A Snatch of the Snitch

Ignorance And Arrogance Make Another Non-Assassination Book


Chapter 5

A Snatch of the Snitch

In common with most of those who are under-informed and overly-opinionated about the assassination and have the compulsion to write about it, the La Fontaines do not realize that while either of these deficiencies is a serious handicap to responsible writing, and they suffer both, together they have a synergistic effect greatly magnifying self-exposure.

Despite their posing, their pretense to being responsible "journalists" and experienced "investigative reporters" on serious subjects they are in fact childish and they reflect the immaturity of childishness.  They are blinded to this by their ego, their ignorance and the requirements of the preconception with which they began and never abandoned, that Oswald was the assassin.  These ninnies are not aware of it when they display their immaturity.

At the same time they feel and indulge the compulsive need to try to put down all who do not agree with them and with political immaturity they indulge this.  Perhaps this also makes them feel wiser than they are, more informed and sophisticated.  In this they add pettiness to their abundant supply of ignorance of fact and dishonesty of concept and execution.

In their chapter 6, titled "Summer of '63," they try to make a case of Oswald as some kind of agent of some intelligence agency.

They never did understand that it was Oswald himself who arranged for the attention he got in New Orleans that summer.  Not understanding or perceiving this they could not ask the questions indicated, like where did this high-school dropout learn how to do that and where did he get the information he needed to be able to do it himself?  If as they are, without any success at all, trying to make a case that Oswald did have some kind of intelligence connection, here they muffed the chance to raise the question.  It is a legitimate question.  Oswald could not have learned in the marines or in Minsk the know how he displayed right in the faces of the La Fontaines who did not and could not see it.

This also raises the question, who had an interest in helping Oswald in what he was up to.  It could have been only those interested in propaganda or intelligence.

In his radio debate the La Fontaines themselves were impressed by the account Oswald gave of himself and that against a stacked deck.  They say that:

As the debate wore on, moreover, it was Oswald who increasingly held the field, speaking in measured, reasonable-sounding sentences.  . . . and he was able to support his points with touches of detail without sounding merely pedantic, as Bringuier had done (page 160).

But instead of trying to pursue the natural leads, instead of trying to make sense of this, which could have meant making the case of Oswald as somebody's agent, the case they do not come close to making, even to trying to make in their book, the La Fontaines are motivated to be critical of those with whom they do not agree.  They are so strongly motivated to be critical of those with whom they do not agree.  They refer to the same Peter Dale Scott of whom they say in their acknowledgment that without him they would not have had their book (page 9) that he is a "conspiracy-sider" who with two others like him, Anthony Summers and Philip Melanson, "explain the debate as an intentional disaster -- an act of a sabotage by Oswald" (their emphasis, page 159).  In the course of this they do some rewriting of what I wrote in Oswald in New Orleans.  In doing this they eliminated Manuel Gil from their text in referring to what I wrote.  They edit what they quote to insert his name in their source note on page 414.  There it is not a source.  It is either an argument using what I said to support them or a criticism of me and what I wrote, their note being susceptible of either explanation.  I believe that if they had intended to use me to support them they would have made that clear and therefore they intend what they wrote to be taken as criticism.

Having eliminated Manuel Gil from the arranging of the debate that he in fact did arrange for the La Fontaines shift the focus to Oswald's "second opponent" in the debate.  They refer to him, Edward Scannell Butler, as "Ed" and as "an expert in anti-Communist psychological warfare and executive director of the right-wing Information Council of the Americans."  Here they have their note referring to me:

48. Harold Weisberg's 1967 perspective:

If it [INCA] is not connected with the CIA or the USIA, it should be for its function is indistinguishable from that of a government subsidiary or agency.  It spreads propaganda, usually not unacceptable to those who find the John Birch perspective attractive.  It is [INCA production manager Manuel] Gil who arranged for the Bringuier-Oswald debate that became so effective a propaganda device for the radical right (Weisberg, 362) (page 414).

What I wrote was about Gil and his connections of which INCA was but one.  It was not, as the La Fontaines edited it, addressed to INCA.  One of those connections I had on the same page and they edited out, was "with the MIRR," or the Miami-based Moviemento Insurrectional de Recuperacion Revolutionario.  This I wrote, "puts him on both sides with the government - as an instrument of policy with the INCA and as the representative of groups whose most hare-brained adventure got its leader arrested and indicted by the same federal government."

Of the MIRR the La Fontaines write, albeit without fact or reasonable source, that Robert Kennedy was its supporter in a coming invasion that is of vital importance in this part of the La Fontaine mythology and that it got from the government "$250,000 a month to launch an operation with the code name Second Naval Guerilla" (pages 220-1).

These fools are so lost in themselves and in their concept of themselves as wise, all understanding and more than adequately informed when the opposite is the reality they here miss what they sadly need, a means of giving some element of proof to their fiction.

It was not necessary for them to make cracks aimed at Scott, Summers, Melanson and me yet they could not avoid indulging themselves, perhaps to make them feel better about themselves.  They have the need throughout to deprecate others and they indulge this need, cannot really control it.  However, if they had been more rather than less journalists and less the partisan they could have used the space they wasted on their indulgences to make at least part of the case they never make of Oswald having some kind of government connection and being of interest to the government.

More, they are fools in this because of the importance they give in their book to the very MIRR whose representative, Gil, arranged for the debate that helped Oswald as much as it did, did for him what without such opposition he could not have done for himself.

Perhaps at this is as good a point as any, where they make cracks at and are critical of others, as in that "conspiracy-sider" addressed to Scott, to quote their own publisher on this.  In announcing the book Pelican headed that sheet, "No More Conspiracy Theories, Just Conspiracy Facts."  The first sentence then reads, "Put aside all of the speculations and suspicions.  This is the Kennedy book that names the players in the cover-up and how they did it . . . brings to the forefront documented records that substantiate a number of conspiracy claims . . . Ray and Mary La Fontaine are not conspiracy theorists . . ."

As we have seen and will see, not a word of this is true.  They have nothing but what they imagine, what is not even as much or as little, as a theory.  They have only what they regard as theories when is appears in the work of others.

They have nothing else, nothing better.  Only they claim not to do this while claiming also that all others do.

