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p.'?ées that vere being set in type for “uba. Insahe, and Hurt finally dropped it. Of course
the dependable sources are second-hand rumors. [ ﬂu. UIL'G }'r‘"é P/ Mh’ 7 r "/ he (ﬁ/'/ [a ht)
"It seems that LeehHiILVﬁy Oswald couldn't avoid crossing paths with the Black
Lady of espionage." Nicéwt. But it would be even nicer if it were true or meaning-
ful. *¢ is neither,
¥When he repeats that the *)rinting plant did the CIA{(s vhoto intelligence for it
I wondered what the CIA does? Rung the Soil Conservation Service? #e sure hus a deep
understanding of :Lntello'gence agency. Real deep.

"esothis was programmed," his association with that Black f.ady. So the CIA could
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et its own plane destroyed, which is what happened to the one Powers was flying] o doubts

149 He finally xgentions a name, of a fellow workeg, Dennis Offs\#‘in. But he makes no
reference to Offstein's history and essociations, which he iiould have liked. Ignorance again.
150 Even true to his high standards of scholarship he says that "InDallas Oswald had
a cache (sic) of strange and expensive equirment, eppecially for a lowly stock boy living
on a menial wage. Among the items found by the police after the assassination was aHinox
camera (nice added ins.:rtion,l"ﬁenerally referred to as a 'spy camera')")...15—pouer Wollen-
sak telescope...binoculars,..camera filters..slide viewer..ainsco flash assembly, lens hood,
a Tx18 telescope...." Bverything except the one camera Oswald owned, This was all the
property of the Paines, which was awept up by the po))ice. Their records and other things
too. Yoy is he the truly discriminating scholar! He does not demean himself to cite the
published official records on thim Commission volumes he has. e takes this from
of all people, Jim Garrison. Garrison could see deviousnes and plots where géven Helan-
son couldn't, |

He concludes this page with what he presents as his own discovery but what he
knows I published in 1965, the word " microdots" in Oswald's addressbook.
151 To leave no doubt about his intent he begins this page, "These references have
been only partially deciphered by previous research." Apart from what he will, i presume,

L7
report deciphering, I did not need his help in ldeciphering" the word "microdots." And




51
perhaps at this podint, because I have to suspend, this being that painful to me, I

also note that he gives no credit to those who before him had the idea that @swald could

have had interesting connections. He read my first book. In assessing Oswald's(fafz;eer in

New Orleans as it was reported by the Commission, I said, having been in intelligence,

that it was consistent with what in intelligence is called "establishing a cover." I am

not troublé* that he does not acknowledge this but I zegard it as less than honest for him

to pretend that what he did not do and did not £Xxxk conceive first he claims to have

done and to have originated.

But that Oswald put "microdots" on the page on which he has the address and phone
criammie e pUmber of the place henworked dces not necessarily comnect the two, although it might. &ny ... ...
examination of his addressbook shows that he not infrequently has unrelated items on a
single page.

What follows on this page relating to the photography at the printing plant is a
deception. Printing by offset requires photographic enlargement and reduction but bothing
at all like what is required to reduce what is photographed to even smaller than “‘elanson
indicates. Making microdots is a sophisticaed processe and there is nothing at all to in-
dicate that this plant had the need and was able to make microdots and all the indications
are that if did note Yerhaps it is with this decpetion in mind that he fabricated the in-
credible, that the CIa farmed out its photo—interpretayions when it in fact kept them very
close and did them in its own center for precisely those things, :Vt / VP, s

It is silly for him to sugest that there was anything Oswald knew that he had to
send to anyone in the form of a microdot, yet ‘‘elanson says his letters should have been
examined for them. (He actually has no way of imovin®y that they were or they were not.)

He ceftainly has not attributed to Oswald any such knowvwledge.

Microdots are concealed in many ways other than he says they are and were,

He fabricates utter%saying that were a micredot to be located "it might
reveal much about Oswald's spy missions (not one of which he has established) and about

the identity of those who controlled him“( and no control is established except in his

fictions-
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This is so ludicrous it ik pathetic. If Oss}fd had in fact been working for oY with
any official agency, why in the world would he has sent anything at all like microdot in-

formation, even assuming he had any, to the F , the CP or the SWP? He would have sent it

to the agency, and in the United States, he would have given it to his presumed igkkbut
non—-existing handler. Domestically, there is no need for the cost and trouble and#angsr
of using microdotse {)4/»7
This is but another of the innumerable reflect% his amateurish, spy-novel con-
cept of intelligence while he seeks to palm himself off as an expert. f“‘" 277;4111//11—‘-3:/!5
I'nm taking time on# this stypidity because anong mature people as well as those who
777 " "Xnow the book wi "i'”ﬁ?g}f\ﬁiﬁéd'at'md because it is mot wilikely that there are reviewers
’%ﬁ(gé%%ledge to perceive whit I say. Reviewing books like this is sometimes
assigned to reporters who have some and in instances considerable knowledge of the subjeé" t
matter and who know experts in espionage and on the subject. I have heurd from them when
books héve been aséigned to them to review and probably other critics have. r/Aﬂ view of
this book could become a disaster, a spectacular disater.
152 His description of the equipment at that plant is of what is normal in such a
plant and is not of microdot capability and he is not satisfied with the deniels of plant
employees that microdot:i._ng was foreign to themg
152=3 What he has Offstein attributing to Oswald is what Oswald could have learned from
tne very spy books charged out to him at the library. Anyone reading spy afictionx iclows
about microdets. The]{'onl‘?,thing surprising about the cited testimony is that Offséein worked
for an intelligence agency and knew nothing about microdots.
Melangon misrepresents and exaggerates Oswald's job and knowledge of photography.
He was an apprentice and a rank amateur. Had Oswald had any real interest in photography
his only camera would not have been a very cheap Russian camera. Perhaps, if not from ig-
norgnee, this is why Melanson is so dishonest in telling the reader that all the Paine's
equipment, including the Hinox, was Oswald's.

&1l of this with Offstein has no meaning at all, except to cast doubt on his maturit,\;
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nowledge and credibility. &s in his quoting Oswald as saying he never saw jet trails
vhere he saw tank treads. Why should he have? Did he ever see any maneeuvers and do armies
hold them inside large cities, like Iiiinsk? Of course not!

155 Melanson seeks to make sowething 6f 0ffstein's saying that Oswald told him about
the MVA), its being like our FBI (general knowledge in any event) and that he described

MVD headquarters in Moscow. He spent time in Moscow, need never have been inside the
building to describe it, and what Helanson, either through ignorance or purposefulness

has not stated, Oswald was there because he was interviowed by the HVD.

In going into Oswald's being firdd for incompetence, which is hardly a manifestation
" of "photographic competence for offset printing, leave alone microdoting, Melanson, with
no basis at all, suggests it waé'\'related to his covert activities," not one of which he
has yet established. (He manages to avoid what the Commission published, that the plant
regarded him as a red and got rid of him for that reason.)
The rest of this printing-plant concoction is the same kind of self-indictment

snd self-charactierization.

156£f He skips back to New Ozé{ana and the Reily Coffee Co. and says it "seems to have been
a primary recruiting ground for the aerospace industry." He then lists some of those who
left coffee-making for better jobs, without saying what kinds of jobs they left and took
or a word about the working conditions at @eily and its pay scale or that of the various
plants engaged in aerospace and related work that hé manages to avoid identifying or in
fact misidentifies. Reily was a lous}y employery and :I‘:‘he other plants had bedter conditions
and paid much more. They were the most sowﬁﬂ%g decade and a half later when I
was there. But those installations also require many unskilled employees and it is those
kinds of jobs that were obtained by the men who left ~l};e:l.ly. To suggst that K’ eily was any
kind of "recruiting ground" is as stupid as it is silly. ldttle or no science or skill is
required for grinding and packaging coffee, gredasing the machines and mmmkx shipping,-So,
for there to have been any possibility of any meaning, as there wasn't. it is a training

ground that the aerospace and other related Mdyétries needed, not recruiting. There was
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more than enough unemployment and (poor jobs for an adequate supply of unskidded labof

&nd the pay at ﬂ'ed:ly's was really lowJ smdiittle better than unemployment compensation.
];ﬁff He tries to make a federal case of Oswqld's lying and: %:Lug he was fired when he
quit his welding job. (If Melanson had even done any walding, as I have, he might find that
he did not like it and that it can be quite dangerous.) To avoid a wife's complaint this
dnd of is not at all abnormal. Oswald did.n:t invent it. Meaningless. So is de Moh~-

rehschildt's opinion, except that he could not believe that any, government would know
N

Oswald and trust him with anything important or confidential, /not even the government of

