Hall story-Ystes-0dio 6/12/69 Harold VWeisberg

Reresding the Yates 6/28/67 letter to Garrison brings to mind
several of the continuing problems: who is truthful snd why do the ppgople
involved dissemble when tiaere is no superficial reason for it? ‘

On the fuce of it, and seemingly voluntsrily, Yates wrote
Garrison & long letter. Giving no specific resson for the timing of his
writing, he seversl times refers to his resding of the "erren Report.

The context is thet his resding of the Repebt insovpired tus letter. Well,
hs wsited slmost threec yesrs, which is to~ long a time in itself to
appear likely. internsl evidence is thet his reading of "HITEVASH II is
the immediate csuse, sn: the internsl content of the letter stiributes to
the Report what is not in it snd what is exclusively in WV II. So, on
motive, Yetes lies. (Exemple: the FBI showed Cdio only old rictures.)

Possitly in other respects Yetes is both truthful and
forthright, but I am incline: to believe he is holding back at best.
Hell d4id not stay with Yates as long as he did, blstbermouth thst Hell
is, without seying much more.

" There are sharp contradictions ewteen whet each ssys. Here
1 ccinpsre Ystes' letter with my lengthy interviews with lall, of which
1 presume croypies hzve been read. There is no doubt that Hsll is s liar.
Some o the co:.tredictions cen te resolbed sguinst Hel 1 becsuse it wes
to his interest ti lie sbout them. (Exemple: numb r of times he was in
5,0.) Put I slsc feel thst some of whet Ystes is holding back mey be
signifi€ent. Save for one thing, there is nothing in his letter that
does not flow from 7% II. That ie his reference to the taking over of
Heiti as & point for sitsck on Cuba, (4And this is of current interest
becsuse of the involv-ment of some of the mercensries of this group in
the current Hritisn edventure, e=s forecsst to ne by Hemming 10/31/68.)
£lso, I recall no other reference to the uss of Big ine Yey.

In & letter tuest is ss seemingly fectusl, Yates slips ober
a fes things tust would interest me. sxample, his ple ce of work &nd its
netur . 4+t is iccicated as medicel ouly. 2ell seid he Was sn oxygen
technician sn: beli:zved he had worked at Fzrklsnd, #ncther, the nsture of
his firearms-sct conviction. Lell seid he wes sn expert rsrkemen whose
gerege Was losded with various explosives, who had every conceivable
weapon, etc., 2n’ wes redical-right in orientstion.

Y:tes contradicts Howard elso, on his presence in Dsllas.in
September 1963, as I recall noward's sta‘emsnts to we. e pleces s man
who seems to be Howard there. Deliberately or ovherwige, he geoes fer to
confirm % II, en: the immeiiste question is does he go out of hig way
to do i%, &n¢ for s purpose, or is it entirely factual. I+ Yutes is right,
there is hesvy confirmetion of Odio here. One thing thet iz surprielng end
rertinent it his emphasis on :lell writing lianolo Rey. Thie is consistent
with the stst'ments snd representstions msde to (dio btut inconsistent with
iiall's own rightist orientstion. hie not weiling the letter is consistent
with & puton. I find it very ijteresting, elther way.

At thie point I cen do litile with it, but I s licit thought
end opinion, Does enyone hsve anybuing else pertinent?



