"Discoveries," Gurus, and The "Horseless Cavalry from the Silicon Valley"

Ignorance And Arrogance Make Another Non-Assassination Book


Chapter 2

"Discoveries," Gurus, and The "Horseless Cavalry from the Silicon Valley"

These are serious criticisms so first let us examine some of the documentation of them.

Was Mary La Fontaine the first to "debunk" those tramp pictures and all the myths about them, assuming this debunking has the significance the La Fontaines give it?

With officialdom that began in early May, 1968, when the La Fontaines had not yet found their white hats to wear when they came charging out of the west to see that justice was done.  It actually was under way on May 3, 1968, when the Baltimore FBI office asked the Dallas FBI office to make a "thorough inquiry" of what I had called to its attention, the phony sketch of the man allegedly wanted for killing Martin Luther King, Jr., drawn from one of those "tramp" pictures (see this manuscript's Document Appendix, pages 154-155).  In my own investigation of that fakery I was able to prove that the phony claim and sketch originated in Mexico City and I had a photograph of the artist and his sketch taken at the Mexico City airport.  (I was then James Earl Ray's investigator, too.)

Aside from keeping a copy for its own file the Baltimore FBI office sent one to Memphis, which was in charge of the King assassination investigation.  In Memphis, as in Baltimore, this became part of the MURKIN file, the acronym standing for "Murder of King."  It had that classification in Dallas, but Dallas also filed copies in its main JFK assassination file, 89-43.

In Dallas, FBI agent Bardwell F. Odum soon established that there was no relevance of those pictures in the JFK assassination and that in fact as I'd said, the sketch that was being circulated of the man allegedly wanted for killing King was drawn from the picture of the tramp who by then had been given the fanciful nickname "Frenchy" because it was believed his rumpled clothing had a French cut (see this manuscript's Document Appendix, pages 156-158).

Odum learned on April 15, that the officer leading those in the pictures was Bill Bass, of the police identification division.  Bass identified the other two to Odum as Roy Vaughn and Marvin Wise.  In Odum's word, the three had "found" those "three men in a boxcar about a mile from the Texas School Book Depository down the railroad tracks."

This alone established that there was no connection between those men and the JFK assassination.  In addition, with the co-publisher of the Dallas Times-Herald, Felix McKnight, agreeing, Odum wrote that the sketch had been drawn from the picture of the smallest of those three men.  Because continuing that search for the irrelevant names of those men meant much work and served no useful and legitimate purpose, Odum went no farther.

There was no point in going farther because it was without question that those men had and could have had no connection with the assassination of any kind.  The "debunking" was accomplished.

Before then the nut interest had begun.

Sheriff Bill Decker told Odum that those tramp pictures had "recently . . . been shown him by someone representing" Jim Garrison.

The Times-Herald had already been asked about those pictures by the Associated Press in New York.  It had been activated by a press release from Trent Gough, a Canadian actor who headed the Kennedy Assassination Inquiry Committee.

And in Dallas the hue and cry had been started by "AL CHAPMAN, member of the Ku Klux Klan."  A separate teletype had been sent on that one.

Now that the names are known what Mary La Fontaine had "established," white hat and all, is what anyone with common sense knew to begin with, that there was no relevance in those pictures and thus no relevance in the names of innocent men whose privacy would have been violated and who, with their families, could have been damaged by all the senseless allegations made about them.

This was a "debunking" of those tramp pictures.  It was the official debunking of them that existed in a number of disclosed files and it did not make enough difference to me to try to learn whether this debunking was before Mary La Fontaine put her dolls in the closet and stopped skipping rope and playing hopscotch.

Throughout the FBI records these were filed and disclosed as related to the King assassination.  Beginning May 3, 1968, that long before the Adams heroics.

