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Dear George, 10/16/.53

I've begun to read proofs of Davison's Oswald's Hames. I have no reluctance in
disclosing my belief, after reading only her notes and Introduction: it is Davison's
Gamess You wil. not read this as critically as I nor will you have the information I
have against which to assess her writing, her honemty and her fairnes, but¥ Ihave
questions about all of these things from this limited reading,

With books of this kdnd I'ce learned over the years to examine citations of
sources. This is bocause they ave usually lacking and lack credibility and often
relevance and because the authors generally kowtow to the demands of scho P
bymaid.ngaahowormtasthatmatmadamandwblammmtinnpos on to
evaluate. I find that Davison conforms. As she does also in her bibliography, another
demand of t e current phony concepts of scholarship. She quotes indiscriminately,
without evaeluation and it is clear, only biased, prejudiced or angled sources
congendal to her own and actually confessed precongg@tion. Newman, for example,
who built a bad book on the eilly notion that Oswald came back from Russia with a
radiof that enabled hin to listen to Castro's broadcasts (Newnan assuaes he did),
thus sugzesting KGB and KGB radiom, when in reality Castro broadcasts were readily
recelved on standard US redios = and besides, Oswald's didn't even worke

There is relevant content in many of my books, particularly Omwald in New
Orleans and the first Whitewash, yet she does not include them in her biblio. She
also could not have ignored them if she had consulted the udual standard scubces.
Need I tell ydu of the relevance of the Commission's executive session transcripts,
which I got under FOIA and published in faosimile in two books? She mskes ne mention
of thepe books or these transcripts in her biblio or notes. How can an honest writer
ignore such sources and yet build so much on a story in a paper Oswald is conjectured
to have read ~whether or not the story was acaourate = so much that in the Intro it is
baslc? See pp. 223

Yet she includes dubious books, like Prigcilla Mellan's, which even Marina
disputed about Lee in thely joint TV appearances.

After I acquired perhaps a half-miliion puges of once-secret ofiicial records
by FOIA litigation - and this is something no serious researcher cannot automatically
learn in the course of the usual reseavch - I've adopted what you may regard as a
slnplintic tes®: vwhether or not writers who pretend to definitive studies ask me if
& have any relevant infornation thoy can use. She hasn't. And I have much. My
presunption, again based on Jong experience, is that those who do not ask do not
want what is uncongenial to the preconceptions with which they begin.

She actually doesn't hide %‘% the complete and unquestionable
accuracy of the official conclusions (at ths ond of Intre) and actually says that she
intends to prove one aspect, that there was no conspiracy. This ghe will do she

also makes clear by equating all alleged conspiracy theories with the ILifton and
Summers books, both of which are at best dublous.

She pgoes further than she. She actually says that all books criticsl of the
Report are uons}:l.mc.g theories. You know very well that is a lie. (See for example
page 15, penult graf

There are factual errors of varying significances, from her covering up of
deliberate official and prejudicial leaking (14) by stating mercly that the media
reported certainninformation. Or that "there was no kbimx index,” freferring to the
Commigsion's evidence, when there is an index to the 15 volumes of mciisousx
testimony and Meagher published an index that included the other 11 volumese

She uses Lane a straw man and equates all or:l.acs with him. He is dise
honest so all critics are dishenest, He picks and ¢ » 80 gll do. Well, I'§e
seen enoughy and T believo cite enough above, to state that nobody picks and holos
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She is not a modest woman. On 19 she boasts that her materlal was not published,
except by the Commiamsion ("mever been published anywhere except in the hearings")
but this,too, is a lie. From her notes I published much of it in 1967. 4nd where
she makes o much of Oswald's writings, a matter I'm certain I'll retuwrn to as I
read more and spot further omissions, I copld have zlven her access to n separate
file of all hia known writings I obtained 2 File It i3 an extensive file of
whichlmadeaoap,vandﬂladupamtalyfortheaccessofoﬂnrs.auImdths
records as I received them, =

Of course there is an alternative to her as a liar on this, but that speaks no
better for her book. It is that sha is gerely ignorant. That and the fact that she
is a woman is all that is required for ~ailer's endorsement,

Where she uses the most dubious sorweas, and ia this instance a fake, she is
careful not to identify the National Enquirer (22, graf 1)

Nor is she above just plain dirty writing (22) saying of the eritical books that
“each claiming to have uncovered the truth about Dallas.® You know that this, too,
ia g lie, atleastabentallﬂwmpundblobooks.'ﬂisinthenddstofmtew
aMnknrywbmuln@ﬁaashnrmminuﬁﬁngtMsm,it“\dum
evidence that Castro's public warming did, in fact, inspire Oswald to assassinate
the presidents” (She has yet to mention Harker's name or how his story was regarded
by most odihnormﬂmitiuinmoonhﬁormtmmm. or even any confimation
of it, themdmﬂumswtstohtmmtheidanﬁncaﬁmoft}mhqm
and Cemer Clavic's fiction in it.)

4s this peint she also invekes "recghrds in the National Marchives,” to which
she says elsevhere she went, leaving it to the rcadar to assume that she spent eons
in diligent research there, when she may have been no more than a tourdiat. In fact
she does not even !mow how to cite such records and never glmwof
citation = other than she could have picked upifrom Idifton. those Peaeers are
ead.l;lr. uniquely and properly cited by an ideutification of their own, each and every
one. ‘et she has none, not one, not even in her notes,

Where she goes into a disgugledly-third=hatd (or worse) represcntion of what
one of the red Childs brethers told the FBI (23) she dces not give his nams or any
source, here or in her notes.

