5/%/76--Harold, the long memo on Ross Ralston's book is not worth
your time now. It just makes a record of some of the more glaring
ggFors in'this book, which is nothing more than an ego-trip.

ever, 1 hhink you should read the other memo on plagiarism in
the book, since this will interest you. I don't know what Ralston
is doing with'ghﬁ book; I hadn't heard of it before he sent it to
me although I eard of some of his work. It is probably not worth
the trouble to sue him, but I'm sure what he's done with your stugf
is actionable. It made me rather sick. I remember sitting with
him at your table while you and Lil fed him, and you drove him to the
bus. A fitting thanks--he steals from you. All this little ingrate
nas done is to crib gverybody's work, pawn it off as his own, and
add new errors and distortions. It's pretty bad, but I doubt it'}l
get any attention. Thought you should knowﬁ though.

. oward
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5/3/76
Ross Ralston Book, History's Verdict--ILAGIARISH

by: llowzrd Hofiman

I »m sending this to 21l who received the first memo re
HV, except for Relstom himself., There is no $uestion but that virtually
everything in the book is cridbbed from others' worka, with no credit
given, but in some cases, I think it is worse--overt plaglarism,
il There sxe a couple of things I'm pretty esure come from
PRLSUMED GUILIY. COne is his diecussion of the fact thet the
clothing descriptions of man in 6th floor did not match that of
LHU., Thieg ie at HV, 32-33. Also, at 44-45, he discusses LED
secing Jarman-Normen on irat floor in & manner very similar to my
discussion in PG, However, this could come from Harold'a WWI or
from sylvia's book, both of which also discussed this in somewhet
less devail,

On pege 69, Relston cleims credit for what is not hiss “...
my enslysiz of the evidence acouits Cswald of shooting officer Tippit,.."
The only part of what he presente which does this inveolves the time
factor, including Belin's reconstruction of 17 min, 45 seec,, and
Bowley, none of which is his work, Herold was the first to note
Belin's reconstruction, and later Sylvia did, Both Sylvia and Lene
discussed Bowley. :

Chere is one instence involving this Belin reconstruction
where Falston uses language very close to sylviae's, suggesting &
direct pleoglarism, ZHelston writes, "Belin, stopwetch in hand,
re-enacied the jourmey in 17 minutes and 45 seconds." (p, 81)
Sylvie wrote, "Commiesion Counsel David Belin reenacted the welk
etopwatch in hend, in 17 minutes, 45 seconds." (AAF, p. 255, n.2

But most distur to me is that Ralston has lifted things
directly out of two of Herold's books and reproduced them in fzceimile,
First, on p. 203 he prin%s the Secret Service report on Eudkins,

Co %20, 45 T767. This is rapds reproduced directly out of Whitewash IV,
page 141. I personelly pested up the two=- document onte one

psgz when I was prepering the appendix to WWlV, The short text

from p. 2 follows close at the bottom of page 1, end you ceng see
where the dark edge of the Xerox g;ge did not ailign perfectliy.

“his micelipnmesd is cleerly visible in Relsion's book.

Second, &t pege 2%3, Relston prints & comparicon of ihc
skateoh of the pupposeé Xing suspect and the blow-up of the men
in one of the "tramp" picturss. Thia is copled &irecily out [ 34
FRAMI-UF, from page 465, There is no doubt aboui the source cof
Felston's composit., The cropping on both pictures of the "tramp"
ig id-ntieal, rFurthermore, where irregulerities in the plete ceused
tiny whitc epscks to appear in the F-U copy, the same specks eppear
in kslston's, You can even see the edge of the paper Relston used to
vlock out the ception under the picture from F-U, In neither case,
iz zny eradit given to Farold. gurthermors, Falston's hook is
copyrighted.
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Suilty? " "History'e Verdic