Ghana But with a resourceful imagina‘d.on not exhausted by its overtime work on this

e

manuscript Melanson seeka to ex !t st:i.ng that de M. "may have
L,_lﬂci !5: 05‘1#,,/:%? 15 w puges b 4{(215
been one of the CIA's unofﬁ@i.al opera.tives in Dalles. Z"Unoffid.al operative?" Wha%d.nd

is that? Poes it exist? Ang evidsnce that it does? Of course not! Whatever he may mean by
"operative*", and it certainly isn't a title or job-description, for an intelligence agency
it cannot be "unofricial." Training, discipline and control are required. Tne only operative
must be that officially or he isn't, (How sick all this inventing, muggesting and imagining
really is. Tge man may have degrees and education but he is enormously ignorant of intel-
ligence agencies and he lack common sense of is unscrupulous and just makes one silly thing
up after another.) |
Here egain he refers to the CIA's Domestic %ntact oervice without describing its

in 0 atlas, [
overt functions. He would rather suggest that theé man in chargey the well-kmown J. Walton
“oore, was really there for espionage or domes/ic intelligence.
161 "It k= has always been a mystery as to how the spooky Baron (sic) and the leftist
ideologue became close friends."” 'Close‘lis his fabrication but there never was any mystery.
If Melanson knew anything about the White Russian community, he'd have known, as de M said,
that they were dull and uninteresting. There is little or nothing, other than the fabrications
of the Garripfnd, Melansons and the like-minded inventers of fact to indicate any close
friendship or uncommonly numerous meetingd, but as de M said, Oswald was more interesting

because of his past and because he was nj as dull as the yefugge stolid expatriates.
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161=2 In the course of building his non-existing case against P de#i and as Oswald 's
allged control he exposes the great extent of his ignorance and the utter superficiality

of his knowledge and scholarship with a simple footnote, "104., FBL document DI~105=1966,

P. 14." The implication is that tids comes from his own research. It didn't. He doesn't even
know what it is, what it represents or even how to cite it correctly. He could have gotten

if from Mrs. Robohm or from otherd, like thg &ssassination Arclives and Research genter,

oo whgsdhtied. feis on ds bewrd,
to which'he did turn For wncredted assistance) He certeinly doesn't know what 105 is in

tne FBI's file classification system. 4t the time in question is stood for "Internal Security-
Nationalist Tendency-Foreign Counterintelligence.” Later it was changed to "Fg::ign Countexr-
Intellogence ~Russial." It -is z; "Security-r-relat.edr- élassification." A . ’
Tt is a Dallas file. In the FBI's abbreviations, DL. But "DL" does not appear om the

document. Within any file the FBI does not identify individual documents as “pages" but as

Ho cews WX gaive s Somdl mumpypo Sertaly

"serials."/\There can, of course, be individual decuments with 14 and more pages.) This is
the internal-security or counterintelligence file on deM's wife, not on him,

1t is a monument to his incompetent and falsely-presented scholarship that he devotes
so much space to the poor, sick man who finally Eilled himself and did not refer to him-
self as%emn," which he wasn't,and yet is so entirely ignorant of the large Dallas (andﬂ:)
of course, headquarters and many other field offices'y 105 fiie on De M, Mrs, Robohn did
not now of it. She asked me for a copy after I started reading this so she could not tell
Melanson or give it to him. So much for the honesty of his footnoting and its schoiarship.

In citing a 1978 Dllas Morning News story (fe is so well-informed he calls it the
"Star") he does not tell the reqder that that paper, kno e Ih: d been confined to the
psychiatric ward at Parkland Hospital, eautioned the Hfuse Assassinations Committwe to leave
him alone lest what did happén become the reality. Under pressure he could not take any longer,
de M kdlled himself before the commitee investigator got to the homwe in which he was re-
cuperating in Florida.For years before then de H had been under many similar pressures and

what he said could not be taken as actusl. But the grim truth is that the pressuring

conspiracy theorists drove the mm*to syicide.
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"Students of the Kennedy assassination looked forward to his being questuoned about
his mysterious background and associations with Oswald" by the committee. Not students—
nuts and idle theorizers. T%;e of real scholarship did not share Helanson's fictions and
fabrications. and had he been a real scholar in this rather .than the pretender he is he'd
have lcnow/('.hat there was much less unknown about the background because I had compelled
the FEI, in FOIA litigation, to disclose its 105 file on him to mesnd s owrsilille.

He does acgowledge the suickde but moderktes the reality a bit. It was only minutes
before the investigator was due that he killed himself. He also had an appointment he could

not avoid with another theorizer used as a depadabi:e source throughout by Melanson, Edward

J. Epstein. Epstein had started the interview/and was pressing for more. i , o , o

In this extensive cita.tiox} of Epstein as a source Melanson, who also cites the House
Assassinations Committee extensively, manages not to let the reader know that much of
Epstein's Legend was demolisjied b} the CIA's testimony that was not only publt‘sshed, it
was 'z;].ecast and radioed c%st—to—coast. I am saying he depnds on undependable sources :l
ada and fails to node their undependability. [#C dito At ihie Ah i Ihy ft ,mﬁhﬂ
He concludes this chapter by magnifying his own ignorance and lack of sc)?‘.larship
in saying that de M was "never thoroughly questioned by investigators.” The FBI's 105 files
on him are quite informative!
Truly, ignorance is bliss!

The few pictures he has indicated to follow here are among the most often published !
and with the possible exception of the one he ignores in his text, of Oswuld with the rifle,
have no significance. He has missed the possible significant of that one picture, which

the Commissiory{also publishhed.

Chapter 8 w frovir’s Jfatle ,_g/f'f Lo gl

167 The "u#tremely sensitive source",was the £2¥% audio and ﬂié‘@%zg but
neither was targeted on Oswald. It photographed all those entering and leaving the

Cuban and USSR diplomatic installations in Mexico City and its eletronic surveillance that
is relevant was of the USSR's. '

168  Using "supoosedly” suggests he is saying it was not Oswald in Mexico City.
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"Oswald announced to the passport office that the U.S.S.R was his destination."
Passport "office?" Whose? Ynig is 1ike his leaving most names out, lousy writing at best.
1t was éuban.

"...his leftism was a paper-thing veneer." False, the permeating fa.]éﬁty.

"...he must have believed that he had some mission or task to perform.” No support
for this conjecture, no source cited, of course.

"_..he was b&ing impersonated while he was there: someone flitted between the
“uban and Soviet oZasulates posing as a desparate Oswuld.".Aga.in, no éo{;ce. In fact, the
first threipages of text in this chapter have no footnote until the bottom of its third pede.
o Says Oswald was "se't>uAp';“bry nis "fandiers” is a logical as’sumption? As logical
from what he has produced to here as the moon and green cheese. (And he widl not come up
with a real @swald look-alike in Meix Mexico.) (He do® ’}w‘ﬁ)

He suys that there was at the very same time anothar“OSHald“:Ln Dallas. He will not
show that because it is not true. There was later evidence of Oswald look-alikes, first
browy M l‘q b ¢
Theughint my first book, which he'll not ;.ln:edit, I'm sure. Not that I care, but
what kind of honesty'(a.nd scholarship doe$ he reflect in this persisting practise? The one
exception is the Sylvia Udio incident and that the alleged lock-alike did not represent

0 7 t’ -
himself as Oswald, a man with him did that. % i&g)w%é{ m %Lﬁﬁ% «L“ufﬂ‘ll

169 ! There is overwhelming %cmstantial evidencef that the CIA covered up proof of
an Oswald imposter at work." That the CIA covered up is without question. lig has to give
not only “evidence" but }dvemheliming evidencB"of an Oswald imposter. We'll see!
He gets lost in his own mythologies. To now he has Oswald as CIA. Here he says
that some other agency ran the impost T and the CIA may have had leads to hime Vh, well,
why not have all-inclusive theor\i-e% Cortrsdutimo wneen puf” A "”/ to asn sy A
Oswald in his lively imagination has ﬁow grown to the statute that had "various
intelligence operatives shadowing him "ciosely."
He identifies William Yaudet as a CIA agent. Then or of the past? His footnote

fails to indicate that I brought this to light in a book he has cited.
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In common eith other comspiracy theorigers he blows Gaudet up enormously and
imparts meanings for which there is no evidence and no reason to believe. lie even tries
to make something of the fact that adet “claimed" he didn't go# to"Mexico" by bus. Why
in his right mind would when he could well afford to Zey fl;'yl\ﬂe) does not say where Gaudet
went. +t was a long and by bus uncomfortable trip. it was to Yucatan., He also says that
Gaudet was "officiaJ;;- listed as the editor of lLatin american Traveller." Haybe he kmows
what I do not, but@xe there is no citation to this nonsense about "official" listing
and what e:}_audet had published for years was Latin American ﬁeports. (I'have no way of know-
ing what he pdcked up from the other dreamers but I am confidexT that he did not do any
investigation of Gaudet and his newsletter and that he'll have missed. the rea“y provo-
cative connects that, while not relevant in non-fiction on the Kennedy assgssination,
would have helped bu.ild the phony case he has contrived.
170 He makes a big thing of Gaudet's having seen "Oswald handing out FFCC leaflets
in front of the International Trade Fart." Tyere is an element of dishonesty, ignorance or
both in this. He does not know that Gaudet's office was in that building or he withholds
that oeeewBbal inforffation from the reader. IS there anything abnormal about his seeing
what was taking place at his own small building - at lunch time? Of course noti auite a

%W people found it impossible not to see Oswuld doing that,

FREBYErERYx Gaudet's "proximity to Oswald sas discovered."
No source and not that close~on the I'ﬁ.ssissippd}lg\ﬂ.f coast is where he lived- but this
was first in Oswald in New Urleans.