That the publisher says what they use is fact does not make it fact, and it isn't so, as we have seen and will see.  They may all even believe it but it is not so.  They do not have a factual book about the assassination or one about its investigations.

Building craziness on craziness, inevitable from their subject matter ignorance once they decided to write a book, and synergizing this craziness with their utterly baseless self-concept as well as their subject-matter ignorance, they are blissfully unaware that they portray themselves as stupid in addition.  For example:

As we have seen, Oswald tried to infiltrate an organization, Bringuier's DRE, with suspected ties to the Pontchartrain arms cache.  The FBI had just shown a sudden interest in the whereabouts of the ex-Marine, tracking him down in New Orleans.  Was there a connection between the Hoover's agency's undisputed hand in these events and Oswald's attempt to sneak into the DRE nest of his supposed ideological opposite, Carlos Bringuier?

The paper evidence released by the FBI doesn't show such a link, and the Bureau has adamantly denied that any collaborative relationship with Oswald ever  existed.7 As we shall see in chapter 10, there is now persuasive reason to believe that such a relationship did exist, and that it was directly related to the FBI's raid on the DRE arms cache.  Despite the years of denials, however, the Camp Street building (see chapter 5) glaringly tied Oswald to Guy Banister, the former Chicago special agent-in-charge--(page 166).

This is not true.  Not a single part of it.  Not a word of it.  But first let us note that with their typical carelessness with what they make up they here do not have that raid on a DRE "arms cache."  They say instead that it is merely "suspected."  And if the La Fontaines alone do that suspecting, that is more than enough to make it La Fontaine "journalism."

"As we have seen," to quote them, Oswald never tried to "infiltrate . . . Bringuier's DRE."  This and that nonsense about his triggering the raid on that "arms cache" they also say was the DRE become important later in the book when they get to one of their greater irrationalities, what they attribute to one Fermin de Goicochea Sanchez, aka George Ferrel.  Important as he is to the La Fontaines in their fabrication of this book he was not important enough for the indexer to include him in the index.  Under his name or his alias.  (The indexers judgment was better than that of the La Fontaines!)  This man is so important his name never surfaced before they had a need for someone in his role, as we do see.

Using their standard trickery of asking a question they intend to be taken as a statement of fact they use a misstatement as the basis for it.  They say that "The FBI had just shown a sudden interest" in Oswald's whereabouts.  It was not the institution of the FBI, it was the political extremist Hosty, and there was nothing at all "sudden" about it.  Hosty had a hang-up on the Oswalds.  The FBI had no case on Lee and an inactive case on Marina.  But because he believed that all to the left of Genghis Khan were Communists agents, real or potential, when Hosty got the memo stating that Oswald had been in touch with the Worker he had all the excuse he needed for what had no real basis in fact at all, for asking that a case against Oswald be opened and that the Marina case be switched from inactive to active.  There was no more to it than that, as Hosty himself both testified and wrote.  But with their ignorance of their own alleged source, the Commission's testimony, the La Fontaines had all they needed to imply what they imply.  They see what was not there to be seen, "a connection between the Hoover agency . . . and Oswald's attempt to sneak into the DRE nest of his supposed ideological opposite, Carlos Bringuier."  In this quotation I separate out for emphasis what is a plain lie, their reference to "the undisputed" FBI "hand in these events."

There was no FBI "hand" in those totally imagined "events."

There is no relationship between this and what they know much too little to think of saying what is in or not in the alleged "paper evidence released by the FBI."

The perfection of their marriage of subject-matter ignorance and incredible ego is illustrated by their note (on page 415).  Until one reads the note there is not the vaguest notion of what they are saying.  The note itself reads:

7. Thus, for example, an early Houston Post column by Lonnie Hudkins (December 1963) citing a "rumor" that Oswald was an FBI informant was quickly traced to its source--Hudkins himself, it turned out.  The newsman eventually "admitted" that he and Dallas assistant D.A. Bill Alexander were the originators of a story that Oswald had an informant "number" (179) and received $200 a month (page 415).

Alonzo Heidt Hudkins was a reporter for the Houston Post.  He became and remains my friend.  What he wrote was not a column, it was a news story, so these self-activating subject-matter stupidities do not even have a copy of it.  It was not in December, 1963, it was January, 1964.  It also was not the first such story.  Joe Goulden, then with the Philadelphia Inquirer, published the same story a month earlier.  That was followed by an article in The Nation.  Lonnie never "admitted" that there was nothing to the story, as with their tricky writing the La Fontaines here say.  He did make up a story other than the one he had been told to protect the one he had been  told and to hide his source.

What actually had happened is that the Texas Court of Inquiry convoked by the State Attorney General, Waggoner Carr, had heard of this report and intended looking into it.  When Carr phoned Rankin and told him that caused a real Commission crisis.  A special executive session was called for after the end of the working day of January 22, 1964. After considerable effort under FOIA I did get a transcript and published it in 1975 in facsimile in Port Mortem (pages 475 ff.).  The Commission really threw a tizzy.  It decided to destroy that transcript but it overlooked the steno-typist's tape.  When I pinpointed it there was little choice, it was transcribed and given to me.

The Commission then held another executive session on this.  Those sessions were classified TOP SECRET although the Commission had no authority to classify anything.  I got that next session, of January 27, 1964, in another FOIA lawsuit and published it in facsimile in Whitewash IV in 1974.

The Commission also decided that Warren and Rankin alone would interview the Texans who were called to a rushed emergency session at which the Commission saw to it there was no court reporter.  All the record that exists on that is the self-serving memo Rankin wrote about what he chose to have on paper and what he chose not to have around to be referred to later.

These self-important dumdums do not know what a "paper trail" there is on what they do not understand and misrepresent so they can have their phony book as a result.

There is even more of a "paper trail."  The Schweiker subcommittee of the Senate's Church committee, which was formalized into the standing Senate intelligence committee, took testimony from Lonnie in executive session.  It offered him counsel, as he tells me the CIA also did.  He declined counsel and testified without any lawyer with him.

Had he been untruthful in any way he would not have declined free legal representation when if he swore falsely the jail loomed ahead.

That Rankin memo records what the Commission learned from those Texans.  Waggoner Carr; Leon Jaworski, his special counsel; Robert Storey, dean emeritus of the Southern Methodist law school; and Dallas district attorney Henry Wade were those called.  Wade became and remains a friend. I interview him and Storey on this.