Now with regard to that Bill Adams "cavalry charge" from the Silicon Valley and his alleged perception and diligence in his FOIA inquiries of the National Archives, all those Elrod records had been disclosed to me and were publicly available in the FBI's public reading room.  Again, there being nothing to them, nobody paid any attention to them.  The key words in the August 11, 1964, report of Memphis FBI agents Francis B. Cole and Norman L. Casey are lost in the La Fontaine's distortion of the whole thing to create their fantasy:  "His arrest had nothing to do with the assassination of the President and he knew nothing concerning the assassination," (See this manuscript's Documents Appendix, pages 158-160).  Elrod did say, "he was placed in Cell 10" whether or not with a letter he forgot or the FBI omitted, and there was a Cell 10 in that block, despite the La Fontaine distortions and misrepresentation of this.  Still, referring to that "Cell 10" and not any other one, as the La Fontaines make up out of nothing, the FBI quotes Elrod as saying of his cellmate, the one the La Fontaines say was Oswald, "his cellmate was a man whose identity he could not recall."

Is there anyone who could not "recall" the name Lee Harvey Oswald or would ever forget if they had been jailed together?

As Elrod himself cautioned the FBI, "he stated on several occasions that he has difficulty remembering due to his extreme use of alcohol."  He was then in a home for alcoholics.  And the reason he turned himself in had nothing to do with the assassination:

He was at that time in possession of a sawed-off 12 gauge shotgun with a pistol grip.  He stated he had begun to think of the possibilities of killing his wife from whom he is now separated.  Inasmuch as he had the sawed-off shotgun and the desire to kill her was known to him, he decided he should come to the Sheriff's Office and talk, which he did.

He does refer to that man with the injured face and his reference to it makes it clear he was not in that cell with Oswald.  Here is the words of that FBI report:

An individual whose face was smashed up was brought into the hallway of the jail where Elrod and his cellmate could observe him.

Elrod is clear on this, having been in the hallway, where it could not be seen from where Oswald was.  The La Fontaine fabrication to get around this quoted above is that alleged ostentatious marching of that man into the cul de sac of the maximum-security block for Oswald to eyeball.  As though there were any rational reason for that special march into that cul de sac, anything other than the La Fontaine desperation over the elimination of one of their inventions of which they were making a book, that elimination threatening the book itself.

This FBI report continues: "at that time," meaning when the man with the smashed face "was brought into the hallway of the jail," which was necessary if he was being taken somewhere, not being posed, "the unknown cellmate made some mention that he had known this man with the injured face as a result of meeting him at a motel.  The cellmate stated that five men had met at a motel, and that they had been advanced some money under some type of contract.  One of these men was reported to have received $5,000.  The man with the injured face received some money and he was reported to have been driving a Thunderbird automobile with a large quantity of guns contained therein."

This is followed by a repetition of Elrod saying that, "he is confused at this time concerning the events which occurred."

He did believe that his "cellmate" had told him one of the men at that motel was Jack Ruby.  It is at this point that the FBI refers to his "difficulty remembering" because of his extreme drunkenness.  As the report draws to its end the agents state, quoting Elrod, that "He knew nothing concerning the assassination of the President, the involvement of Jack Ruby in the killing of HARVEY LEE OSWALD [sic], or any information concerning the possibility of the receipts of money by JACK RUBY except the hearsay information he had received from his unknown cellmate."

Ruby in this version, assuming Elrod was not too drunk to remember clearly, was raking the money in, not passing it out.

If the money mentioned was for the guns the La Fontaines claim are involved in that Thunderbird, then more than a thousand dollars was paid per gun and that makes little or no sense at all.

There were allegedly five men there, all part of the deal.  One man gets five thousand dollars, the others get some cut, and there were only five weapons in that Thunderbird.

The Elrod rap sheet follows.  The La Fontaines make a big thing of the redacting of the charges and disposition of them.  But under the law that is what the FBI should have done with this information and did with similar information relating to others who had no involvement in the assassination, protect their privacy.