Here he finally identifies what he has and here again refers to as "the anti-
@utro bastion on Canp Streey;' and he says, again in ignorance and an apt reflection of
both his scholax;ship and investigations, it "was only a few doors from Yuy Banister." In
fact it I’wg_ﬁﬂ{ﬁm building, M? Ao Ctr's
17 In his convoluted @nd angled reference to Jack Ruby's having been in New Oriléns,
which was not at all Gaudet's purpose in reporting that to the FBI (Melanson says "the

authorities," he didn't even have in front of him what the indicutions are he picked up
from my Oswald In /)Yew Orleans and cited the source it cites), Melanson says “"the extent
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of Caudet's interest in or knowledge oi Ruby is not clear.” Whether or not true or even
relevant - and it is clear that he could fidentify vack Ruby -Ruby's purpose was not secret
and it had nothing to do witﬁ, as Melanson suggestf, his going to Cuba. He was there to pick
up the contructs of strippersfor his Dallas joint. What Gaudet actually g;&‘o Melanson does
not like as much as being able to suggest it had to do with “uba, which it did not, Ruby
bought & painting from Larry Borenstein, who I knew. larry, a wealthy entrepeneur whose
wife and children seoemed to spend most of their time in Mexico, with him visitﬁxg from ¥
time to time. Al sul;oldings was a French Quarter art gellery. (It is not relevant, but
he also had a good Creole-style restsurant I rather enjoyed when chatting with him. ) It was
well known in New Orleans that he was Eeon Trots}q's nephew, Trotsky -pext spelled the m=m
family name "Bronstein" and Larry's father spelled it !Ex—”zsed- the "0." So, what Gaudet
really did was to start a red-hunt about kuby. & surprising amount of completely wasted
FBI effort was invested in checldng that out and a couple of wrong "Rubensteins" were
investjgated, one an authentic *-'ommunist. The House UnAmericans had a field day with that
and the radical right has never reslly dropped it.

So, when Nelanddon actually stumbled over real# spooking he doesn;t recognize it!

I do, again, note that there are many instances of ﬁelanson's presenting as the
result of his own work what he took from the published work of others with which he is fam~
iliar. His is the traditional trick in the field, to make a few citations to a book and
omit many others. Perhaps a word of explanation is in order.

4s the CGuth-Wrone bibliography reports, as i recall and as is the fact, it happens
that I brought o light most of what is lmon/and is factual,fas distinguished Hoon
conspiracy theorising, about this assassination and that of Dr. Mng. It & thus is inevit-
able that others will draw upon it and there is nothing unusual about that. How they dr‘:lnw
upon it, however, relates to their h:'%esty and their schﬁarship. If they pg}tend that my
work is their work they are not honest and not scholarly, at least in the accepted pense.

AR =
"Gaudet ran a Costa Rican newsletter." He is nutsiiﬂa/pubhshed.a({%ﬁ:t_a/t;s,

ﬂe had a suite of three roooms in the ITM g%.lding, and if Melanson had done any original
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work, he'd have learned early on tha also had other officed at other times and

that the addresses of those offices were the same as such CIA assets as, of Watergate

fame, The fullen Agency.
W
Perhaps it is the need to give meuning to where there is none the presence in

Mexico when Oswald was there of "a Costa Rican anti-Castroite named Manual %rras $

“ivera," To say that his travela paralled Oswalds, as q\;:tes Summers as saying, is to

say what could be said of th@usands of othersand in and of itself is meaningless.

[ The fanstasy about Porras is unfootnoted but it certainly is tragic that all the people

in he:d.co did not walk a:oou.nd with tapemeasures and measure each and every person they saw#o

that Melanson wnuld not have to contend with their la.ter reoollections of t/e heights

of those they saw. liow inconsiderate Mexican are!

172¢f He then goes into the fantasy Fensterwald and others dreamed up about the alleged

significance of a man who used the name Bowen and who was on the same bus as Oswald going

to Mexico Uity and who talked with him, “his matter was mvestlgated,éensively by the

FBL ngt because it attributed any signifitance to BowelY but because it cond.‘%ted that kind

of investigation of the passengers on that bus. I've looked at the two pages of footnktes

that could include this fairy tale and there is not a single page of FBImrecords cited. But

there are, readily and freely available, the many FBL reports on Bowel. How odd it is that

a scholar who boasts of his uses of the FBI and CI4 reading rooms, has not a single citation

to the existing inveti@at:.ve reports and many to the cﬁ:spd.racy theorights. Even when he

says (172) that "The FBI was perplexed and angered over the deceptioW%f the use of an alias,

tue other name Osborne, *“elanson cites no source. (The FBI is not without prior experience

with aliases and in the uncountable thousands of peges of its reports I have seen I have

seen not a single expression or perplexity or anger over their use.It regularly listis Yakas.")
He gets carried away again as he rambled; heré Ao, in his digression about “Ba

"shadowy figures, t@ refer to de lohrenschildt as a man “who claimed to be a ge0 eist.”

He was and he was a successful one and the published officisl record is m

2)14 "Lee Harvey Oswald used the alias "Osborne" on two occasions when he ordered the
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printing of his FPCC literature." Unless the name "Osborne" was signed he does not kno'g it
was not a mistake at the printer's and ® as I note above, the only people in the world who
knew who ordered that printing said it was not Ogwald. Moreover, if Osiald haé)qbeen any
kind of ﬁook and if Osborne/Bowen had been, it is certsin that Osw:1d would not have used
any name that could be used as a leadfs 3vuem. /bMVM to The nting (// & //’%“" hut"%?%,)
175 The behavior he finds strange in Oswald, based on his incorrect beliefs about him
and his allegedly being almost reclusive, is proof that Oswald was not on an intelligence

mission. He would never, had he been, have given ,ell that information that identified him

A
and his )d"defection. "

- 176 - -Contriving to make it appear that he got this from Meagher but not actuglm rep~
resenting, the alternative being that he represents it as his own work, he say‘safmes%zﬁm
"got his passport in twenty-four hours" when he was in NewUrleans. He got this from my
rirst book. In it I reproduce the State Department cable granting the passport,in facsimile,
It is n;t hia{orkl‘—and he did not get it from Meagher. The rest‘ of what he here says also
appeared first in that book, not Meagher
176-7 It is true that the retiring Cuban diplomat, Busebio Azque, was certain the man he
argued with at the Cuban consulate mas not Oswald, although this was not the opinion of

Wi
Sylvia Duran, who spent most time with Oswald. % says of Duran tha{the House Committee
had not bothered to afford her a fresher look" at a picture of Oswald but he cites no
source, does not report what the Committee did say in publie, that it had interviewed her
at lefigth, that she had agreed to appear as a¥ witness and testify and then did not appear
in Washington. I think most writers of non-fiction would wonder why she agree to appear
and then, without notice, ﬁs% appeazjess
180 "There is no known photograpy(;f the areest" of Oswald, There were two such arrests.
It seems that he is referr.i.ng‘ to the New Orleans arrest. M%ﬁg’m is no photo taken
inside the theater)color photos were taken as the police led Oswald out and again,
were taken at gjolice headquarters. Ig/New Orleans two amateur photographers named Doyle and

Martin tod 8mm movies of the arrest. So, there are known photos of both arrests. Again,

LY
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the cheap and unscholarly pretense that what he does not know of does not exist.

ig is incorrect.in seying that two months b-fore the assassinatiof the CiA told
other agencies "that a man anmed Lee Oswald had contacted the Soviet embassy." It used
a middle nasme, as I now recall, Henry instead of Harvey.?

- _FHL

181 "MRe night of the assassination the igency forwarded to the Dalla\/éfice a
bicture of Oswald entering the Soviet consulste." But it wasn't Oswald. Well, the picture
was not forwarded, it was not "by the 4gency, which is in langley, and it provided more.