The actual number attributed to Oswald is not an FBI-type identification of any kind.  It certainly is not their symbol identification of informants.  It is, however, a CIA-type number, 110669.

In its wisdom if not in honesty the Commission totally ignored this number and held a phony inquiry into what it knew was a phony number Hudkins made up to keep the FBI off his back and from interfering with his work.

The La Fontaines could not even get the phony number right.  It was not "179."  It was "S179."

Returning to the quotation from the La Fontaines on their page 166, they are not truthful when they predict, "As we shall see in Chapter 10, there is now persuasive reason to believe there was such a relationship that did exist and that it was directly tied to the FBI's raid on the DRE arms cache."  This is not true.  It is entirely fake, par for them.

It is worth noting that in two consecutive paragraphs these "journalists" have that as only a "suspected" DRE cache and without question a DRE cache.  Which it was not in any formulation.

They can "persuade" themselves to believe anything they think they need no matter how crazy, even impossible it is.  They have no such proof in their Chapter 10.  Or anywhere.

It is also totally false that "the Camp Street building glaringly tied Oswald to Guy Banister."  Oswald had no connection at all with that building and the only basis for even suspecting that they knew each other or had even seen each other is the at best very dubious statement by Delphine Roberts when she was in her fight with Banister's widow for his records.

The La Fontaines begin this gibberish with "Despite the years of denial."  It is typical of them and of their concept of journalism that they do not state by whom there were those alleged years of denial.  I know of none, not even by the government, which ignored that totally.

It is not a pleasant word to use and ordinarily it is eschewed but there is so much of it in this La Fontaine "journalism" and so much evil the result I do not mince words, they lie in what is next quoted:

The curious story of the FBI's special interest in Oswald picks up back in March of that year.  Oswald, then still in Dallas, was contacted by a Bureau counterintelligence agent of the same city, James P. ("Joe") Hosty.  The relationship with the burly Dallas agent began on the day before Oswald filled out a money order in the name of A. Hidell and mailed it with an order coupon for a Mannlicher-Carcano rifle to Klein's Sporting Goods in Chicago.  The patter of FBI contact and apparent Oswald "response" would be repeated later, as some of Oswald's most intriguing (and incriminating) activities continued to followed hard on FBI visits.  It happened in Dallas, in New Orleans, and again in Dallas a few weeks before the assassination (page 167).

Every word of this is a lie. There is nothing at all "curious" about the Neanderthal political views of the FBI or about Hosty's own extremist political views.  The truth is above.  It is a deliberate lies to say that Oswald "was contacted" by Hosty then.  He was not!  Despite what the La Fontaines say over and over again, Hosty never "contacted" Oswald in any way until after the assassination, when he entered the room in which the police were questioning Oswald and Oswald was so hostile to him he had to be removed from both the questioning and the case itself.  He was later assigned a little background work on Oswald but he was off the Oswald case, despite the title of his book.

The money order has no connection with this.  It was because Hosty had seen a memo about Oswald writing the Daily Worker.  Thus there is no such "Paper pattern of contact and apparent response."  Those uninhibited maker-uppers the La Fontaines merely invented this.  Unless it, too, was given to them.

It is worth emphasizing that after their lie about Hosty contacting Oswald they repeat it in different form as part of their phonying up another aspect of the overall case they phony up.

There is and there can be nothing "intriguing" or "incriminating" in any of this that they made up and not one of those "FBI visits" C of which there were only two C was to Oswald.  

When they get into the disappearance of the receipt the post office was required to get Oswald to sign and it was required by law to keep the La Fontaines do their usual thing and conjecture based on no knowledge at all.  They get to where they suggest that the receipt was made to "disappear" possibly by an FBI agent:

The Post Office may have acted voluntarily, not needing to be reminded that the application would needlessly embarrass the Bureau.  The Hoover organization had probably been acting in good faith, as we'll see.  The agents couldn't very well have foreseen that the man they were employing for their own purposes -- perhaps a mail-order firearms investigation -- would wind up the accused killer of the president.  It was like a terrible joke, something you wouldn't have imagined in your worst nightmare, if you were J. Edgar Hoover.  The Bureau's nervous predicament called for sympathy and cooperation, a bit of the old team spirit.  It the Post Office was a little short on this commodity, other steps might have had to be considered, but one way or the other, that portion of the application with the authorized recipients -- and the receipt for the rifle -- weren't going to see the light of day, and they didn't.

Yet, even if we assume that the Post Office was guilty of nothing more than incompetence, that it "lost" both documents, a problem remains.

The FBI files on the March 1963 investigation of Oswald opened by Hosty contained the information that Oswald had become a subscriber to the Communist party publication  The Worker.  Additional FBI reports reviewed by the Commission showed that in April 1963 Oswald was in contact with the Fair Play for Cuba Committee.  We also know from the Bureau's own accounts that the Hoover agency consulted the postal inspector's office in Dallas in its March investigation of Oswald conducted by Hosty. Was the FBI running routine mail checks on the ex-Marine?  The presence of an unknown FBI informant in the postal inspector's office in Dallas, and the seemingly infallible collection of Oswald's mail by the Bureau, suggest that either the Bureau routinely accessed Oswald's mail, or that he himself provided copies to the FBI. If either case is true, why did the Bureau not take note of his order of a gun under an assumed name to be sent to his Dallas post office box?  The probable answer is that the agents would have -- had they themselves not instructed Oswald to initiate the rifle mail-order purchase for their own investigative purposes (page 170).

This is all conjecture, all baseless, and it is all senseless. Then they actually connect Oswald's order of that rifle with Hosty:

What the FBI may have had in mind when Hosty arrived on the scene and Oswald immediately ordered a cheap Italian rifle through the mail isn't a question we can definitively answer here, beyond the guesses that have already been offered (page 171).