The La Fontaines also make a big thing over the short Memphis memo to Dallas in which they say that "ELROD does not appear to have been in custody in Dallas" based on that rap sheet (see this manuscript's Documents Appendix, page 161).  In this they merely repeat the last words of the Cole/Casey memo, The identification record of JOHN FRANKLIN ELROD does not reflect incarceration of ELROD in the Dallas City Jail as claimed."

There can be many explanations for that arrest not being included but not any one that suggests itself is at all conspiratorial with this kind of record made of it.  While not knowing the practices that varied from place to place one might presume there was no record because there was no case of any kind against him and Elrod was turned loose for that reason.  Why involve an innocent man who had no involvement in the crime and defame him and make future problems for him?

In Dallas he had been arrested for no reason at all, only because he was walking along the tracks, unarmed and alone.  That is reason for making a criminal record?

It is fun and games for the La Fontaines but for others it can be a very serious matter.

Witness all those the La Fontaines defame in this book, all those they connect with the most terrible crime in a country like ours, with nothing but their over-active imaginations and their love of scandals for cash to support what they do to so many people.

These records as filed by the FBI begin with the number 44.  That is their file classification, which is probably news to the La Fontaines.  They say nothing about these files.  In the FBI file classifications 44 stands for "Civil Rights; Civil Rights - Election Laws - Voting Rights Act, 1965" as of the time those records were created.  The FBI filed the killing of Oswald as a civil rights violation, thus the headquarters file is 44-24016.  In Dallas it is 44-1639.  In Memphis it is 44-1165.

The killing of King was a civil rights case, therefore it also is a file in the same 44 classification.  That Baltimore 44 file, 669, that began the exposure of the meaninglessness and the lack of any relevance at all of those tramp pictures, which is not what the La Fontaines saw or understood, is a King assassination file because the "tramp" sketch I called to the FBI's attention was a faking of evidence in that case.  The counterpart file in Memphis is 44-1987; in Dallas it is 44-2649.

On August 27, 1964, FBI Headquarters wrote Memphis about this (see this manuscript's Document Appendix, page 162).  From this letter, which FBIHQ filed in its "Oswald" file, in 105-82555, which is its main "Oswald" file, it is not at all certain that Memphis Sheriff's Sergeant Alton C. Gilless, Jr., gave it to the FBI as his opinion of what Elrod told them or whether as the La Fontaines interpret it, he was quoting Elrod.  From the pronunciation, which FBI headquarters itself put within quotation marks, "Lee Oswalt," it seems clear enough that did not come from Elrod, and Gilless was giving his uninformed opinion.  What FBI HQ actually says is that "Sergeant Gilles primarily wrote to obtain a criminal record check on Elrod."

The Memphis response of  the next day is marked by it as the La Fontaines do not mention and probably did not know, "RUC" (see this manuscript's Document Appendix, page 163), That to the FBI means, "referred upon completion."  Or, to Memphis and Dallas unless countermanded by headquarters, that business was finished.  And the "Subject" is Oswald, not Elrod.

If Elrod had told the FBI that he had any information about Oswald, Memphis would not have market this "RUC," would not have dared risk Hoover and HQ wrath by not getting every word possible from Elrod.

The confusion the La Fontaines made up is cleared up in the "AIRTEL" report sent by air and for possible distribution.  It states in its first paragraph it was not Elrod but the "representative of the Sheriff's Office who advised that he," meaning that representative, Gilless, "advised" that Elrod "be possibly possessed of information relative to the shooting of LEE HARVEY OSWALD by JACK LEON RUBY" (105-82555-4726).

With this the language of that report, the report for which the La Fontaines could not spare a page to include when they had more than four hundred and fifty pages in their book, it is without question that they made up their allegation that Elrod said this to the sheriff.  He did not.  And, as we have seen, Elrod himself emphasized and re-emphasized he did not.  But the La Fontaines say he did say.

