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Dear faul, re legend, appendiix 3/28/78

While the conditiona under which I went over the ap endix after the so-called evidence
procluded real care 1 think 1 can r:present them faithfully. (The r.presentation oi the
assasaination evid:nes ia virtucso 1f not contemptuous display of ignorance. You'll enjoy
cutting that up!)

Also, becauce I hal misladd a letter to him and after reading more of the book
thought I should mention some of the tidngs nmot apjarent to mest, I phoned george bariner,
If he did not tell you when he phoned, he did so at my su 'gestion because I did not want
to take unsuthorized liberties wit: your notes when you have done a review for publication.
If you dissgree with the few cosments ['1l bo making feel free to give any differfing
vie- to lerdner, to whom 1'y sending a carbon,

The appendix on Oswald's real and elleged contacts is puffery = eWen in the form
of rresentation., Neaningless as "scholarship” because there is virtually nothing that
can be related to any iaterview and most dnterviews are ignored in the book.

The 44 qmum for ionenko (cn) vere nmmm :m to be answered.

LA ER:Casdk pald GAERE A DrAnEs bl MEL Cr they Jere intended
for utn_r pxn'pom or rppremt hvater.!.a. Yra mhdmtion- “hoy were aaple bazls for one
of lower seanistive level than Eoover was kmown to have to take offense, If Hoover rejected
these queations I agree with Mnm.

Thoy are not really questions, They are argument. 4s sceh they also would have socared
the hell out of Hosemko, all of whoso statumemis to this point are ignore: in the questions.
Hosenio had to worry about a predictable "heart attack™ or any disaprearsnee. = was without
any protection, sny rights (remember those three y-ara?) or any acana of defending hirself.

Many of the questiona have bullt-in concluaiona or are bulll on soma.

As initial questions many are unwise in other ways. Incloding by in effect calling
Hosenko a liar, a rosl threat in his aituation, thus ap overt intiridation tc change what
he hsd said.

When the questions are less than arguwsent they are almncat naver without an adwance
exprescion of view.

They reilact what I i nterpret as othor than an lspartial quest for straight infcrma-
ton. Again, threatordng te Nosenko 4u his situstion. ilso of fenzive, which is les: 2-rious
but ne wey to carn cooperntion, Why rehash all he ha' told the ¥El at this juncture and
hov were he and the FEI %o take that efiort?

There is a State parallel. Thers also the UIA wantad to do what State would not agree
to. The Commission, to which that problem went, agreed with State.

i1 both eases the CIi knew better and could have done better. In both cases the CIA

did not have jurisdication. In the Hosenko case it uont gut of its umy znot 4o have its
conclusory questions asked. So I wondsr why, If there were unsnswsred guestions it beliave
should be asked, restricting to new questions phrased quietly or including some deseribed
as necding elarification would have been a much better iniiiel apureach. It was aot wise
to do what was eertain to get Hocver's back up and give tho FBI lewitimate reason to take

{ense or tosi.veitviutuwmupuﬁmdnith the plight of defectors lnd to recounize
as mewpwt threater . The characters who drafited these questions made no reference to ony
earlior Nosenko GadstSaN until 24. I did not chetk to see if tiere were others or how iauy.

! Jhe quesiions of Aprendix D are more than a third on delohrenschildt, of 19, seven.

N In itself thia had to raise questions about what Epstein was up to, especially at CIA, He
and hin lawyer both knew they hed to msk for existing records under FOli. Therdeliberately
avolded doing this even though it would have been simple with some of the guestions.Why?
Nio reason I can think of consistent with proper intentions. ...Hastily,
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