It gets crazier and even more baseless as the La Fontaines make up out of nothing what they probably believe from the depth of their subject-matter ignorance:

Conjecturing what the thinking had been isn't as useful as simply noting that, for some reason, it seems to have led Agent Hosty to tap the services of a probably reluctant and resentful Oswald in March 1963.  Later on, there are indications that the irritable ex-Marine may have grown to tolerate his servitude, to consider the brighter side of the picture, perhaps.  He always did like spy stories, and of course adventure and ideology.  He was fearless, though a puny fighter.  In the end, it may not have been the idea of "working for the FBI" that rankled him so much as Hosty himself, whose "manner was very harsh," according to Robert Oswald, and who "harassed Lee in his interviews," as Marina told this brother-in-law.  The relationship with Hosty ended, according to the conventional stories, when Oswald left a threatening note at the agent's office a few weeks before the assassination (chapter 10).  The note may not have been a threat at all, however, but a warning (page 171).

This is plain deception, pretending that they are not "conjecturing" and are merely "noting."  Not only did Hosty not have any contact with Oswald with which to "tap" him there were no "services" Oswald could render.  There is no mere "indication" of any kind that what Oswald was "resentful" about, what he was resentful about was specific enough when he was questioned by the police and in the note he left that the La Fontaines just plain lie about.

There is not any "indication" of any "servitude" and from the very considerable amount of information that for years has been available and to these phonies is entirely strange and foreign even to suspect that there had been any Oswald "servitude" to the FBI.  For that they pay, with what is paid approved by headquarters. In addition to this leaving still another set of records all of which it does not seem possible can have been hidden, the Oswalds never had an extra penny.  Marina has confirmed this to me.

While it may not be possible to entirely rule some such connection out, there is nothing that indicates any such probability.

If the La Fontaines, who are so ignorant of what is and has long been public knowledge to be ignorant of it would not be surprising, but if they did know and then omitted it, the fact that Oswald's favorite book, according to the Commission record, was Orwell's Animal Farm is a strong indication that he would not have become such a "pig" voluntarily.

The La Fontaines did not have to be familiar with what they claim familiarity with in the Commission's hearings to know this.  They do use Oswald in New Orleans and this is set forth at length and with direct quotation and citation of it beginning on pages 97.

There was no Oswald "relationship with Hosty" to have ended when Oswald left that note for him and there were no "conventional stories" about it or about anything like it.  "It made up out of nothing but their need if they were to have a book.

By now it should be clear that subject-matter ignoramuses and ego-dominated fools that they are they can have no book other than by making it up.

And there is no basis outside the invention of the La Fontaines even to suspect that the Oswald note was not "a threat at all."  All of the testimony, including Hosty's, is of a threat.  The differences are of the kind of threat.  Hosty claimed that it was only a threat to sue -- by the man who never made more than a dollar and a half an hour from which to take what he'd have to pay a lawyer!

Like so much of what they merely make up, this gets to the total lack of personal and professional integrity of the La Fontaines in this phony book of theirs.

Writing about Oswald's attempted suicide in the USSR when he was told he would not be permitted to stay there the La Fontaines seek to convert this into his willingness to serve some such role on his return and the desire of such agencies for having him in some such role:

Whereas the Soviets only puzzled lengthily over Oswald's implications, the pragmatic operatives of America's intelligence agencies more likely saw in the returned scapegrace an available resource, about whom the only important question was not what he "meant," but how he could be put to use.  Yet even this question wasn't so easy to answer.  As knight and protector of the Marxist faith, ex-Marine Oswald had a knowledge of arms and guerilla tactics (you couldn't have a decent revolution without 'em) and an impressive record of high-stakes risk-taking (page 173).

Saying that Oswald "had a knowledge of arms and guerilla tactics" is a lie.  He had no knowledge of any weaponry other than the issue rifle that he did poorly with and had fired only twice in the service.  The first time was during his basic training, as is done by all the military, and he had neither training nor experience in "guerilla tactics."  All his marine duties were as a radar operator.  They cite no basis for any of this nor do they for what else they just made up, that the intelligence services saw in him "an available resource" of any kind. There just was not a thing of any value to them that he could do for them and it is conspicuous that aside from the LaFontaines' made-up fiction that is the non-existing basis for their book they do not even suggest there was or could be anything he could do for any of them.

As they ramble along, making it all up out of nothing as they do, the La Fontaines repeat their lie about Hosty visiting Oswald, referring to those non-existing "contacts" in the plural:

...one preliminary clue is the fact that guns were the apparent topic of every FBI-initiated contact with Oswald.  In Dallas it had been a mail-order gun purchase the day after a visit from Hosty.  In New Orleans, following the FBI's search for the ex-Marine, as well as contact with Guy Banister, he presented himself to Bringuier as a guerilla expert looking to provide arms training to anti-Castro combatants.  Banister, it should also be noted, was a known gunrunner affiliated with the Minutemen, an agent working the heart of the clandestine underground railroad of arms trafficking extending from Texas to Florida.  Still later, in November 1963 (and again in the wake of FBI contacts, as we'll note), Oswald would be snooping into the gunrunning underworld of Dallas.

The consistent motif suggests Lee Harvey Oswald may have believed he was participating in an investigation, under FBI auspices, of illegal gun-trafficking activities.  It also suggests some of the buttons the Bureau may have pushed to win Oswald's cooperation.  One selling point aimed at overcoming his left-wing scruples may have been a "concession" that he would only report on gun-hoarding right-wing subversives: anti-Castro Cubans, paramilitary Minutemen, Birchers, perhaps American Nazis, Klansmen, and the like -- all natural enemies of the genus Oswald.  (Such a concession was one that Hosty, as an investigator of right-wing subversives, would have been in a position to make.)  Whether the FBI, which only grudgingly cooperated with Kennedy's curtailment of the Secret War on Cuba, was all that sincere about going after far-right gun freaks is problematical, to say the least.  It probably wasn't.  The actual facts of the matter are secondary, however.  It's the illusion we need to work out first, what Oswald believed he was doing.  

What he believed, evidently, is that he had been inducted as a kind of Dick Tracy Junior Crimestopper for the FBI, an informal associate (like de Mohrenschildt with the CIA) "specializing" in illegal firearms assignments.  His letters showed a taste for irony, and Oswald may have savored this one.  He was helping to use the might of the most dreaded anti-Communist agency in the world against commie-hating primitives.  He may also have been drawn by a boyish delight in the undercover intrigue and phony ID possibilities of the thing, sanctioned as part of the Crimestopper package.  Scott has suggested that Oswald and Banister may have been "working for what was in effect a third force: an intelligence-Mafia gray alliance, rooted in the deep political economy of New Orleans."  A safer assumption is simply that the real purpose of the FBI in recruiting the ex-Marine was very likely something quite different from his perception (pages 174-175).