The arrest records that Mary La Fontaine did find may also provide an explanation for this arrest not being on his rap sheet: he was not charged.  The line of the printed form that begins "investigation assigned to" is followed by a blank for "charge filed" and that by the name of the officer filing the charges and the date.  They are blank (see this manuscript's Document Appendix, page 164).  As they should have been because he violated no law, committed no offense, and there was no charge to be made for walking along unarmed and minding your own business.

At the top of the form the suspicion is stated, "Inv. Murder & Co. Vag" but that was only excuse.  There was no case, no reason for the arrest and Elrod was turned loose, the form not stating when, after the third day.

With those three tramps there was a "co vag" allegation along with what the police merely made up as an excuse for holding those innocent winos, "robbery."  They were all turned loose four days later, just before half past nine the morning of November 26 with the same blanks left blank as with Elrod had been.

On even Daniel Wayne Douglas, a youngster of nineteen for whom the La Fontaines make up an importance he did not have, the Dallas police laid it on thick, apparently only to have a basis for holding him.

Douglas had gone to police headquarters to turn himself in "for auto theft and burglary offenses in Memphis, Tennessee and Birmingham, Alabama" (see this manuscript's Document Appendix, page 165).  Because of all the turmoil over the killing of Officer J. D. Tippit at headquarters when Douglas was waiting to turn himself in voluntarily, "Murder & Forgery" were added to the charges laid on him.

Based on their interpretation of where on the form for prisoners using the phone Douglas was, and they claim it is F 1 (LaFontaine, page 394).  That is at best questionable.  They have both the kid who turned himself in voluntarily and Elrod against who the police had nothing at all in the Oswald cell in "maximum security."  They say that, "Hard evidence exists that both these men occupied the cell or the cell block (three small cells, with Oswald's F-2 in the middle)." This is not true.

They have two pages of CD 1444, that jail phone listing they obtained from Paul Hoch.  How clear the original record was before copies began being made from it we do not know.  There are at least several generations between the original and publication.  While most of the entries on these forms are clear, this one is not.  What is certain with regard to this Douglas entry is that nobody can say, based on what can be read from this form, that he was in the F block or in what cell.

If the letter is an "F" the La Fontaines have two slightly off of vertical lines between the letter and the number they imagine to explain, as they do not.  If what they say is a number, if a A1" it is the only 1 on those two pages that extends below the line and it would then be a third below that line.

The La Fontaines' explanation of this exhibit is that it is the log for the third platoon, beginning at 3:00 p.m.  Douglas' call is the first.  This raises a question, could Oswald have been placed in any cell by the time of that Douglas use of the phone if it was at three o'clock?

Why a kid who had turned himself in voluntarily would be placed in a small maximum-security cell block the La Fontaines do not trouble their readers with.  Or, for that matter, why Elrod would have been.  Clearly, he was unarmed and had just been walking along minding his own business.  There was, with all the other cell spaces and blocks, no reason at all for either of these men to have even been in "maximum security" in that jail.  And there is no reason to believe that either was.

Beside which there is no reason to doubt that Elrod was in a cell, as he told the FBI, with the number 10.

The La Fontaines are stretchers from way back but this one they stretched a bit too much.

Even if it was not too much for The Washington Post or Pelican Publishing, neither of which did any checking or simple questioning.

We have seen that their claim to having been the first to debunk those tramp pictures is not true; that their claim that their Silicon Valley cavalry Bill Adams "discovered" that Memphis Elrod record also is not true; and that the meanings and importance they seek to give those records are not in them.  This, to them, makes them journalists and others who do not agree with them it makes into "nuts" or "buffs" or the like.  But for all their pontifications this pair is ignorant of FBI records and record-keeping, too, as they demonstrate in their book.

Seeming to be using handouts, and there is not a thing wrong with that, they have not bothered to learn what the files from which they were given copies mean or represent.  Where they cite one of the files we use above they  do not give its title, which as a matter of practice that FBI has on each record (page 421).  At the same point they cite as a source "FBI file No. LR 2-13."  Twice thereafter they use this citation with "(p. 3)" added to it.