Eldon Rudd, r{ar\\FBZ‘[kspecial agent in the Mexico City "legal attache" FBI office,
was give frdctures and tapf/' d flown to Dallas in a Havy plane. Ye was met at love Field
by/ﬁallace Heitman, Dallas FBI subversive expert, ans dnven to the FBI Dallas ofiice.
There special agents who kmew Oswald and his voice looked at the pictures and listened to
the taped voice. They then scnt a cable to PBLHG and the same night (it was 2 a.m. the
day after the assassination when Rudd lended) was instructed to cable or teletype a
transcript.(Rudd was later electeg to th: Congress.)
183 ") former CIA officer who served in Mexico during the period of Oswald's visit..."
Again, he omits a name he knows end has in his footnote. £t was the late Yavid 4tlee

Phillips. And here again, deficient scholarship and ignorance of what he could have gotten

s giving, & han)e&____&r—_@ from where it %s filed, the Fensterwald

center, the AAR€. Phillips testified on deposition in a libel suit he filed and in the

presence of a censoring CIA official testifed that the CIA had a live informer inside the
Cuban consulate. Not relevant?! Melanson nex| says that "In 1966 a Freedom of Info;'mat.{on
ict suitmige filed against the Agency suBBed succeeded in liberating additional pictures
of" the man he eexted calls "the mystery man," the one in the photogr‘gﬁiwt“a'%wald.
His footnote is t© Summers' booke This is plain dishoresty. He knows very well that
S&%ers had nothing to do with that litigation and that it wa.s Fensterwald's. (again,
X When A cdto A

¥he seeks to avoid credMestigators,\mther—ehm Somb authors.)

He is quite wrong in saying that"IK the CIA did ha¥e pictures of the real Eee

A
Jarvey Oswald visit?z’xg communist consulates in Mexico City, it would surely have pro-




vided them to the Warren Commission.” Not at all if Melanson's theory was true, that
Oswald worked for the CIA or another spookery. That then would have been the last thing it
would do because it would have linked it to the assassination. He surely has no under—
standing of the spookeries! I mean the realities, not the silly notions oi those vho fancy
childish novelists' notionse [W '&L kmw That™ he 14 M’/Z/Iw(/l( 2 Wﬂ\M’{a WM')
There is very.very much wrong with the claims of the Cla, some, including those he
mentions, having little or no credibility, and there are so many deficiencies in the varioas
investkgations, and so much that is re.lly provocative about what the disclosed official
records reflectz, both the Commissions and the various agencies'!, but the kind of childish
stories and interpfe:tati:bns he and those who think like him and from whom he got these
notions go in for merely contuse an already confiksed situation. This and most of the
rest of what he has lacks any real substance. This is true of many of his sources that no
real scholar would use. The abov?ﬁ.s an example. Were it that the CD{ photographed one it
could identify as an imposter it had nothing to lose by giving the Commission his picture
because there is no credible reason to believe that Oswald was working for it. 0:’ the other
hgé, had be been, then indeed the foundations at l_ang,ey would have shaken had he been
photographed. gzc’:ause nobody knew what the alleged imposter looked like, really, there was
no hazard in giving up his picture, which, had he been working for the CI4, if alone could
have identified. Or it c%ld have given the entire day's take of pictures and merely omitted
that one. Bobody outside the CIA woulc have known. A
186 He quotes Phillips as saying that after the assassination the tapes were "routinely”
destroyed. Phiillips did say this. But can that apply to the tape given to the FBD} It cannot
apply to the Dallas FBI's teletype or cable summarizing its contents or to the transcript g
nade of the tape. These records remain withheld hut thyé' do exist.
wpfe Hoover memo (quoted at the beginning of this chapter) is the only mention of
the tapes in FBI files, " How in the world can any self-respecting scholar make so cate-
gorical a statement a‘l&a{the vast accumulation of FEL files?. In it, as I what I say ime

»
mediatly above shows, he is arrogant, ego-ridden, self-important and of abysmal ignorace
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He is not an authentic subject expert. ge is an expert onf{the nutty(,ﬁteratu:re on which

this manuscript is based, and he is familia%sponsible writing.

It should be understood that one whose time is committed as a cbllege professo%s
is just does not have the time to get a command of so vast an amount of information. The
Commission published about 10,000,000 words and its files, before those of other agencies
vere added, m w cubit feet. As I say above, I got about a third of a million
pages of records Py FOIA litigation. So, absent his claims to omniscience and exhausting
scholarhsip a.ndjto originality and to investigating and to use of FOIA, he could not be

fairly criticized for not knowning what he does not know. But for such all—includive false
‘statements and ‘his many pretensees and lds practises he is Sug‘ect to more than cﬁticism,
I think t?éond&emnation.

ni#e two agents named as ligteners [to this tape) were called to testify b..fore the
' [ o hamte?
House Assassinatﬁons?!o’ﬁﬁ'ffé‘eﬁgey claimed to have no recollection of hearing any tape
of Oswald." His footnote at this point refers only to the Special &gent in Charge, not
the two agents who, again, he fails to name. Former SAC Gordon Shanklin, now deceased,
had no credibility, but not for the reason Helanson gives. The reason is overt perjury.
He escaped indictment, which would have devastated the FBI in any trial, on the excuse that
to have indicted him so long after the facd'would have been %at lawyers call "bootstrapping.”
I don't know the names of the agents but as Melanson should know\% Hoover letter he
quotes at the beginning of this chapter, it had to be agents who knew Oswald's face and
voice., The most likely are the retirédd case agent, Fain, and his successor case agent, Hosty.
Fain knew both the face and the voice and to a l¢ésser degree, Hosty did. Wallace Heitman
Was a subwersive expert in the Dallas field office and it is he who picked Rudd and the
tape and fpictur_es up. Reminds me, these and other Dallas recordsgive the lie to the above
A’

quoted sentence that the “oover letter, which he calls a.ietter, is the only men&'ion in
FBI files. I know of the Rudd messengership, etd., from a Heltman memo I got in FOIA

el D g b 2l it O At adnl
litigation. There are undoubtedly more that are hidden in @ther files or safes, etced

Chapter 9 ("Legend I: Incidents")

189 His definition of the word "legend" as used in spookeries omits that it covers the

identification of the person for vwhom it is created, not hi t8, ] mak
ignorance of mtello'gegze. ’ 8 acts H{e again es it up in
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The amateur shrikaery with which this chapter begins is not worthy of comment.

But in it he says what is not true as it relates to the assassination rather than ti
professorial fictions, that YOswald "left a trail of self-implicating evidencexfmx...
190 as it relates to the shooting, there is absolutely no evidence that what seemed
to link it to Oswald was left by him. ulthough the Commission's eport does say that he
took the rifle to the building from which the oftficial mythology has all the shots
being fired, 100%, and this is not an exaggeration, 100% of all the FBI's and Cgu‘mission's
evidence is that 113 did not and could not have. S0, the story-weaving profe%% un=—
scholarly in th,# careless passion into which he vorks himself in his shrinkery.,He

- “again is explicit in stating that Oswald was an assassin, and I emphssize he has yet %o

" ey a word about the orime itself ox any of the evidence of j%, real or imagined.
He is woomg in saying that the firstjindications of what I cal]:ed a "fafe Ogwald"

and he calls "imposter® was first in Vallas. The FBEI's repdrts in tge%gm‘:nﬁss fon's files
reflect that it started earlier, before he left “ew Orleans. Here he is again careful to
omit any citations to the many earlier writings on this, beginning with mine that dates
to 1965. Not a single footnote. |
195 In every instance to this point all the false Sswalds he has in “allas come from
The False Oswald chapter of my first book. He attributes the Sylvia Odio one, which I vent
into in great detail and later interviewed the major one of the bair with him, to publication
two decades later, and this includes the preeise qubte he uses.