That Oswald was "snooping around in the gunrunning underworld of Dallas" is their fabrication that is the basis of their book.  It is not fact.  What they refer to as a "consistent motif" is also of their invention and did not exist.  Likewise those additional contacts with the FBI are a lie.  There is no basis in even what they make up for even suspecting there had been any.

Here the La Fontaine's "journalism" get them not only to make up what there never was, those FBI "contacts" with Oswald, they even make up, out of nothing at all other than their need if they were to have a book, what they refer to as "the apparent topic" of "every FBI initiated contact with Oswald..." 

Besides which it is all the most childish of conjectures.

As we saw earlier, this conjecture about the FBI wanting to do something about those adventures against Cuba is fiction, as is the La Fontaine's line that the Kennedys continued them after the Cuba missile crisis of 1962.

There is much else here that is irrational and baseless, some of it overt lies, but there is so much of it that documenting all would be close to interminable.

They do jump around and they do return to what they've written and they do continue to make up what they think they need without regard for fact or truth.  Like this on de Mohrenschildt:

Ironically, George de Mohrenschildt, whose job in Dallas had been to keep a close eye on Oswald, became himself a subject of scrutiny shortly after his final separation from the former defector.  On April 19, 1963, the week before Oswald set out alone on a bus to New Orleans, George and Jeanne left Dallas for a longer intelligence-related journey with stops at Washington, New York, and Philadelphia.  Ten days after this departure, a CIA memo noted that an unidentified agency case worker (the name was blanked out) requested an "expedite check of George de Mohrenschildt"2  (page 192).

There is no end to this vilification of the dead man and there is no contradiction of his sworn testimony that he never was any kind of agent for any government.  The La Fontaines just continue to ignore it to seem to be making the phony case they cannot and do not make.  But to many if not most readers that will not be apparent.  

It should be apparent, however, that in Dallas de Mohrenschildt performed no such role.

When they get into their Ruby mythology they use Seth Kantor's argument that Ruby did not care about his stripper's need for money but did welcome that as an excuse for being where he should not have been, where he killed Oswald (page 216).  All of this kind of theorizing falls when it is remembered that Ruby got there just in time's nick and if he had been on time he'd have been kicked out while he waited for more than an hour.

The announced time for moving Oswald was 10 a.m.  It was in fact more than an hour later.  Nobody knew when it would be, including those involved in the questioning.  So it would not have been that Ruby's split-second arrival came from his having been told anything:

...Did he, as some conspiracy scenarios have suggested, receive mob "orders" to do in a patsy who properly should have been killed on the spot (as was done with the "assassin" of Philippine patriot Benigno Aquino), perhaps by a policeman rushing into the school book depository -- but a patsy who, in this case, smelling a rat, reflexively took wing to his Oak Cliff boardinghouse in preparation for a more permanent escape to Mexico or some other distant point?  Was it then necessary for Ruby, whether he  received orders from higher-ups or not, to silence Oswald in order to sever his own recent ties to him as part of an anti-Castro gunrunning ring (and possibly more, an anti-Castro ring tasked with assassination)? Was it the realization of Ruby's own impending exposure, as Oswald inevitably started talking, that changed the Carousel owner's demeanor from indifference to frenzy during his nightmarish assassination weekend? (page 217).

Nice La Fontaine touch that is also a typical La Fontaine lie, that business of "as Oswald inevitably started talking" when the record is clear, he never did "talk."  They refer to what the record shows did not happen as "inevitable."

Those Oswald-Ruby ties are fictional and as we have seen they have made no such case in what they regard as new evidence although it is neither "new" nor  assassination evidence.  Even then it is all conjecture, baseless conjecture at that.

They even build up conjectures, false conjectures at that:

The anti-Kennedy mood of the more militant exiles may have reached a critical mass in late July, 1963, when, as we've seen, an FBI raid near Louisiana's Lake Pontchartrain netted a large DRE cache of armaments, together with the cofounder of the Minutemen, Richard Lauchli.  (As we shall see, it was Lauchli's fellow Minuteman, John Thomas Masen, who apparently served as a middleman for military weapons moving from Fort Hood through Dallas to the DRE, an operation in which Jack Ruby served as paymaster.)  As a recent Cuban TV documentary not yet shown publicly in the U.S. has suggested, Pontchartrain was a "turning point" in the eyes of extremist CIA, Mafia, and Cuban exile elements -- the incident that finally convinced this alliance of convenience that John Fitzgerald Kennedy was hopelessly ambivalent, a condition for which a permanent solution was required.  With Kennedy out of the picture, the second invasion of Cuba could proceed (pages 221-222).

That Minuteman encampment was separate, as reported above.  There was no connection despite all the La Fontaines are capable of making up.

There appears to be no limit to what they are willing to make up and palm off:

In some ways, Oswald's busy day was reminiscent of another day in March of that year, when he also conducted business with the post office, purchasing a postal money order and sending his mail order for a Mannlicher-Carcano rifle in the name of A. Hidell.  On that earlier occasion he appeared to have been prompted by a visit by FBI agent Hosty.  On this occasion as well, Hosty was part of the picture.  That was precisely what the Hosty notation in the Oswald notebook showed.

"Hold it," balked Ray when Mary had rounded this unmapped curve.  "What was that last part again?"

"You have to look at the notation," she said.  She fished it out of a foot-high stack of papers and held it up to her slow student.

"Don't you see?  It's obvious."

Maddeningly, when she explained it, it was.

Oswald met Hosty in the agent's car on November 1, the same day the agent stopped by, supposedly looking for him at Ruth Paine's house.  The ex-Marine needed the license-tag number to help identify the car.  It was not an unusual FBI practice to "meet in cars," as Oswald had done with agent John Fain in Fort Worth in the summer of 1962 after arriving from Minsk (page 232).

In this instance the utter baselessness of the conjecture is also in the sworn testimony they pretend familiarity with but seem to use only from second-hand sources or when fed to them.  It was entirely Marina's idea that she write the license number down.

Whether or not meetings in cars are normal or abnormal has nothing at all to do with the fact that the entirely uncontradicted and uncontradictable evidence is that Oswald and Hosty never met until the police interrogation after the assassination.