If they know, and they reflect no knowledge of it, the "LR" in the file to which they refer stands for the Little Rock FBI office.  It is not part of the actual number.

They also do not know what the first part of each FBI file identification, the file's classification, means.  Thus, they cite "civil rights" files without explaining what they are or why they are so classified and here, with this "LR 2-13" they not only do not make a correct citation, they also do not know and hence cannot tell the reader what they are talking about.  They boast of Mary's claimed perceptiveness in spotting this record yet they did not care enough to learn what the record was classified as by the FBI.  Here, with all they make up for this book, they could have had a field day.  Not honestly, but that has never stopped them in the past.

FBI file classification "2" represents "neutrality matters."  But what they quote from the text does not justify this file classification.

The FBI serializes all its records.  Ordinarily there would not be any record identified merely as "2-13."  If the record Mary spotted is identified by the FBI as "2-13" it should have a serial number following the file classification and the file number, which the first two numbers always represent.  The serial serves in effect as page numbers in providing a firm reference.  However, sometimes page numbers of records are included.  Some records are quite voluminous.  Some have more than one part.

Even more indicative of their scholarship consisting of handouts and manufactures is their annotations at the beginning of their chapter 10.  For it they have a cute and suggestive title, "Meaningful Glances."  If there were any possibility that serious researchers would regard this as a serious and dependable source, as there can never be for serious students, meaningful source notes would be preferred.

The first (page 430) reads in its entirety, "Interview for television documentary, October 1993."  This provides no clue for finding the original among all the TV interviews for all the TV programs that day.  It means nothing.

The second source note again does not provide a means for locating and checking what they say  based on it.  It reads, in its entirety, "Griffin memo to W. David Slawson (Apr. 16, 1964)."  If these phony  scholars knew anything at all about the Commission's record keeping, they would know that each of the memos had the file to which it would go written onto the first page, generally on the upper right-hand side of the page.  Without knowing the file or files for which a copy or copies were indicated there is not even a beginning point for search.

Their third note at the beginning of this chapter refers to an earlier ignorant comment they made in their Chapter 6, about the since-disbanded Army domestic intelligence component, the 112th that had been based at San Antonio.  The La Fontaines wrote as though they had known what they talked about when they said that component "was mysteriously able to notify the FBI less than three hours after the assassination, that Oswald was carrying a phony ID in the name of Hidell."  What the 112th really did, and this is not what it did or said, wherein is it "mysterious" for an intelligence agency to disclose what is from public sources in its files if it sees a point in that?  It was after the Dallas police disclosed the name of Lee Oswald that the army group, either because somebody remembered it or from checking, found and disclosed its own public and published sources on Oswald (see this manuscript's Document Appendix, pages 167).  This was "mysterious" to the ignorant or the dishonest only.

Their next note is lengthier.  That enables them to say less while seeming to say more.  They refer to the controversy over what Dallas police lieutenant Jack Revill said FBI agent Hosty said about the FBI's knowledge of Oswald and his capabilities in what is the less than a precise quotation.  All else they say about this and what followed it, not a word from the well-known and public sources, is attributed to the second-hand source of the undependable Curt Gentry book.  They do not identify the book.

They claim the published record of the Warren Commission as one of their sources.  In it what was said on both sides of this controversy is stated under oath.  But they know so little about what the Commission did and published they cannot even cite its record.

The next nine source notes are to "Ellsworth HSCA testimony" followed by a page number.  This does not tell the reader whether that testimony was published, in which event it is in a numbered volume with numbered pages, or was unpublished and where and how it is filed if unpublished. 

Real scholarship this.

The next six source notes reflect the extent of their ignorance of the files they are using and that they have little or no experience with such records.  Those six citations, and on the next page several more, each can be to more than sixty different FBI files as of the time they wrote their book!