While it is true that Odio's story was substantiated by her father's response to 4-
o&wf;om her reporting this visit, it is also true that there is live—witness confirmation
in the Commission's published and documentary record and in the FiI'4 disclosed files. It
is, I think, ap}?rent here that he is pretending to palm all of this off, except for the few
citations to two other books, as his own work .hen it isn't.
196£f $9§ His account of the Belated investigation of the Udio incident, attributed to

t,'m ]

. 2
some of wpa I cited, comes directly from my published work end he priends %t it hise.
e 11
(Seymour can be said to resemble Uswald but there is no "striking resemblancef#f
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as 1 had said. Melanson contents himself with the unfootnﬁ'ed statement that Seymour

"denied" that he was then in Dallas. He in fact produced employment records establishing
that &e then was in Miami, as I recall, working as a welder,

He cites hMeagher to Hall's ail.leged. de%.al that he had ever seen Odio. 1'm not checking
but I think that I also publi'fﬁ%%ter I spent much time with Hall, who took a liking
to me and displayed trust in me. My first interview lasted for three days, when he vas
hospituliged in Los angeles. He then t0ld me that he was im fact at the housing develop-
ment in vwhich Odio then livid, that he was visiting otheré, and that he did see a woman who
vas stange to him and could have been Odio. 4s with what immediately preceeds this, the
q&;ta»':‘.ibnroi; the Commission;(s counéel that they were t-o‘be- closiné; not opelﬂ.ng doora,.
had Melanson cc..nducted any kind of real research he could lave had enormously more but
he avpided those who did the work he was p#endin;a:s his own. The "colleague" was in fact
a subordinate. Tne entire Warren ?eport vwas in page proof, the presses were to roll at
mi{:d.night, and the fiest of the FBI "Hall" reports had just reached the Commission, only
a few hours to press time. The man who had to face the problem, Wesley Liebeler, could
not make any change in the number of pages, the footnotes or the pages in the index. This
is how the Commission publd'shed the non sequetur to which Melanson refers earlier, that it
could not have bé% Oswald because he was en route to Efenco.

Hall, without doubt, is an accomplished and pract{ising liar who also sometimes
tells the turh., M Melanson has (197) an account of an unidentified man investigated by
Garrison on leads or information provided by Hall. ugain, he omits the name. Why? What he
has hes appears to be confused to me. ie asks who this mystevious witness was and then,
seeming to describe him, describes Hall and cites my Oswal® in New Orleans on Hall on the
pages cited. (They are, ircidentally, soue of what he creidted to others in this Odio story.)
202 More mixed ignorance and sloppiness :about the basic evidence of the crime, h‘e says
that"ammunition that would fit Oswald's {\His emphasis) .was uncommon in the United States

in 1963." It was quite common. In addition to what Western had made for the Mussolini

governnent, which was itself pgl‘Lntiful, newer Sgén&anaviaﬂ ammo, 6.5 cal., was readily
available. .
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2634 What he here at-:ributes to the New York Times and Anson is his duplication of their
error, on the part of the Mmes innocent because it represents what the “imes was told. &nson
and those who assisted him had smple time tc; check. There is again his pontificating from
the assassination Olympus tn which he visualizes himself enshrined, “none of the WHrren Com—~
mi.sion le;,yers could recell having seen...” the FBI memo rererred to. He follows this by saying
that ‘ever he may have meant by ﬁ/relevenant," “nor could relevant FBI or State Department
officials.” His quotation from the Hoover memorandum, to State, is angled to make it appear
that Hoover referred to the assassination era "imposter." Hoover was not. My copies come
from the Commission's files. So much for his statement that m§ of the lawyers—- and he
and the Times and Ansonvg?luld not possibly have interviewed ell of them- had seen it. Some
had. Hoover had something else in mind. It had to do with sending his identifications to
Oswald. Hoover feared that if the KGB got them they could create a "legend" for an agent
who could be sent here. Wha‘t&mbg’tes to the former Commission lawyer, Slawson, who
was from Justice, is not relevant.
204 Melanson does interpret this to mean that "an Oswald imposter was lurking about in
Thare wes nvne,

Russia."/His ignorance of the records that were available and his longing to create some-
thing out of nothing and then contrive support for it account for this error.

He recalls and here prezm)j’:s as his own work the "Oswald" who appeared at Bolton Ford,
in New Orleans, in this Melanson representation to get a "bid for ten pickup trucksy<4EX
f (It wass for vehtcles that could be used as ambulances in Cuba) THis was while Oswald
was in the USSR , it comes from Oswald In New Orleana, it is not in any way related to
Hoover's concern that he has misrepresented and which immediately preceeds this.

But pone of it is what he says it iS, "Legend-building for Oswald." (My emphasais)
Chapter 9 ("Legend II: artifacts and Evidence")
206  He gets off to a blagang beginking for this chapter, enother flaunting of his in-
credible ignorance about the subject matter and some of its best known evide%e. First he
quotes Robert Oswald as having bee told by Lee not to "believe the soecalled evidence

A
aga‘ii.st pe." This could be either what Hee :Lmag:dx\d or what little he could have known of
what the police were leaking about him, Lee was killed 11 /24/63 » the assassinktion was
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two days earlier and {obert saw him the day before. We don't know whether Sswald had accesa

to a radio but we do know that he had been questioned and knew what he had been questioned

about. It cannot be identified as relating to any evidence because lee did not say so.
Melanson begins writing about "two incriminating photos he also calls "§nfamous®:

" Lee is standing in the Paine's yqrd dreased il black, holding leftist literature in one
hand and a Mannlicher-Carcanno rifle in the other, while wearing a holster"conta:i_ning a
revolver." It was not in “the Paine's back yard." astrmas
tacen by Marina, and others like them, in the side yard of their Neely Street address
axzkznanzrexaXixthexswarzielierax before Oswald went to MNew VYrleans. The two pictures he
refers to and fails to identify are Commission Exhibits 145 ?/Mand 1?’): . These are the
photos I referred to in addressing his allegation that the critics had not done adequate
vork relating to the SWP, his "linkage" cont'.lvance.

¥hile publication of o.e}f of the picture Jid persuade many people of Oswald's guilt,
I know of nothing to vmz%nd no reason to believe wha n says, tout it "establised"
Oswald's "derangement,"
207 The police did reporf, as “elandsn says , that Oswald said his face had been super-
imposed on somecne else's body. And, although Melanson appears not to know about it, a
seemingly persuasive case can be built for this. Lateﬁroduction of other pictures, in-
cluding one autographed to “eor{ge de Hohpes=For Mohrenschildt make it appear unlikely
that the pictures were faked,

On the seemingly persuasive evidence of faking he quotes &nson' book, which is nuch
later than te work i had done on oppies of those two pictures from the Nationel 4rchives.
Negatives were made of each and superimposed on éach other. The faces on both appear to be
identical, including in size and all features, and they were not taken from the same distances
#ith the negatives made so that the heads were identical in size, one body was about four
inches shorter than the other. .He cites ansen as providing measurement of the head in the
two pictures, without saying how the meas;rements were determined other thwn by measurement

of the photos that were in evidence. This is a jlot trickier when hair is a variable. But




e

-

P

Y4

¢
1Wma.‘l:te’\r, this demon{ investigator and dilégent researcher was not aware of all the work that

had been done on those pictures and what relates to them and/has the true scholar's content-
ment in depending on a pot-boileremstd i~ olond,

He finally does get around, having avoided it where it belonged, in his political
dissertations on alleged "linkage," to saying that Osw in these _pictures has both the
CP and the SWP publications in the pictures. and he does say the two parties did not agree
in politcal views. This did not fit well with his "linkage" contrivance. and here he ddmits
it is odd. To say the least it is in any effort to make a "link!"

[ B & el .
208 In referring to a British expert's opSan—a opiniom that 'the picture had been re-

touched Melanson appears tc be ignorant of the known refouching that was do séamialous
the Commission had to look into it. The rifle was retouched four different ways by four
different publications, each retouching made to coincide with the co@stant changing leaks
of alleged e}(ggence. Tne LIFE picture he refers to eurlier wothout mention of this was one.
209 In peferring to the print Oswald had given de Hohrenschildt,, Melanson gives the
date on its back, april 5, 1963. From this alone he should have avoided his carelessness
and ignor:nce in saying it was taken in the Paine's back hard. Lee was never there until
he returned from /“jeﬁ.co, that.Yetober, a halfayear later. But this lkind of error is unavoid-
able in using the work of others without a personal knowledge of the underlying evidence.
and jin depending on conspiracy theorists for anything. Ea% builds his own conspiracy case,
regardless of the evidence. |

He cites no source for saying that in 1967 de Hohrenschildt surfaced with a new
photo and I have no recollection of that and believe it is wrong
210 "If the photos were not a forgery, the autograph certwinly was not authentic."
It is not the autograph that the handwriting experts said was not Oswaldé, it vas the added
inseriptions. Whether this is careluss error or a deliberat‘e lie, he has the truth on the
preceeding page. &nd what he has ignored in all of this ﬁ:‘:a/ that a negative was also fouund
by the police and was gigcn to the FBI, which gave it to the Commission, after meking its

own laboratory analysis. \I used, in the work referred to above, a print made from this
negative.) Lab examination of that negative identified marks on it that were made uniquely
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by the pressure-plate of Oswald's cheap Bussian camera. I can't believe that Melanson has
no knowledge of this, from the books bhe'd read if not from the Commission's, which do have
the FBI expert's testimony. (Lyndal L. Shaneyfelt.)

He next refers to what he says the Senate Intelligence Gommittee discovered in
examining a picture of Oswald with the rifle but in a different pose but his footnote says
it was the House committee he is citing.