The reason Oswald was questioned by Fain and his associate in their car in Fort Worth is because the agents wanted to question him when Marina was not present.

The FBI initially suspected that Marina might be a "sleeper" agent for the KGB.  It had a case on her that Fain later got evaluated as "inactive."  It had no case on Oswald then.  It did not suspect he might be an agent.  It suspected that Marina might be.  Thus they did not want her present when they questioned him regarding their suspicion about her.

The La Fontaines call those they do not agree with "liars" when they are not in a position to know what the truth is but know what they want to be true even when it has already been proven to be untrue.  This is what follows their not believing what Marina testified to that meant there was no Oswald-Hosty meeting when in fact from the extensive sworn record there has not been:

Oswald was first contacted by Hosty sometime in October, probably in the latter part of the month.  The contact was likely no more than a brief phone call, the point of which may have been simply to set up a later meeting.  Oswald wrote down Oct initially not because he made a silly mistake eight or nine days in November (thinking it was still the previous month), but either because he first started to write the date on which the call occurred, or because he assumed the proposed meeting would take place that same month.  In any case, he scratched out the Oct he had begun to write and substituted Nov 1, 1963, the Friday for which the meeting was actually set (and on which, in fact, Hosty showed up at the Paine house supposedly looking for him).  Oswald then entered Hosty's phone number (probably because it was given to him next) and followed it with the license number of the car in which the meeting would take place.

On November 1, we find Oswald once again carrying out a slew of postal "duties," following the instructions, seemingly, of a "running" man.

Meeting with Hosty that day, and perhaps agreeing then to résumé his role as an informant for the agent, Oswald obtained a post office box with Hosty's assistance, using a nonexistent address (as, in earlier mail orders, the nonexistent name Hidell had been used), and listing on the P.O. box application either Hosty or another government contact (or alias for the contact) as persons also authorized to receive mail at the box.  At this November 1 meeting Oswald could have reported on the ACLU meeting he had attended with Michael Paine the previous Friday, October 25, and Hosty may have instructed Oswald to go ahead and join the organization as well as to continue his contacts with the American Communist Party.

The drill was becoming an established procedure for Oswald, however resentfully he may have performed his chores or hated to see Hosty coming, as Marina had complained to Robert.  And more than postal duties were involved, apparently (pages 233-234).

All this falsification about Oswald-Hosty meetings from the sworn testimony they claim is among their sources, is on that basis along known lies.  The conjecture is juvenile, that the FBI in Dallas had to cover the ACLU and that if it did it needed an Oswald, when he went to a single meeting only, and to do that at the meeting at which just about all were strangers to him.

Oswald had no "contacts with the American Communist party" except for a few self-serving letters he wrote it that got replies of no interest to the FBI or to anyone else.  He was not a Communist.  He was strongly anti-Communist.

As usual, some of this makes no sense at all, like those imagined "postal duties" or that Oswald needed any help in getting a post-office box on his own after all the times he had done that. Besides which the postal clerks know all that need to be known.

They return again to their fairy tale about the coming (for certain as they tell it) invasion of Cuba set for the last week of November, 1973.  Here they do not say DRE but instead say the invasion was to have been "structured by Cuban exiles on the payroll of the CIA."  They add this appears to be "the probable key to understanding the motivation behind the assassination" (pages 288-289).  They themselves haven't the slightest inkling about motive from their book so they have no basis for stating what is "probable."  As on other grounds this was not.

The files abound with such plots and none of those doing the plotting had the slightest chance of doing anything at all. If all the Cubans in the United States, not just those on the CIA payroll, had attempted such an invasion they'd have been slaughtered.  There was no chance of that particular crazy plot (of the many) being implemented or any rational basis for this evaluation of it.

In this regard they get to the DRE again.  There is so little of real meaning in this I do not try to explain the CIA cryptonyms because they mean nothing.

"Shackley" is the CIA's Ted Shackley.

It is obvious that this handful was capable of nothing, particularly not of invading Cuba:

Finally, there was the matter of the DRE members themselves.  They had a "known penchant for insecure behavior" and constituted only an "amorphous" mass, concerned primarily with "economic survival" and thereby willing to coalesce temporarily around any activity "KUBARK is willing to finance."

If we supply the money, [AMSPELL] will do the job but in its own way.  Today [AMSPELL's] own capabilities are indeed limited.  Outside of the fifteen or twenty-man "military section" which [AMSPELL] has succeeded in maintaining as a unit, it really has no qualified or trained personnel to undertake any of the intricate and complex tasks which their operational plan requires.34
"Rather than encourage them further," the best Shackley was willing to do for the group was urge the "more militant and activist [AMSPELL] elements" to merge with the forces of another anti-Castro camp, and to "maintain" fifteen or twenty of the remaining student directorate members -- but only "provided they were fully matriculated at a junior college or college in the JM/WAVE area."  Shackley continued, "In two words, we would support only students who were willing to be and act like students.   We have no further need of [AMSPELL] members who act the equals of generals or ambassadors or teachers or lawyers or doctors merely because KUBARK funds have given them the power to do so."35
Shackley concluded his dispatch to the headquarters office not only recommending against the DRE's proposed military operation, but requesting approval to rein the exile group in "along the lines indicated above."

The request was apparently approved, and the bad news about the CIA's decision was officially broken to the DRE on November 19, three days before the assassination, as we learn from another secret CIA Teletype released in 1994.  Strangely for a terse government document, a lot of body language is described, as if someone is straining to tell us something not visible on the surface text.  Just what, though, or why the CIA writer would want to imply this, isn't too clear.  The suggestion seems to be that the man receiving the news (perhaps DRE secretary general Luis Fernandez Rocha) had already heard what was coming, or had had reason to guess it ahead of time, possibly with the help of Pawley's network within the agency (page 295).


These are those of whom earlier the La Fontaines had written so glowingly and actually believed they could pull something like an invasion off.

They then get into the alleged plot to kill the President allegedly referred to in that FBI teletype by William Walter when he worked for the FBI in New Orleans.  These dumdums actually treat the reporting of something like that as unique and as always serious.  They are a constant and almost none have any seriousness in them.  The files burst with them.