These scholars who are so proud and boastful of their scholarship and journalism, with all the work they allegedly have done in FBI records to do the writing they have done, still do not know a thing about how the FBI files or even how to correctly cite FBI records they use, without regard to how they obtained those copies.  It is not likely they got what they used from their own work and effort.

The first of those flawed source citations reads, "FBI file No. 105-125147, teletype, Oct. 25, 1963."

Cited this incorrect way they can be referring to a file that can be at FBIHQ or in any of its field offices or legal attaché offices overseas.

Headquarters and the field offices do not coordinate their identifications of files.  That would be a physical impossibility anyway.  It happens that sometimes the field offices and headquarters use even differing file classifications.  For example, in the field offices the JFK assassination file itself is classified as an 89 file whereas at headquarters it is of the 62 file classification.  Or the Oswald file that at headquarters was a 105 file in some of the field offices was a 100 file.  It is in Dallas and New Orleans.

But every FBI component that files can have a 105-125147 file, or the one that here follows, 105-133465.

It is because these self-styled scholars are ignorant that they have to cite secondary sources, as they do, and they cannot cite correctly because of their ignorance, too, as illustrated above.

These add to the proof that the La Fontaines, for all their big talk and self-promotion, rarely know what they are talking about.

To them this makes them "journalists."

Their notion of scholarship has them write this entire book on what they claim happened when the police had Oswald in jail for those two days without a word on the layout of the jail or the security provisions taken.  What little they say in the book about this was picked up from what the Post sent them that it got from me, a copy of my criticisms of their article.

It seemed to me certain that the police, no matter how they may have bumbled elsewhere, would have taken special precautions for Oswald's safety while he was in jail.  After the La Fontaine fantasy appeared in the Post I wrote my friend Jim Leavelle.  This is part of his response:

I don't know how we can prove to every ones satisfaction that he was kept in maximum security, as you said you would think peoples common sense would tell them that under the circumstances that would be the only place for him.  If for no other reason for his own protection.

As I told the F.B.I. there was at least three patrolmen who took turns guarding his cell in the F-Block I don't have their statements, you may have them in your files.  They are T.V. Todd, J.L. Popplewell and Buel T. Beddingfield.  I know they talked with Popplewell I don't know if they talked with anyone else.  I am sending you a hand drawn diagram as I remember it and having worked in the jail for several months many years before.  The F block was built so that any one in there could not see or talk to any one else.  There was steel walls around it, as indicated by the heavy lines in the diagram.  No one was in cell 1 or 3 he was placed in cell #2 as indicated.  This is where he was when I pulled him out Sunday morning.  A chair was placed in front of cell #3 and one of the officers was sitting there at all times when he was in the cell....

Between the double row of cells there was a passage so maintenance could get to the plumbing when necessary.  There was also a passage going behind the kitchen and drunk tanks.  Even tho F block is surrounded by steel walls the adjoining cells were left empty.

This hand-drawn sketch is the one I sent the Post after the La Fontaine article appeared and it, with my permission, sent to the La Fontaines.  They made corrections for their book but they do not once in the book make any reference to the special measures taken to protect Oswald, a special kind of prisoner.

The La Fontaines do not even refer to the stationing of a policeman outside the cell next to Oswald's.

There is a considerable amount of junk in their book that is worth no time at all.  None of what they have written is worth any time other than in criticism of what they have written.  But to give a little better idea of the fantasy they made up out of nothing real we quote a bit more from the Post story that encapsulated the coming book.

Of those tramp pictures they said those tramps "were photographed in the company of a Dallas policeman shortly after the assassination."  As we have seen, they were escorted and photographed with not one but with three Dallas policemen.

After claiming first debunking of the tramps "legend" in their Houston Post article of February 9, 1992, that, as we have seen, was many years after the original debunking that they ignore, they say,  "There were two other arrest records for Nov. 22, 1973."  They then name Elrod and go into their song and dance routine about their guru-cavalry Bill Adams.  In fact there were other arrests of which the best known is of the man known as Eugene Brading, also Braden. His name does not appear in their article or their book.  He was arrested at the Dal-Tex Building, which is across Houston Street from the Texas School Book Depository.