He says no more about the picture so we can't know if it is still another print
of those taken by the Dallas police. Uniy a subject-matter ignoramous would not know the

fu prlace e The 0
history of those pictur\'@}(iany,many copiesbmw were alowed to just lie around.

“Reporters as well as police, if not also many other kinds of people, had ready access to

them because they were not hidden or protected, and many prints are known to h#¥e disappeared.

The FBI did report this. There is little doubt that some police and reporters helped them-
selves to coples.ome vere also sold to the media.

Hester is just plain wrong and if ilelanson knew his material on which he presents
himself as an expert - and the only alternative is that he is knowingly dishonest -he'd
have known that those pictures were at Dallas police headquarters the afternoon of the
assassination. Hester, therefore, could not have seen them there any earlier. If my recold
lection is vwrong on when those pictures were found in the Paine garage, so could Hester's
be on when he saw they at police headquarters. There is no doubt that there was a police
search of that garage the afternoon of the assassination, by Officers Rose and Stovall.
There also is no doubt that Lt. Day made many copies and left them lying around,

212-3 When he goes into the time reconstructions made to see if itjlad been possible for
Oswald to get from the sixth floor alleged sniper's nest to the second floor, with a coke
partly drunk in his hand and hehind a door that was closed by an automatic closer that
could not be rushed, there is no footnoting. Tl!is comes straight from my first book.

215 "Following the crime, information targeting Oswald as the suspect \his emphasis)
surfaced very quickly — und_er suspicious circumstamees. Nogfl of this has any source indi-

£
cated. I know of no representation that Odwald was a, leave alone the suspctele until after
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he was arrested at the theater and Felanson cites none.
216 It is sigply# astounding how great Mglanson's ignorance about %ic and un-
questioned facts about the assassination and witnesses 16, particularly some of those who
initially received greatest attention. He s ¥hat I refer to by typically, picking up
from other books, beginning with 1y first one, the fact that Oswald "was not by any means
the only employee not accounted for." No source given. Then, again no source, with the
same comment applicable, I"Q/ least a dozen employees besides Oswald were not acpounted
for." True. Then: "Harold Norman andIa.mes Jarman were at work that day and were outside
thaskatiding watching the motorcade when the shooting took place."(’l‘he rest of this quote
is silly ) Well, the m:n S Exyaxa fact is that they were not outside the building and were in
one of the mx=EY photographs that got great attention showing them inside it and looking
out of twe fifth floor windowi They are % the three employees used to make i% appaer
that the shots came from the floor above. The third was Bonnie oy Williams, 4ll testified
to %&t I say here before the Commission. So, in addition to their testimony, which our
demon investigator/écholar/ analyst is supposed to be expert on, at Jeast in h_i_s_representa—
tion, he cannot pos{:sibly not know about the famous "chicken bone" incident or the quite
famous news picture of them hanging ou*;: the windows with the motorcade undernegth them.
(In going over the footnotes I made no check at the point where 20 appears. It is
three pages long. it begins by crediting m::::ounts of thrﬁ;—f_laws and con—
troversies about the timing, getting Os:?rald to where Officer J.D. Tippit was killed in
time for him to have been the killer. The first and accurate and dependable analysis of
thbm—qﬂaw, the major matter o{ confroversy, appeared in my first book, not mentioned
and published long before those he does mention,mée he gets into this lengthy note, virtually
all of )‘rhich that is factual, asjidistibguished from conjecture, comes from my first book,
there is no way &6f knowing what his source is, if any. For example, he says (307) that
"Phe cartridge cases were the last items of evidence to be turned over to the FBL by the
Dallas folice, a full six days after the murder.” First of all, it was a fmim state crime,

- not federal, and criminal jurisdiction lay in Bellas, not in Washington. Theﬁ*BI had no §
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Jurisdiction at all. The evidence that the police gave the FBI is +the evidence that the
FBI demanded. (The FBI wanted to control as much as it could, particularly of the lab
work, much of which is at best quite dabious. ) S0, there is nothihg at all sinister,
suspeét or wrong in the alleged six-~day delay. More, and again his ignorance of the basic

facts is so very conspicuous rridgnzEgsexzxaxaxpnxfmudxakzihuzxemuzaf xt e

wxEnaxpaiienzyatzihezfonrthxintarz zXtxmaxtukeaxeran

contrary to what he says,"there is no established link between the murder bullets and
Oswald's gun," the Commission had the FBI's work duplicated, as I recall by the State of
Illinois, an expert nam ed Hicole, approx., and he claims he could connect thé bullets

) ma%‘ﬁcmm Uta
Sl P T

The fourth did not enter the body, having struck a bullon f:.rst.) M‘v 4 W

. with that pistol. He says all the bullet were reuoved frouw Tippit dey.

217£f His idle conjectures ebout the police having Oswi:ld's middle name when he did not
use it at the depository has obvious explanations: they knew it as soon as they vpicked him
up, vhich was a little more than an hour after the crime, and they knew it almost as

FRI ( Mslanser
fast from the FBI, which had a file on him. #‘e was an ..activgcases HE€ seeks to build so
much on nothing at all!Mixing the sequeence ot first names that Oswald had was not at
all unusual and that the police did it is significant of nothing at all. They had him in

custody and had his name heiore they ever used it, straight or mixed.

221 {"The CIA al to have ,been involved in one posfra78 ssination attempt to
Lhe man, 41varads, of, at I ml%,tm itaers [he Cl4 il maT A hvn

portray Oswald as a hired gun workdng for “astro: the story of ﬁ.ﬂe cites a varie

of sources for this story, of which we first heurd from jthe Commission. Why he does not
cite the records themeslves is obvious: he boasts about his use of the FBI's and the CIA's
reading rooms bdbut he is ignorant of the records and has to depdnd on secondary sources and
some even more remote. in his handling of it he manages to be unfair to almost everyone.
The pressure to accredit the man who fabricated the entire thing was from Lmbassdor Mann,
(Melanson omits or did not know his matronymic, Ugarte.) The initial directive to check ¥
this story out vigorously was fm C_I_g headquarters, That investigation was coupletsd before

the FBI, which supposedly is not operational in foreign countries, where the CIA is, had
any interest in doing so. The FBI was )k/)t ¥ "froaen dut," as he says. The wonder, howe
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ever, as he does not note, is elsevwhere: that any professional intelligence officer would
begin to believe some of the alleged details in alvarado Ugarte's concoction. it collapgés
oi its own weight.

How the sweepings in this chaoter can struight-facedly be title "legend" is not
clear. There is no legend in it and nothing new :m/iit. it isn't even a good rehash of
what had been printed previously and he adds error and imaginatjon to that,

Chapter 10 Cover-Up

225 I don't know how he manages some of his gross mistakes but here he gives the

date of the executive session that I published in facsimile as December 5 rather than

January 21 and 27, th matter having been dicuseed at both. December:ﬁ‘ 1963 1s the date of
the Com:d.ssion s first executive session and, unnsua.l for it, had a vwitness, Nichola.s

Katzenbach, Beputy Attorney Yeneral and then also acting attorney General. Aigain the

indications are not only of his ignorance but of his using other than original sources from

which he reproduces error. But here he cites the 12/@763 executive session, not anything else.

Incredibly, he makes the identical mistake in footnote 4! This is what he gets for cribbing

my stuff and pretending it is his - and for his subject-matter ignorance, I published

the relevant transcript, in facsimile, devoted an entire book dt it and he has that book

in his bibliography. /| Wwhvte was E)

Of course any CIA affidavit attesting that Oswald was not an agent is necessarily
suspect on many counts but they provided live testimony. The same is true of the .FBI. Does
he mention the FBI or the live testimony later? Not to do so is unfair,

727 fdere he presents as his own work what he cites to CIA Document 657-831. He in fact
is quoting from my xikk-Hperogep Photographic Whitewash, second ecition, in o which,

m Lacsimile
having just gotten that record from the CIA, I used Tt(in space that was available on the
very last page, in—e-fecsimile,
229 He cribs this again at Footnote 10,
231 He pr%:ends there is hidden significance in the CIA's having on file a picture of

Oswald teken by an American tourist in Minsk. It is normal procedure for :Lntell'ogence

agencies to obtain any and all pictures of cbuntries of interest to it. Thefe is no more
to this. S¥aud¢vd ph Acfrot mid patated o Dawa
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232 ¥hen he earlier discussed U.S.Moscow consular official Richard Snyder he made no
reference to the East Yerman book, a fact he hides in his notes, Who's Who In the CIA.

as all critics have known for years, it did list Snyder as a CIA agent. But the author(s)-
Julius Mader is t‘;e only name given in the book - had no way of knowSing how ‘ong he continued
working for the CIA under diplomatic cover and when he left the CIA and worked for State

only. Which is what he testified to and has not been contradicted, whether or not it is
true, .
Chapter 11

240 £f The beginning of this conclusion ?&f‘ {e very effective if it were not, as only
an authentic subject expert can d.etect, so largely u.nfactual, exaggerated, :Lmag;med, fabri-
cated and distorted. What is lost in a1l of this, in which he continues to exaggerate his
earlier exasggerations, are the legitimate questions that do linger and khould ne\;er have
existed. He is at the end of his book without having given the simple and meaningful
?ixplanation of why these troubling qgestion still exist. Because of the dishonesty of his
?/safe" formula, his assumption of Oswald's guilt, he cen hardly say, if in fact he knew it,
that the government that came into power only by the assassination never really investi-
gated it and never intended to investigate it.