*o cover the Cormissien, she here (23) protenda that plots against “astre were
not lmown at the Commission's time, ¥also. astro himscli had denougtied them and
arrested countless attlipting anssassins, as Was well reported. And in here and elsoe
where conjectwrding about them she omlts that the FII itaelf withheld knowledgs of
those she refers to frou the Cormicsiam,

Only a minor fraction of her writing is included in the notes and I am sure
one of the reasono for these notes, as distinguishied from scholarly focinotes, is
to hide the fact that she cannot source most of it crediblys She begins with pre=
conceptions, if not also longings, in which even the facts of the crime are iumaterial
and even the remote possibdlity of any conspiracy is ignored. Of course, unless she
ignores this poseibdlity and the facts of the efime she has nof book at ali. Again
sinpliotically, the shooting attributed to Oswald, whether as duffer or lucky oney
was entirely bejond the capability of the best shots, who did try and try and try,
On this basis alone, whether one regards Oswald as guilty or innocent, there was a
cqsfipdracye But if thers was a cong » she had no book at all and none of what
it can mean for her. How an honest wrd can even approach a beok of this atated
p:ecgnoapttm without aven a pretense of evaluating the evidence, whether that of
the “eport, which she readx, or of the critical literature, is beyond me.

So also is it beyond me that a writer can pretend honesty to herself when at least

a half-mlllion new pages of Luforuation have been dioclosed and she doeg not even
rention them, leave alone seok accesse 4nd as you lmow, what I have is available to
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~nyone, without supervision and with copless In her case, meaning her subject, this
includes subject filings of FBI and some UIA rocords pertinent to her subjedt and not
from the Cormission's filese It includes, with LHO'a writings, any FBL comments or
dhalyses. It is reasonably obviou: that she did not want anything to trouble her

pro tion.Or she'd have at least made soue effert to learn what there was that
was new and avallable. Yr even written & letter to the FBI askdng it

For her entiredy Intro she is so scholarly she has a grand total of 12 notes,
sowe of which are meaninglass and some are not really notes, such as reference to
the ldebeler memo as in the hives (and also Iifton'a book) (Here egain, that AP
story was obtained by the ¥BI, not the Commission, and is in its files.)

In gonersl, the Yotos wmount to a statement that the Commissdon was right
becauge 1t eays it is right, There is a second lar_m@t soures, HSCA, which ia about
the seme thing. Almost a1l the rest i1s blased and prejudiced and mot iafrequontly
dubdous source of dublous relevan€f/like MoMillan, the Rosenberg case and Hizer,
shrinks, Newnman, Iiftgn, Summers, otc.

She attributes criticism of JFK to LHO (262) but has no refemence to the
official rather than her unofficial source, that LHD liked JFK and his policies.

Some of her notes lusory, liks (263) Li0's allegedly "grandiose planse"
She also qustes Hi on "Usuald's plans." Was he wired into heaven, hg‘l.l.
or did Nowman have a spdfvdal unlnown sourco? How could ho knowy Li0's plansi (264)

267 she refers to a record “obtained under the Freedom of Inforuation Act.”
This sugwests by her, and she didn't. ¥t is no way to clte a source but it is a
way to hide a cribbing.

Some of her notes are exsctly opposite fact, like "Michael Payne and Impwdiddwy
bundle contaiuing ritla." Payne swore to the opposit:, that he knew of no rifle in
the bundle and would have prohibited it, as a Unaker, if he had.

Ha note en Hosty on 272 is not fuctually correct in a singlr aspoct. It is
wipe in all particulars and her cenjecture is without foundation. [ere again, I
have a peparate file of the entire I¢ Insector's Boport and underlying recomds, if
she'd had any intevest in fact. She aleo cites no souree, the purpose of citations.

Based on tuis alene 1 puddiet u groat success for this books The loukker and
more irrcsponsillo a book o this subjec , the more willing publishers ase to do snd
promote it aand the greater “hw reception Ly the nedia, most often these whe nay have
smmgmmtmmmtafm preas should do when there are controe
versial questeons of great moment, And, of course, who in the nadis will criticilzs a
book that presumeas the correctness of the officlal investigation of the nssaseinge
tion whon the media itmelf never really questioned any aspoct of that investigation?

I've been annotating as I read and will continue to co a0 as and when I can.

Sincersly,



Anothor afterthought, “eorge,

it Because I'm intrigued by what does no* interest you at ell in Yean Pavison's
FJ}'«‘I booke
‘}’31 Why not ask her if she is &n any.way related to or to the family of Dr. Alexis

Davison - also of Georgla= where she taught college freshmen, she sayse

He was a spook in our Moscow Fmbassy with a medical cover. Hd was caught in
the Ponkokaky case, gervicing a droD.

And Tor &£11 the anti-Commuist phobia of his mothew, he gave Oiwald her
name and address when LD retwmned to the US and told hin %o look her up.

His mother was a strongly anti-Commudst, White Russian who marded his father
I think when his father was part of our expeditionary force against the young
Commnist state. Or almost during the revolution.

i'm atill Yageinatod that ohe would have gotten Butler's trach and give it as

turning her on.