8/3/76

“ENO 1"History's Verdict" by Ross F. Raleton
BY: BOWARD ROFFMAN

This is & hasty memo weitten after reading Felston's privately
printed book. I don't know when it was published; it is copyright
1975, but Falston sent me & copy only lest week, 1 can't gqulte imgzine
why it wes written, Relston compleins in the intro that "Ccf ell the
books written sbout the 28885S...y NOT ORE hes sufficiently teken up
the_question of whether lee Hervey Oswald wes indeed the gssassin, or if
ke was en essassin at all.” (p. i1). Good grief. Other books aside,
please allow me & moment of Rorsonal pride awdteask "What about Presumed

t% (u7) tekes up the guestion, but gads notaing

Tiew on it, except new distortions of fect ané new errors, It is all
cribbed from everyone else's work, most heavily oylvie's, Herold's
and my own, with minor flourishes from (&rrison and Salandrie, The
single thing reelly "new" in the book, deeling with the originel typed
trenscript of Givens' testimony, is hundled poprly and entirely inadequel

ly. :

In this memo I'1l stay awsy from some of the more trifling
errops (1ike celling staff XayExx lawyers "council®, p. 111, or
referring to "Alfred Jemnex", Pe. 120, or "Memolo Ray" . 116==lgnclo's
Itelien counterpart?). Here are BOmR SOme, but not nil, of the
errors:

--p. 4, notes difference in length of rifle advertised in
Feb. Amer. iiifleman and length of "ogweld's® rifle, concludes "it
certainly is not the rifle he ordered from Kléin's in Chi." Akllows
for "misteke" at 130 wes sent wrong rifle, This is 211 misleading
cbsent some proofi that the ad j+5¢1f was not in error or that &
%6 inch Cracsno wes in fact ever manufectured, It is & valid point
of criticism (egein, not new, originates, 1 think, with Lane), but
should not be used as substantive proof.

-=p. 21, becsuse Dougherty didn't see LHO bring package
tnside, "Oswsld 414 discard the packege." Asks why would LIO leave
a package'outside to get rained upon.” TFirst, Tougherty's testimony
does not prove that 1HO vgisearded™ his package, end second, LEO could
have left it on the loading dock, which was not "outside.”

~=pe 27, claims Elsie Iorman filmed the esssassination, and
that film is owned by TIMZ. Dormen stopped filming before the
shots, according to her scoount, snd she currently owns and possesBes
the film. TIME doesn't have it; I asked years 2£0.

-=pe 35, says Bremnsn as of Jan. '64 still ineisted he could
not positively identify LHC, tut "when Brennzn testified before the
Commission in March, he chenged his 5t0rVe..." BErennan's change did
pot come in Merch, He first told the in g*g.'ﬁB that he "now"
could meke the positive identification (CD 205).

==p. 40 is a very bed treatement of Carolyn Arnold, Relston
writes "Oswald was next seen on the first fioor at 12:15 by Carclyn
irmold.” Civen our knowledge at this point, this cannot be sald.
411 we know is that the FBI represented her as seylng she "thought”
this but "could mot be sure.” S0, OR what besis do we convert this
FFI report (which is cited) into & positive atatement? Furtaermere,
we know she did not say "at 12:15." In her lster statement 1o FBI,
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in her own words, she ssid she leftﬁher office at 12:25, (Cx 1381)

-=p. 46, trestment of
¥irst, he only mentions one of

|
BakerwTruly reconstruction is incredible.
the tests, the one dome in 1 min, 15 sec.

(ALso only mentions one raconstruction of "assessin®-the shortest one).

He then stetes “The Beker-Truly
struction.” Of course, he negl
early by several seconds, ended

time anpears to be an accurate recon=
ects to mention that it began too
too late.
|

--p. 47, repeats the old line that “since there ware no identi=

fiable Erints on the rifle, Usw
vifle cleen of prints,” This i

eld would Rxwm hed to have wipea the
s tennous at best, The rifle’s surface

was so irregular--even the maial perts--thet 1t would not readily

take prints. It would be quite
prin ta.

possible to hendle it and not leave

==pe 47=8: "o..when Baker reeched the second floor lendinges.

Oswald was slready in the middl
Oswaléd wae in the vestibule at

¢ of the lunchroom,” This is 8e
this point, How else could Faker have

veught a "fleeting glimpse” of him? The significence of this is
missed by Ralston, who evidently 414 not read IG csrefully.

