxley was working for the CIa ﬁﬁﬁnhu woried for
Garrisope dside from not believins it, I saw no CIa neéd for doing to Garrison
shat he was already dping to himselis It may have been, when I first met him, I
may have suspected it but I.I that is so, my suspleion aid .ot last long. You
had £t have been there und seen and hearu Garrison rsmbie alona w.th slfsorts of

insanities nd tioat for hours at a ulma to be able to believe how utterly insai.e



all that was. bndleszly and rezpe'titiouslg end in enlargement.

Both soxley and Garecisen susgected tuat people who were not :nd could not
have becn Vrew’a:'e Cla. Alwost anyone who wid not agree with them.

Gm‘riéon hiré: doxley and paid hin from private funds—ever staft opposition.
H is ordginal recomnendatiquto Garrison was from a la. State trosper. What the
staff's original opposiz.f*:*aa 1 do not remember out I believe it fncluded the
lack of newd for him, the danger in hiring an outs@ der, or both. Later soiley
himself cau;se"‘{the suspicion.

4s to Garrison's trust o¢f Salandria, the staff could not ;alic him out of
his Perrin-bradley fzbrication and the unly "support™if that chileish fabrication
was from Boiley. 4y god, you should have seen the awful rubbish Boxley uade up
that 1 did get to go over.

Cne of toe Iv:kof suspicions of Zoxley fue irom his secretiveness (whiclrﬁ:as
at laast% part Garrison's sceretiveness') and another was the abaence;t' of
most of his work on paper, paper that other than Garrison could review and appraise.
I was, in fact)surprised at the amount ol it that Ivgn gathered up t'or me on

thet Perrin-fradley fabrication, unless it .us that for making the actual charge
aga.‘l_ns‘t then Garrison needed some kinu of paper, no matbter how much ruibbish it was.

I think tic casic reason Garrison trusted Boxley is that Boxley repeated
Garrison back to Ga;-z-j.scn. Boidley was bright bt gs you saw, mush of +the rubbish
he ti'rzied in was ru bis:ima. 4nd, without that rvbbish, Garrison had nothing on
which teo proceud:‘

L do not remember seeing u.ny‘l:m.n; at al. taat léty& to the e&? belict that
Loxley made that craxy story uu, 4ll I remember is that hé was trying to meke
confirmation oi it upe "

I do not know whdl got Garrison to trust S:-;xl;g;ia's word as he did but the
insane Salanuria belief, on which he im?!j]?d forth at great and endlessly repegted

length, that the secret %o the Kdnnedy assassination was insthe Yrotsky assassi-
nation. fascinated Garrison as it dods Hv regarded Saldnaria as a crest thinkir.
%’:ﬂat Boxley .isappearsd Tor long periods of time would have made the pro, I\,rgn,
suspicious, but it was not thet alone il thet was a major factor ‘n it. I believe
Th.df he and Sciambra and others are still loysl to Yarrison énu for that rescon

are unwilling to be more coopg(rativé. T t%th&_’c they, like I, believe tmkx
thet Yerrvison madd méts il not/{'s'.}.l his jmk_;q, ne (B"é/

suspcious of the way Garvison worked witn boxley, and #hat was not Boxley's

uXley. They werz also

3

cesir: = much as it .as Garrison'se. Ivon was suspicious aud told me he was by

SOy . L . 1 ,
FhE aczzenceﬁ&ﬂ‘ﬁ‘!\‘ ports that others could read and check, byhow much Garrison
o ’ . . / Min
and Joxley kept seffete Until my involv.ment in the rerrin/;Brauley

% do notrecall
ever seeing s doxley report. d

\



The simpl: truth is thet barrison did 4o himsel’ what no enemy could have done
to hime The XL hau a couple of sources inside Garrison's office and if the CI4
had any, I nuver suw any indication or it. wy lmowledgeﬂ_o;’:‘ the F5l's sources
coues Tor the £35I's Hew Crleans records I got in Ca ?Mzo, as I recall the casec
number. I was at the tire reascnably contfid.nt of he identification of one of tliem.

Lour penult graf secus to indicate your fbelief that Zo¥ley wade this ghastly
fictlen up and palmed it ofi on Garrison. I think the cpposite is true. m‘:(‘

It was Garrison, not Boxl.y, who hsu Lheu me.t so much enticely in it and
so often away from th. ofiice. Garrison s pr&fn%;:nce vas for the lew Orleuns
athletic Club (BUAC), He used small offiece rooms tlat I supuosed had beun &

&eﬁroums, at least in sowe cases, small dinining rooms for dining and moctings, wtc.
In this he was nuts. The FBI had the pair of NUAE shone op@erators a5 sources, Irom
the #4di's own roportse But if therc was any tup on the Garrison of.ice phone I

recall no ¥bI record ¢ven indicating the possibility.