Then they are back to Oswald allegedly working for the FBI:

If at this mid-November meeting Oswald passed on to the FBI something he'd heard about a coming assassination attempt (obtained either by infiltrating Ruby's circle of gunrunners or Oswald's more customary infiltration target, the DRE), the agents would have put out the word at once. That would explain an internal Teletype to "ALL SACS" that allegedly reached the New Orleans Bureau at close to two in the morning following Oswald's report.

A still earlier warning attempt may have been made by Oswald, who was known to have walked into the Dallas FBI building looking for Hosty and then left him a note when told the agent wasn't in.  The date of this established Oswald visit was probably November 12, after the unhappy news of JM/WAVE's devastating dispatch of November 8 had a chance to filter unofficially to the DRE.   The note Oswald left for Hosty, which was later intentionally destroyed by the FBI, may have been intended, like Hosty's phone call to Oswald prior to November 1, to set up another meeting between the Bureau and its informant.  That would have been the November 16 interview.  Might Oswald have reported on that Saturday something he'd recently learned bigger than anything having to do with gunrunning or military operations in the Caribbean a plot to assassinate the president at the end of the next week?  If so, that would have explained why that same night the FBI director's office in Washington teletyped an assassination warning to New Orleans and at least two other field offices.

All the pieces seem to fit together nicely on our impetuous preliminary run.  But of course such things would only matter if the Oswald warnings (the "so-called" Oswald warnings to the gravel-hearted) are real possibilities, not disguised urban legends of some kind.  Are they?  We'll need to take a closer look later, just to be sure (pages 286-287).

Aside from their baseless conjecture this whole mishmash is based on what is proven to be false, totally, overwhelmingly, but if they do not pretend it is not false, that they are not telling lies, they have no book.

There were no such meetings, no such contacts of any kind. This is all beyond question in the sworn, official evidence and what fits together "nicely" is what this pair made up to appear to fit together nicely.

Going back to their original fabrication, of the gunrunning conspiracy on which they say Oswald spied and reported, they even have the FBI "planting" Oswald "in the Ruby midst," for which they claim their mythology is proof (page 298).  Then they return to what they regard as the double-crossing by the police and FBI in arresting those gunrunners and getting all of five guns thereby.

They then delight in an obviously incorrect newspaper story that somebody gave them:

On Saturday, November 16, 1963, two days before the expendable Ruby henchmen were sacrificed on a tip from an unknown informant, Lee Harvey Oswald provided the Bureau with his last known preassassination report.  The story of this report was told in a long-forgotten Dallas Morning News article headlined "Oswald Interviewed by FBI on Nov. 16."  This account, by DMN staff writer James Ewell, appeared on Sunday, November 24 remarkably, the same day that Ruby shot Oswald in the basement of the Dallas police station.43
As the opening paragraphs of Ewell's story noted, the meeting with Oswald had all the earmarks of FBI secrecy wherever its apparent informant was concerned.

Lee Harvey Oswald, charged with murdering president Kennedy, was interviewed by the FBI here [Dallas] six days before the Friday assassination.

But word of the interview with the former defector to Russia was not conveyed to the U.S. Secret Service and Dallas police, reliable sources told The Dallas News Saturday.

An FBI agent referred all inquiries to Agent-in-Charge Gordon Shanklin, who could not be immediately reached for comment (page 299).

It makes no difference how obviously incorrect this story was, as so many of the early stories were, the La Fontaines have a source they can cite for their mythology.

They then rehash some of the Walter story but that is not worth any more attention.  There is no confirmation of any of it and it supposedly went to every single FBI office in the world.  Someone certainly would have said something with all the fuss and attention if it had been seen.  Especially when they had retired and their retirements were secure.

Still making it up, as part of this childish mythology they prate that SA Warren deBrueys "specialty" was "monitoring the Fair Play for Cuba Committee" -- which did not exist there for him to "monitor" (page 302).

As they labor toward their end they do not forget their made-up story of Oswald as the snitch on that gun deal:

...Consider that if we accept at all the possibility that Oswald may have warned the FBI of an attempt on the life of the president in his November 16 report, it doesn't damage reason to suppose further that the protective response the FBI might take would be related to the very people -- gunrunning associates of a "Cuban faction" -- who Oswald may have claimed were talking about the rumored assassination attempt: Ruby, Miller, and the others in the motel room, as described secondhand by John Elrod.  As Hosty's probable infiltrator on gun-related/right-wing subversive matters, Oswald would have been looking for just such information as when a shipment of military rifles was arriving or being transferred to some other point -- on Trunk Street November 18, for example.  That information, too, may well have been passed on in Oswald's report.  It isn't hard to imagine that agents, not liking the sound of this combination of assassination talk and a car stashed with rifles, cracked down two days after the report and impounded the weapons as well as their transporters, Whitter and Miller, as a preemptive precaution.  It was the Bureau's response to Oswald's warning (page 309).

What in this has not been proven to be impossible is conjecture.  They would be lost without conjectures they then regard as solid, proven fact.  Some of it gets pretty sick:

The only groups intimately associated with Oswald were the right-wing Dallas Russian community, and the militant, CIA-funded DRE.  The new evidence strongly suggests that Oswald first attempted to infiltrate the DRE in New Orleans as an FBI informant on neutrality and weapons issues.  As we may recall, the leftist former defector was likely sent to the Crescent City to inform on gunrunning by right-wing subversives.  Guy Banister and the equally gun-happy student directorate, which, though supposedly a propaganda group, had stockpiled the Pontchartrain arms cache raided by the Bureau in late July, were obvious targets.  Indeed, Oswald's informant file, seen by former FBI employee William S. Walter, identified Oswald as a Bureau informant on the DRE's Pontchartrain arms cache.

It was, however, as an FPCC organizer that Oswald was most visibly (and ambiguously) identified during his New Orleans summer.  Various cases can be made accounting for his confusing behavior in this area, as we've seen.  One conspiratorial favorite is that Oswald and Bringuier were basically on the same anti-Castro side, a proposition rejected in this book.  It is possible, however, that some degree of cooperation may have occurred between the two ideological antagonists.  At some point during the summer of 1963 the DRE unquestionably identified Oswald, as did Banister, as just the kind of "nut" who could be a useful tool in the war against Castro and Fair Play for Cuba subversives.  (Undermining the committee was one of the student group's CIA assignments.)  For his part, Oswald may have agreed to serve the DRE's ends -- participating in a media blitz "unmasking" the FPCC as a Communist-controlled organization for propagandist Bringuier -- in order to gain the confidence of the exile group and obtain information on such matters as the Pontchartrain operation.  In this, Oswald, a lifelong fan of I Led Three Lives, would have been acting as a classic double agent (pages 310-311).