—=p. 49. “Hurther inv

estigation revecled the presemce of

e long homemade brown peper bteg near the 6th floor window, (Exhibit
23)." What "Investigation”? Lveryone gtumbled over the bag, which

supposedly was right there, and
location. But the citation to

no one bothered to photograph it in
sTyhibit 22" tekes the ceke, Halston's

ixe 2% is & copy of that infemous Commiszion *x. which shows the
empty floor with the “outline" of the beg érawn in. Certeinly
proof that the paper bag was found there!

==p. 49--notes no prinis found on cartridge cases by winfow,

gnd lies that LHO would hadt

o have wiped them off, Nonsensel

He woulén't have had to touch them after firing.
-=pps 49-50. Zhis discussion of the certridge cuses 1o

vintege Thomspon, sans the bit

about the lip dent, HRelston writes

“gince only one of the cartridge cases ned marks which were produced

by contect with the bolt of the
misleading, for the “bolt" mark

Dsweld Tifleses” This iz terribly
s to wnich ne rofers dm have to do

only with the oprocess of ejection of the cass, not with firingz. ¥vwhat

he Tziskx fails to point out ls
the bolt face which proved they
Rgleton has eny reason to doubt

that zll three cases bore mexiks Irom
had been fired in the Carceno, b ¥, <
this finding (snd there &re zome

regsons, elthough 1 find them unpersussive), e does not express them
in EV; he ignores the whole thing.

57. This one is

eat for fentasy,., Try to imagine thi:c:

"The poasibgiity does exist that en 'o0ld dry print' of Cswald's was
Elaced inside M the rifle by someone %o ineriminate &= him." Iiow?
olé dry prints” do not peel off of mihex one surizce to be stuck

onto enother, like decals. The

suggention is a&bsurd.

-=D, 63, Benavides "steadfastly refused to identify Oswald

as the killer.” My recollection is that this overstetes the truth,
nmaxwzRimockn

whiech is that Benav. c=ziéd he

thought he could not

positively idmtifythe killer, not, as kalston implies, that he knew

the kxiller wasn't LEC,



~=Dps G4=5, Kotea that Frenk Wright caw & nman flee the
Tippit seene in @ 1950-51 Ygrey, little old coupe." "iurprisingly
enough," writes Halston, “'irig;gt's testizony (sic--this wes not
testimony) has corroboration.” Ihe “corroboraticn' ie indeed
cuprising suough. It consists of Benavides observation thet
"a red Fora" pulled &way from the scene after the shote.

=Dy 67==this is somewhat sublke, Ralston writes of the
Tippit murder, "lhe foasihility that twWo pereons were lnvolved is
enhenced by the shedls of a different memufscturce which were found
at the ecene 9f the crime,” ralston neglects to mention thet &ll
the shells “found at the scene™ had been fired in the seme revolver,
eupposedly vsweld's. Of this there appesrs listle doubt, IS¢ how
does& this point to 2 people? Thie brings up enother point; so I'll
skip shead here, Later Relston retreats from this esrlier escceptance
thet the cases were indeed "found &t the scene", gnd stater "there
is sbsolutely no chain of possession for the spent certridges.”(85-6)
There is gome "chain of posvession," &nd sorry as it is, Jalston
simply misTrepresents it to creete a douvt thet the cartridge cases
in evidence &re thoese originally found, First, se for the 2 °
caces thet Benavides found, Amlston notes thet they were first
civen to J.M. Poe, who ccording to an FBI report dealing with
chain of posuession, scratched his initisls on them, ston then
quotes 4 same FBI report to the effect that Poe can't find his
initiels, therefore can't identify the ceses, FHelston omits the
repeinde of the report, in wnich Bernes, to whom Fos gave the
cases, Gogs identify them by inkisl, Relston elso does not mentlon
Yoe's carlier testimony to Joe hall that he could not rensmber 1f he
Lad marked the cartridge cases (Tib6). 4s for the other two cases
telston noies that one wes given to Lhoritvy, who waes not asked to
identily them during his testimony, and to Loughty, who was never
called to testify., DBut Relston faile to mention that in the deme
FBI report eerlier cited, both men were shown the cases supposedly
given them by the Davis sisters and identified them on the besis
of initisle., (24i414=15). Lp, while the WG's mefthods may be
propexrly criticized, it is sinply insccurate to sey there lus Jadam
"abeolutely no chein of possession,” and then guote so incompleiely
from the record.