Iin c‘arif.’r'ing the matters of which you write, I again think that can best

be done when you ure here and as I suggested, unake a tape for higtory 4,{ noi/',i'or
Yyour use in vour book, when I du think some of “he .utlandish stories can be i 0’0/
interest and use %o you. Some not for use but msfor vetter unde standing of the mane
and of his staff and of Boxley, if not siso of some of the others who flooded in

theres __/ A
8888 e vere intensely loyal. Particularly those Liké dordelon .nd Loiscl.
- do not recall anytiing that eny of them could haveleakded on him. Ur aboupkim,
In what I did, { had complete independence. E‘vjdence I wanted I askea Zvon
for and ie had one of th. "bows" go get it. Heaning li. investigators. They
neber pushed anything on me, made no suguestions, ete. None of them ever saw-—
or asked tu see—anytling I bad written and not one of thg;ta,léntil Sciambra goi.:'the
full text that Saturday night. He had no time for xeroxing <hen -nd L do notioow
what if any copies he made later.
I have & copy of the Garrison press release and of his book, as I SUPPOSEe you (o
Garrison had a bunch of us to lunch the coming Tuesday, in a HOAC dining rojom,
complet & w_th a blackbosrd which ne again used to depict the cormers of tie U
US mainland his imagined conspiracy was made up to be based. I-Ew#asked us what he
should do and I sugsested that he invite Boxley ro return(he was then in Tels)
and to respond to wiat L had in thet memo directly to ue.
onle:-tj never reiurned. . ;
The more I thinik of tudis tae more I believe that recording&hat I can recall and
prompting that rocall, which your questions csn do, weuld Le useful +o Fou now

and as a record for nistory. Some of it may raise questions avout what you have

dene or have in mind and may prevent errur?f-’hich You are not now aware. Thers



are few dependsble and J_uxpar't:.fal Spurces and there soon will be even fewer.

When you get to that remembor ié that Saru.rdaysi have no renal dialysis and now it is
washing me gut . From ivproper, and HOESE, muu:ifcal care I have grown steqdilly
Weaicer and sowe tinme that washed=-out feeling lingers onto the second day. So I

hope ypu cen arvange tuis for as socon as posgible for you. That would give you/

us Saturcay and possibly Sunday or part of ite..

I thinx it shoul. be at Suite length as a recosd for history end I also think
you'll geTsome codorful s'l:uﬂi‘bf which you do not know and some of .hich ¥ou can use.

Cf 8haw's .{v%yers, have :}ou spoken to Sal Panzeca? .bout Garrison, not about

the Shaw case?

Ithink you should alsc want a fuli account of Garrison as he prepared his
oress 're.eases (all in longhsnd), his speeches, and his unloadings ofM the press
that had not al¥ eady turned against him, like the Los Angeles f'ree Pregs. And
really s-tupid%nvolve:.:ent with what *.'-.urned out to be the rrench GIA, its Sm*f(lh“u. I_#__
think I have part of a file on that not tummed over to Hood, as most of iy ordds
now have been.dnd some pictures not of ti: best guality. That also holds what
can be interpreted with en oddball who might have had some intel.igence connections
Garrison would have hed a well-publicized oCELE connection if I bhad not brofen it up.

dith the sg:ectacul’arw i)rygvided by Ivon and some of his dicks.

Hp‘to you but I tuink s recording of what I can recull cuuld be of inj:arest
and L think of value as & 'Ii"écoru' for history. That fiasco was a major depressmlzk.

4 nd if his notions had no been so grandiose he could have put prople in jail and
that held the potential of a difrerent view of the subject.

There is also what he yretended to #0 for, did not get and declined when it was
offered to him.#nd might very well have led him to what he could have used. There is
a nomosexual aspect that should be a reford for history out not inclided in a book
now, when it can be hurtful to some still living.

I've rambled and have tu quic now but the more I tudink of what + lived through
and was part of or an observed of them the more I +. ini it sioulu be recorded and,

depending on the bock you are writing, oé use to it in it. and for the future. It
folt unrcal to me then and does not as I mecall bits and pieces of which I'vnot
I've not rirhought in years. Hgeh that seems unrcal and is solid truth, like one of
those strange characters teking a Lilkdng to my wofe, who she's never seen.



Post Office Box 359
Pennington, New Jersey 08534
April 19, 2000

Harold Weisberg
7263 0ld Receiver Road
Frederick, Maryland 21702

Dear Harold,
It was very good to hear from you.

Enclosed is the copy of Isaac Don Levine’s book. I
thought you might enjoy having it now.

I've read and re-read your letter about Boxley. When
you discuss "naming" Boxley, do you mean saying he was a spy
for the C.I.A.? The word "name" is confusing to me. (When it
comes to writing my book, the speculation stops, of course).
You write: "With Boxley having been CIA, Salandria could not
have avoided suspecting him."

Harold, he suspects people who are NOT CIA, and has
done so for years. Boxley’s background - admittedly once
having been CIA, and the suspicions of those in the office
———are these enough to say he was betraying Jim Garrison for
an intelligence agency, CIA or otherwise?

That Garrison trusted Salandria, which you say and
I agree based on some evidence, was in my view now, a big
mistake, one I would like to expose for the historical
record, IF I may correct.

I will not be able to talk to Moo. He just won’t
talk. I have talked many times with Lou Ivon. I have asked
him what —--EXACTLY -- they had on Boxley, and he said Boxley
disappeared without telling them for periods of time. NOT
ENOUGH, Harold.

I am NOT disputing any of the Perrin and Bradley
material. Please don’t think that. Yet Boxley could have
been crazy, wrong, stupid, or mistaken, but not a CIA spy
and plant. It would make me very upset with myself were I to
write or imply that someone was a betrayer and CIA plant
when they weren’t. What do you think now?

More to come. I’ll enclose another envelope if
you have a chance for another little scribble.

st -