Writing of a meeting of agents working on an illegal gun case they go on to:

At 2:30 that afternoon Lee Oswald was arrested in a neighborhood movie theater a few miles away on suspicion of shooting a policeman.  Elsewhere, Dallas police were following up on tips from frightened citizens.  John Elrod was arrested at 2:45 p.m.  Before the end of the day, Elrod says that his cellmate, Lee Oswald, spoke of a gun deal involving a man with a "smashed-up" face, a Thunderbird loaded with guns -- and Jack Ruby.

As we have seen and the La Fontaines knew so well from the great "discovery" of their Silicon Valley cavalry, Elrod not only did not identify his cellmate as Oswald he told the FBI he did not know who his cellmate was.  He could hardly have been Oswald and unknown to Elrod or anyone else in 1964.

After claiming falsely that Elrod could not have been in a Cell 10 they say, "Available documents support the remainder of Elrod's claims."

No part of this is true.

Elrod made no claims!

The La Fontaines made those claims for him, in his name, when he steadfastly refused to.

And, obviously, there is and can be no documentary support for what they made up and attribute to Elrod or they would have it in their book.  They do not.

They ask, "Would the Dallas police really have put the accused assassin in a cell where he could talk with another prisoner?  The answer, it turns out, is yes."

This likewise is false, all made up by the La Fontaines by contortions that would defy any dancer.

The La Fontaines claim, with no proof at all, without even making up a case that the police acted on the basis of a tip from any informer when they caught the Thunderbird fleeing with that grand total of five weapons.  They then say:

The identity of the informant has never been established.  But John Elrod's story indicates that Lee Oswald knew about a deal involving a Thunderbird full of guns.  And FBI agent James Hosty says that Oswald wrote him a note sometime in mid-November.  Is it possible that Lee Oswald was the informant who tipped off the FBI about the gun deal of Nov. 18, 1963?

This question grew into their fantasy of a book.  What they say is Elrod's story as we see is what he did not say and refused to say when they had him on camera.  It is the opposite of what he told the FBI, as they knew and we have seen.  That fabrication about the note is even more disreputable, particularly for those who represent themselves as journalists, not as Desperados from Dirty Gulch.

While there is much that is not and will not now be known about that Oswald note to Hosty, what is known and  has been sworn to repeatedly and was long publicly available and reported extensively before the La Fontaines saw the possibilities of scandal-mongering with the assassination eliminates any possibility at all that that Oswald note had anything at all to do with him as "the informant who tipped off the FBI about" that gun deal.

What is also without question, after all that sworn testimony, is that what Oswald wrote Hosty was some kind of threat.  Hosty alone claimed it was a threat to sue him.  Others wrote it threatened violence, bombing.  All agreed that it was about Oswald wanting Hosty not to bother his wife.

This is to say that it is beyond question, the La Fontaines not only made this up out of nothing, they made it up contrary to what was known as the result of sworn testimony.  If they did not know that what they were making up was impossible they will never know anything to be impossible.

There is more than is not worth any time at all, like their false claim that Elrod "casts doubt" on the reason Ruby gave for killing Oswald.  Ruby was quoted as saying it was to spare the widow the pain of being a witness at the trial.  In the La Fontaine fairy tale Ruby killed Oswald because Oswald was the snitch on that gun deal they allege was Ruby's.

"Casts doubt" is an understatement of what Elrod did when he appeared with his brother Lindy on the La Fontaine's  TV supermarket tabloid version of news, Hard Copy, on November 16, 1993.  That was more than two years before this great La Fontaine redefinition of "investigative reporting" and "journalism" appeared as the book that the La Fontaine Hard Copy segment itself proves is false.
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