-=ps T4y notes that "the originel tramscript of Givenz' test-
iwony wes claesified Top Secret desplte the fact that the text had
becn included in the 26 volumeés.,.." This 1s true, but gll the origine.
typed tranveripts were clessified, It wes standard procecure, end
wes rost likely donz by the stenogzraphic firm, #Jard & Peul, and not
by individual stafif lewyers. In thie comunection, note Ralsion's
repeated stetement that "Belin locked up the original tramscipt” (75)
end "ile (Beiin) then stamped '"Top Jwcret' on the originsl tremscript”
(92)., It was surely not bBelin who pleced the lop lJecret stemp.
Furthermore, Relston very explicitly states that it wae Delin who
alterred the testimony, changing the time from 11:45 to 11:55,
However, Le presents no evidence that it was Pelin who nmade this
change. it is true that Givens' weived his rizht to go over the
transcript, 80 it most iikely was not made by Glvsne, However,
on the bcsis of what Ralston presents, 1t is imnosaible to tell who
nade the change, when, or wihy., For one thing, several "original®
coples wers made of each tremscript. las DNaelston zmx seen them ally
Yas he seen the one that went to the printer to be set in type for
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the 26 volumes? The copy presented in HY besrs no merks or notations
indiceting the change, But at some point, someone hed to at least
instyuct the printer to make the change in the printed version. S0
there is & zep in the evidencs Heplston presents, Until it is filled,
it is no more then conjecture to s&y that Belin personally mede the
change, 1 do think the ch&nge is importent, but 1 &lso think Falston
overstates his cese significently end reads too much into limited data.

e -=p. 83, "It wes Bowle¥ and not Benavides whe reported the
%illing." This error ls streizhtg out of "Push to Judgdment."” Poth
men reported the killing. Benavides got on first, wes unsure i

he opereted the redio properly, so Fowley got om and reiltterated
the info, giving a different address.

-=p, B4, "Tippit wes obviously éeed by 1:10 pems when T.F,.
Bowley stopped hia cer end ilooked st his watch,” Ihis type of egbsolute
gtatement is noi warrented, loes felgton vouch for the scouracy of
Bowley's wetch, or the sccura of his police affidavit? Even though
B _wley eppears to ba & very Te able witness, it is possible his watch
wis somewhat slow. The real significence of Bowley at this point is

in terme of the Commission's cover-up, not for ebsoluis, substantive
proof of fects about the crime.

==p, 98~99, Here we have vavide¢ncs which tends to show that
snother gun wes found imsids the" TLHD. The evidence? Fre. HEernandez
on 11/19 sew someone take & yifle from a cex in the L4E: pearking lot,
There i3 no evidence this rifle wes teken into the 1.E. Next, Relsion
cites the LCh film showing people gethored sround & 0dn holding &
rifle (not IMCG's), out in the strect between the TSIEL end the
Lel=rex Bldg., But how does this indicete where the rifle was found®

-=p, 100, Here we have & reelly slick version of Wacht's
conclusions after seeing "the sutopsy photographs of" JFi--no zantion
of X-rays. "Upon view this evidence, his coneluslion were {sie)
that shots had been £ ab sident Kennedy from two different
dirsotions," (emphasis my own). We Tever seid this; in fact,
to (I hope) everyonme's exasperation ne has ‘Teic the opposite, IT
halston really mesns that & shov from apother?direction” wes fired
at JFK but hit JBC, he certainly has a deceptive way of saying 1%,

-=pe 117. after having noted thet fmy Banister weo "well
sceuisnifed” with the CRC {116), #alston turns this intc "& CTA
fron. aoehey operaved by the former head ol the Uhgieego “01.°
Bendster nover "gpereted” the Jkil, snd Falston igmeres evidence thet
the Cht mipght have been oul of 544 amp te by the summer of '63.