Where he had earlier inflated the essentially trivial ahti—CastTo activity, if in-
/YW'IV;VQW wkieity there
mm_ﬂlﬁfﬁl—/z at the Caxnp# Street huilding when Oswald was in New Orleans-
Only Benister was there, with lL:errie from time to time ~ what he had magnified into a
"bastion" of anti-Castro activity now becames, his emphasis, "the Grand Central Station of
anti~Castroism.” Yet for all the exaggerations, falsehoods, distortioné and inventions he
was not able to show a single anti-Castro gct there while Oswald was in New Orleans or
t;:::—i-f and only the inference of small potatoes before Oswald got there. (241)

He begins with the assw.ption that each and every thing ordinary people do is recorded
in some mam@er for later retrieval by governments and thus what Oswald had for break-
fast should have been known to the USSR or US governments. Thus what is true and is not new

at all, "unknown rodtesmto and from Exmkx tne Soviet “nion," is

Wm_mmws;n the same sentence, "unexplained activities in Mexico, disap-




1€ .

pearances in Russia and Yallas." \In fact, the only mystery is how Oswald got to f/el-
sinki from London when no GREeFE Commercial transportation enabled it. There is no gearthly .
reason for even diligent government investigators to be able to account for every minute
of every day in the life of ordinary people, and Oswald's employment was menial and he
lived in a room in a rooming house, (240)
Cruwald

241 When he conjectures what the USSR could have used kiz for as an agent he gets ridi-
culous, "Did the KGB really want to spy on the FPCC or CORE?"

Vhen he complaj.x;s about the media in reporting on the assassinastion and its after-
math, a legitimate complaint, he is again ignorent of the actualities. It is much worse
than he puts it: "the mainstresm media remains captive €6 decadsPy of secrecy and disin-
Torpation regarding (Pswald: much of it emanating from the CIA." The actuality is that the
media did not need and did not depend on disinformation from any agency. It fell in line
behind the official mythology was it was being devised and with minor deviations has been
there since, without official inspiration. Tﬁe Times editoriel he quotes (242) does not come
from any CI4 disinformation. It has beenIimes policy from day t:me.é”u.l"j~ /¢ 0‘k ";f 67 ﬂu F 6} )

What he missed an his fumbling arou.r# with the pictures of Oswald with the rifle
about which he knew so little is that in a very brief period of time four major elements
of the media altered that picture, each in a different way, to make it appear to be con-
sistent with the current official story. The press is certainly one of the major institutions
of our society and it certainly failed us then and sinca then, but that was not the Adoing
of the CIA. The grim truth is that nothing was required of the CIA for the media to be as
dishonest as it was and still is on this subject. It id not easy to be unfair to the CIa
but here, as throughout, he is that. V‘Iithout_ need. Truth, so often strange to him, is a
better weapone Ovitd Mado o patdid m Acvrand

He has a footnote on page 24? in which he refers the reader to former CIA direttor
Richard Melms' House Assassinations Committee testimony, "where he asserts that without
access to the files of communist intelligence agencies, it will be difficult to finalize

—————
conclugively the JFK case." This, of course, assumes idmek what <here is no r¢ason to be-
lieve, that they hold information bearing of the crime itself. However, where he could have




done legitimuately what he strives so hard to do and could not do, make some real points

against the CI4. his ignorance of the disclosed information foreclosed him. He could have

reading rooﬁ?et remained ignofant. (This is because when he was there he pursued
the trivial or the mp.w );;:‘.sﬁ.ng in the futile effort to make his invalid assunptions
ali:.‘bm The gnly thing he says he actually got from the CIA is the meaningless
number of its “ew “rleans employees and then he misused and misrepresented that.dll else
of CIA origin he had nothing at all to do with in bripging it to light.)
~ 'g:(/truth that he could have used so well in making his cagze is _that the CIA saw té
it that our govermment would not ask the Soviﬁ government for all its information. and
this was not because the CIA had any reason to believe that the Soviets were involved in
the assassination in any way.

I want to be explicit about what I am saying. 4s I have indicated throughout igex
he is not the subject-matter expert he pretends to be and in fact he is grossly ignorant
of both the established fact of the crime and its investigation and of the hundreds of
thousands of page of government records n‘ow available. He is so ignorant, his ignorance
extending to all area, Ms‘?’ manuscript is a monument to his ignorance.

243 He just can't avoid making a spectacle of himself having persuaded himself that
e% imagined and was not true is unquestionable fact. &fter saying that Oswald was
"framed to appear leftist" lje says, "Tliis occured while he was still doing intelligence
work in Dallas (tinting the Kremlin mix} red.)" He has pot shown that Oswald did agy in-
telligence work in Dallas.

In pretending that there were close Oswald associations with those that hy normal
standards of proof he has not shown and that they were working for the Cﬂ, as he also has
not shown, he is careful to exculpate the .CIA from any assassination role. But he suggests
at the sam¢ time tljat operations can get out of control, again suggesting that CIa people

could have been involved in the crime., But he has given not a shred of evidence to support
this, Llke all else in his conclusion, this depends on what preceeds it being correct and




releva.ng = not his bad dream. as I could with more effort have shown more than I have,
it is neither, It is a bid dream, badly presented.

He has a footnote almost a page in length to page 244, what to what he would have
included in his text had it been published earlier, to another self-indictment of his
pretended schaolarhhip. He presents as worthy of serious consideration another writer who

Malasvom
does not lower himself to deal with reality, Jim Marrs and his book Crossfire. (313-4) do—
has Marrs say for him that the sovemment apd allies killed JFK: "So the decision was made
at the highest level...Therefore ffye d.ec:.éion vwas made to eliminate John E Kennedy by

Msta- wretd
means of a public executive (stolen from Jim QAMM,'V i )es.While'operational orders
Pprobably ‘originated with the CIA, tue monsters recrﬁited,%orld—clasi “hs"s"assir’xf'fi"om an
international crime syndicate who 'was then given entree to the conspiracy groups within
U.S. intelligence, the anti—Casfcmubans, the right-wing hate groups and the military.'"

Marrs book is a compendium of all the many nut theories. Nof self-respecting scholar
would use it as a sourceh.fﬁef—ldelansoh adds this sictk and disgusting nonsense to his own
work and wo\ﬁd thereby deceive and mislead the nation even more.

The awful truth is the Melanson says pretty much the same thing but limit'{z it to
intelligence agencies when he says (244-5) that "it is possible for someone in control of
a network (o spies) to misapproptiate it. ...The conspiracy would not have to be massive,
institutionally sponsored,jor involve only witting participents - not on this turf,"

245-6 Ogwald was killed, he says, as part of this;mox@ster conspiracy:"One of the ‘ways that
criminal and clandestine organizations (nw, isn't he expert an everything!) keep secrets

is to murder tuose who might reveal them. Some of the people who knew about Oswald's links

to U.S. intelligence...." lgre (248) :" The morning after the assassination an untold numb er
of Etelligence officers in various agencies or branches must have been panicked about
their Oswald file(s) and the problem it could cause them." (Why would they have %o wait o
over night to panic?)

248 "...there is more we can learn about Oswald and the crime...For glarters, withheld

files should be released...” Wow"! This from the man who ignores more than a third of a

million'pages of ;ﬁt has been released and makes not a single reference to the fact 7




oy

their release or how they came to be released in two books? Sure, more remains withhheld
but what is wrong with using what is not withheld and is readily available? (and what is
right about in effect vly:l.ng about it because he does know that all this was released and
he came to me and got what he wwanted of what I got under FOIA on the King assassination-
not that this in mentioned in that book, in which he also pretended that he had invented
%8 the wheel and discovered sex.)