What a whopper that Oswald was "intimately associated with" the DRE when he had no, absolutely no association of any kind with it!

The whopper we have seen earlier, of the rubbish of his trying to infiltrate the DRE in New Orleans when it had but a single member there, Bringuier.  

When the La Fontaines make anything up and no matter how impossible it is, to them it is real at the moment of creation.

There was no real Cuban gunrunning then, period. They had no real use in weapons and they knew it.  With the solution to the 1962 Cuba missile crisis that the United States would protect Cuba against any invasion, if those bumblers and big-talking fools could have gotten there and Castro did handle them the U.S. would have and they all know it.

In this the students were less than a pipsqueak.  Except to the La Fontaines.  

The rest of this rubbish was already proven to be false so there is no need to address it again.

They get so carried away with their compulsive need to make things up they do it when it serves no purpose.  For example, they say that Oswald returned from Mexico City "with private transport and in the company of DRE members" (page 311).  The bus passengers were all located and interviewed and it is without reasonable question that Oswald took a Mexican bus to the border and then switched to a domestic one.

As they seek to put their myths together in a way that can make sense or seem to their craziness knows no bounds.  This is a sample of how preposterous they get.  Even the mercenary with not a good reputation is a fine, unimpeachable source for them:

John Martino, the man who late in life admitted having "played a role," together with  "anti-Castro Cubans," in the murder of the president, and who revealed to a reported that Silvia Odio "knew a lot of things" about the assassination (chapter 9), also allegedly told a Texas businessman, Fred Claasen, that it was "the anti-Castro people" who "put Oswald together."  Martino continued:

Oswald didn't know who he was working for -- he was just ignorant of who was really putting him together.  Oswald was to meet his contact at the Texas Theater.  There was no way they could get to him.  They had Ruby kill him.68
Whether ending up at the Texas Theater and so on was part of the plan or not, we can't be certain -- only that the rest of Martino's alleged description sounds right on target.  It was "the anti-Castro people," specifically the DRE, who "put Oswald together."  Oswald, infiltrating the group for the FBI, "didn't know who he was working for," was "just ignorant of who was really putting him together."  Oswald thought he was "working" for the FBI; he didn't realize he had been exposed -- that the Cubans in Dallas knew all about him, as Bringuier did.  They appeared to tolerate (and underestimate) him at their meetings as a goofy but potentially useful figure, much as Guy Banister had done, who had also worked with Oswald in New Orleans.  

In short, the DRE re-created Oswald, altering his role from informant to patsy.  Silvia, the beautiful young woman who "knew a lot of things," may have witnessed, or in some way aided, this process of re-creation.  If so, that was one of the "things" she knew -- the most important one of all, in fact -- and which she has yet to share with us (page 312).

The extent of their ignorance and the total dependence of their writing on the least dependable of sources is reflected in their use of Gentry who made up the story about Oswald helping the USSR shoot the Powers U-2 plane down to sell more books.  There are official records that only the ignorant would not have used in preference to the also ignorant Gentry:

Hoover insisted that the murder of the president had been solved with the capture of a "silly little Communist" (as Jackie Kennedy despaired) and member of the ACLU who acted alone -- a conclusion reached in the first twenty-four hours after the Dealey Plaza shooting, and from which the director would never waver, regardless of any and all evidence to the contrary.  The conclusion was accompanied by Hoover's demand, also made on the heels of the assassination, for the immediate release of an FBI report that would be definitive, preventing a "rash of [independent] investigations."  The latter, he told President Johnson, would be "very bad."  As Curt Gentry notes, however, "Hoover's plan to wrap up the case with a single report, thus avoiding the risk of exposing the FBI's deficiencies and cover-ups in the case, ran into a major obstacle."  The obstacle was LBJ himself, who insisted on establishing the Warren Commission.  Temporarily stymied, the pugnacious bachelor director retreated to a fallback position: sabotage (page 314).

The truth is the exact opposite!

The Deputy attorney general wanted the FBI report released and Hoover succeeded in opposing him.  It was never "released" by the FBI itself.

The FBI knew very well that its report was no report at all.  It was a diatribe against Oswald.  While they could depend on those in government and in political life wanting to avoid a fight with Hoover and the FBI at any cost, they also knew very well that if released at the outset, when there would be close attention to it, that farce, that disgrace, that shallowness that does not even give the cause of death would have been catastrophic for the FBI.  

That report did not become available from the FBI.  It was disclosed with the Commission's records at the National Archives.  But that was several years later, after the media had adopted the report.

They have what they titled "Countdown to the Assassination" as an appendix (pages 351 ff.) but it continues past the assassination, until June 1975!

Their second appendix, strangely the last thing in the book, is what should have been first because they assume Oswald's guilt.  It is titled what it is not at all, "The Case Against Oswald" (pages 367 ff).

Their "Rosetta Stone" childishness of the DRE invasion that never happened and could not have, what they call "the probable key to understanding the motivation behind the assassination of President Kennedy," is another of Bill Adams' great discoveries, the "discovery" made easier for him by the lack of any relevance that discouraged any other interest in it.  It is the FBI's report on its interview with Fermin de Goicochea Sanchez of the DRE, the DRE of the planned invasion that did not come to pass and could not have.  That one of hundreds of such childish schemes.  The LaFontaine evaluation of the importance of this report in which their important man, then a student at the University of Dallas in which "he revealed the identity of his fellow anti-Castro associates," is that it is "second only to the long-buried FBI report on John Elrod in its ultimate importance to the case" (page 289).  

With that never "buried" Elrod report having no value or importance "to the case" at all, this Goicochea report does not suffer from their second-best evaluation of it.

There is more that is very wrong with this book, more that is very bad about it, more that is utterly senseless but neither it nor these two phonies with so high an opinion of themselves are not worth any more time.  That "more" includes their unoriginal Jack Ruby mythology.
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