o w=0s 113y "seedt has besn e¢otablished conelucively thet the
FBI wes operating e 'meil covexr' om Uswald...¥ I'm no%t sure that

this is &0 conclusive, It is certain that Lil's meil was opened

end reed, but this mey heve besn part of & cover on the orzanigzations
to which 1in%s meil wes eent and not on LHO direcily, If so, the
difference iz sigpiiTcani,especially oince HEelston wses this essumption
&8 :vidiaCm that the suthoriiies had to know USwald recelved & pistol
end & rifie. -
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—pe 127, alter referring to £ memxcE expreseing 1260-61
concern ovexr LEC iapofieX, Relston notes, "The Commission never EeW
thess wenos-—--ihey were epperently routsd outaide the #C%s chennels
of evmpunicetion snd then dsposited in the srchive," ®xmk This i
something elsel First, of course, tae Commisslon hed sr obligation
to sse these momos, &nd they cen't get off the hook eo caslly &s
Felscon mekes it, with this spouting® businesc. The WO know
ebout the hoover 6/3/60 memo for it wey in the iisting © e FBI

-1HD file which Eoovar geve the 40, end then ¥arren wouldn't icok =t
1tl ine other memo, dated 5/%1/61 from lickey is recroduced in
Falston's epp+niix, De 2079 gnd beers the no-ution (seeps 1ike
varion Johuson's writd ) %Frem CU 23419 1f tuie is from o Coy
then it dié mot gut rok ed around the wd bul wes in 130 filee!

--pe 133, "On J&D. 24, twhe Conzlaslon met ggein" this time
with the lexexs fiown up in secret. Howevor, the truth ls that the
nConhgsslon” aid not meet wiih the lexcnse only kenkin end wWarren

-—pe 150, Haleton reflects a fundsmental misunderstanding of
the case in stating that ihe nzek 'Wwe was "obliterated" by the
tracheotony, He Tepeata this at pe. 207, gaying it wasa voompletely
obliterstsc." The trachectomy dic no euch thing; 1t merely eut the
wound in helf,

-=p, 152, after having used some coution in deeling with
some of tue sutopsy evidence, iston becomez gulue inaccurz®e in
nis "appraisal" on this page. sROUG the errors: “tone of (the doctora)
ned axperience in aeeling with post-morben ewaminetiang of munshot
wounas." ihis is mot trae of Finck, who @id heve such experaisnce,
sithough not the beets. ", eothe attending phyeiciens wore ordered not
+o probe the wounds..of the neck." Zhe doctore 418 probe the wound
of tne back, &xd precieely bocause the probes wels unsuccess fal

it was peramount ithat they dissecti. “hey weXre griersd not 1o dissegt.
"he x-raia of the autopsy waere never surned obey by the millitaxy

to the wute This is not Lach of e eriticisn sinece the militexy

3aiA not heve the i Y&y efter the night of 14/223 the Beers”t Jervice
did, "GNa.sdiiunes took the sutousy molus end turned thom," There

ig po evidnce that the ggggg%ﬁ notes were burmed, only gutopay

crefie end perheps noles o2 . gutosey Graft. Jhe -entonsy notes
shemsevles should exist.

-=155, cites the NI Times gtory om ¥echt for ihe stotement Lo
the Xe-rays mhow & metal frega.nt in the brain %/4 inch by 1/2 inch.
™his is tae “rscteanguler gtructpe® which does Boy &pOULy in the
Je-rays, but rather iz thotos of the brain, end which gcarteinly
cennot va & bulle: fragrent because 1% Cocd viot enreer in the X-rey-.
To one hes ever claimed %0 S@€ thie on the L-ruye, but haimstom et
srensposes it onto them and cells it e balled Sregpaonte

11ing ohysielz

a=Do 206, jaentiriol Cn 33 149 &5 Tihs
. reosived |1

own telsgrem” when in fact 1%t is a vepoxt of & TLiop
the FBEI agente at the auldpey.

==De 237, S&YE that the "rremgp’ were grrsots? dehind k.
fence on grassy knoll. Thig is falee.