He cites no source for this and it reflects how great his i;morance of files and

holdings is: "As of this writing, the FBI us still withholding an estimated fifteen per-

- cent of its original Case i“’ile on the assassination."

lace S, {
=~There 48 no-single/FBI -file on thoﬂa.ssassinaticn and vhe "original” file is gibberish.
r .
There aes are many files on the assassination® [, ¥ ’

Headquarterd and the many field offices each have files on the assassintion. (There
is a file at each place with that title.)
are .
Therdvis.a separate file%on each of the Oswa‘]%?

There are Jack Ruby files (classifed ab-headguarters-as "cibil rights"!)

Ther¢$§3m ackngeu‘{dged Varren Commission files and others the existence of wmxt
vhich is knowq that the FBI merely lies aboute.

There are many files on many iddividuals some of whom Melanson mentions. Like the
de Mohrenschildts, Banister, Ferrie and even subject-matter authors.

In terms of his mythologies, there are FPCC, CP, SWP, defectors%- many ofh%"rs
that are relevant as well as the irrelevant ones of his mythology.

There also are files that are hidden by means of tricky classification of them, the
imZoper classifcations not being search and are pretended not to be relevant when they are.
4 convenient _§ illustration is the FBI claim in court mot to have any tape recording of ¥
the assassination—giod broadcasts of the Dallas pi police. Yet the FBI transcri%d those
broadcasts and the Warren “ommission published the Fl?]?'s trancriptions. In fact the FEI
dubbed its tapes on a Whllensak w=e¥é tapﬁ?recordder and hid the tapes in a metal cabinet,

not a file drawer, in Dallase.




dere Jvm»l
¥What I am saying is that his ignorance is across the entire board. and He hasﬁ
A —_
academic %ualifications of a scholar. and agaim( seeks to exploit xikxxm these credentials.
249 Without citation or any identification of them he says that "researchers have nﬁed
that the Bureau is particularly reluctant to disclosing documents relating to Mexico Gitye..
the story put forth by the CIA source 'D'...."” Then how do I have records on "D," 4lwarado
Ugarte that are, in fact, in the main assassination files? and in fact, under FOIA, the
1
631’ did disclose Mexico City office assassination files.
2‘7’7 Again, his scholarly ignorance relating to disclosures and withholding: "as for Con-
s —_—————

gress, it should begin by pas,:;.ng long-overdue legislation thut wouldxeeesinckk-eliminate

-its own szecrecy cloak,- After the-Houss Seleet Vommitsee on &ssassinations disbanded in

1978,:it deciﬁred it voluminous records to be—c_"céongressional materialsf/,' a status that
enables them to be withheld until the ye.r 2028," 'His source for this incorrect formulation
is hardly expert on it but it is self-puffery. He cites his own book on the King assassina-
tion. The fact is that those records e withhlfd not under 0 #"de%amtion" by the

committee but under the standing rules of the Congress. “hilw/ﬁithout question there is

A much in them that is withheld inmproperly, it is also true that they are loaded with fright-

ful character assassinationsand other ka records hurtful of the innocent. One of the reasons
for the 50-ye.r rule is protection of ﬁe inocent. (In this area Melanson is safe because
post of the characters he assassinates are dead.Jheir ghosts can't sue.)
— .

4ppendix 4 FHESYPS 252-3 Chronologies can be quite useful but to be usedful they must hold

significant events. Melanson finds nothing significant in Oswald's military career other

)
than the dates of enlistment and release. Tjfis reflects ignorance and unscholarly precon—
geptions. Nothing in Oswald's earlier life is significant ather than his birth and his
Joining the Civil air Patrol becuuse there are no other earlier entries. There is no entry
after his release by the Marines until he crossed the Finnish border en route to Moscow.
whem
the

#—
to Finland by any commercial carrier%t wortgéf inglusion in his chronojogy it is

that Oswald could not have gotten

apparent that the chronology is incompetent, unscholarly, undependable and is merely a piece
of literary scrimshaw. He regard the dates of the birth of Oswgld's children as more




dmportant. as a means of evaluating his interest in carefulness, I»note that he refers to
the half of the original room in the rooming house at 1026 N. Beckley, Dallas - the room
was partitioned to make two rooms of it for renting — as an "apartment." If Oswald's
rental of a post office box il Dallas is worth of listing, 'why isn't his rental of thé
Hewurleans post ‘t)ox’.l When Oswald was charged .with each crime also isn't vorth nmentionkng,
or when he bought the rifle and pistol?
Bibliography 316-22
He does not draw upon much that he lists and he lists some awful crap; unscholarly
work at best. He lists also wdht he ignores in this text, the work of the BDutoh reporter,
T W41lenm Oltiins, who helped drive de Mohrenschildt éver’ihe E%iﬁiﬁ*ﬁéyhdS“suppressad"ali e
mention of what Oltmans did with de Mohrenschidlt here and abroad and what happened to
de Morhenschildt absEad and what he then did. Had ‘*elanson not suppréssed this it would
not have been easy to pretend that )(c; Hohrenschildt was always rational when he assuredly
wasn't. But he had to do this because he builds sc much on his de Hohrenschildt fancies.
while Kerry “hornley's tiny and slim book retitled to "Oswald" is in his dibliography
(% hardly longer than some magazine articles) he does not list my Post Mortem which
does have information relating to Oswald in Russia, Oswald as in intelligence, and an
entire area of relevant and disclosed information that he has suppressed. This relates
to the defected KGB official Yuri Hosenko. Tée House Associations Committee also pub-
lished Nosenko information that /jele.nson suppressed.
Post Nortem also includes facsimile reporduction of a quite relevant Warren Com~
mission executive session.

BExamination of the part of the bibliography on the CIa reflects that it, too, is
pseudo-scholarly padding. Such entries &ter Wrght's S@tcher, wnich has nothing to
do with this subject matter. and Carlos Br:i.ng\rl.eﬂ’ HRed t'riday, which is junk., But when he

does mention Clay Shaw, albeit less than even in his contedt he should have, he does

£
not inlcude the Kirkwood defense of Shaw, an american “rotegque.

Une of the really fine book on the assassination is Howard Roffman's Presumed duilty.
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By Melanson's scholayly dtandards and precepts it is unwr%nv@hinguer's isdmrﬂw.
Of the multitude of articles on the assassination, only two of his are listed,
Likewise of all the TV documentaries, ony two by CBS are listed. Une that HBC-TV dBd
on New Orleans and Garrison's response are not listed, nor are the many domestic and foreign

vk aniss . ,
/%drvugtd here and abreadem / ?J/g

VWhat 1 an saying again is that e%n his biz‘l;liggraphy is not scholarly or honest
and reflects ignorance, preconcpetions, prejudic:,w;{oor juclgemntg&mmb&.naﬁﬂf
these flwe I -beliove—atl-oftuem.

If there was a legitimate reason for including S@atcher in the bibliography
then why Tiot “any of “the other British books, particularly cne devoted 'ent;oi’ﬁr to &im”
Bridieh—book—on the plot to overthrowg the British government by its own spookery,

barely mentioned in 8py catcher, The CI4 was involved in that!

I've done this in haste and under conditions that ought not intrude themselves into
this kind of work. I'vfr-\:ad the manuscript only once, annotating while reading. I decided
to comment and analyze page-by-page because I had read Helanson's The Furkin Conspiracy.
It id a remarkably dishonest book and suffers more e%he® serious defects than publishers
ordinarily could possibly ,oerceive. It also has contrivances designed to make it appear
that #blanson has solved the crime and to stake out his claim to being the wmme
expert on that assassination about which he is swee .also astoundingly ignorant. In that
book he also addressed .none of the alleged evidence of the crime itself. was in fact
ignorant of not only that fact but\é/judicial determination of fact in that crime. In
both books he takes the safe and unscholarly course of assuming guilt. If desired, I can
expand on this,

Soy Saga is permeated by dishonesty, ignorance, stupidities, factual errors,
childish thinking, incompetent and immature pseudo-analyses, fabrications, amateur $hrinkery
and it is ax}égo-trip.

It is trash and the trash stinks!




“fter reading this and making corrections in haste to be able to get it to you as
repidly as possible I append a bit of trivia that may be of interest and further commentary
on Melanson's lack of scholarship and subject-matter ignorance.

Whei'e he writes about Gaudet I referred to what he omitted of what Gaudet did do,

trying Trotsky¥,
To cobert the assassination into a "red" plot involving nephev, larry

Borenstein. If you or others there like New Orleans jazz, Larry, as of my last knowledge,

Toun
ovned Preservation Hall. aside from playing there, the Preservation Hall bands ¥dur and

have been on TV,

o Bl - it e wlEL

I alao refer to l‘hlanson s lack of lnnowledge of (:audet's connectiona and operation

and I aid mention his sharing of addresses with the Watergate-connected Hullen agency of

the CIA. I forget to inilﬁude the fact that the CIA's Free Cuba Committee also shared

2
some of those adresses, and that is f\lewmt in this manuscript.




