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OSWALD TALKED: A REVIEW 

by 
Torn De Vries 

Perhaps a more appropriate title for this book would be 
"Oswald, Gun-running, and the DRE." [1] This web-like 
story demonstrates that Oswald fostered an overtly hos-
tile but covertly cooperative relationship with the anti-
Castro DRE (Student Revolutionary Directorate), while 
at the same time serving as DRE informant for the FBI. 
However, because of the volume, diversity, and com-
plexity of the La Fontaines' new information, this pur-
pose is somewhat difficult to bring into focus during the 
early chapters and in chapter 10. [2] Nevertheless 
Oswald Talked is a well written and important book 
which every serious JFK assassination researcher and 
student should read. It features a host of important newly 
released documents discovered by Mary La Fontaine 
and Bill Adams since 1992, as well as new interpreta-
tions of old evidence, all covering a variety of different 
fronts primarily regarding who Oswald really was and 
who was controlling him. 

The essence of the "Oswald Talked" title is that re-
leased documents show that a man named John Elrod, 
who was imprisoned with Oswald for about four hours 
on 11/22/63, heard Oswald identify a man paraded past 
them as someone he had met in a motel room during an 
illegal arms transaction with Jack Ruby. Other details 
indicate that Oswald not only knew Ruby and was 
working as an FBI informant infiltrating the DRE, but that 
on a different level he was also cooperating with the DRE 
in spreading anti-Castro propaganda, particularly in 
attempting to destroy the Fair Play For Cuba Committee. 
Ancillary to this is the matter of the timing of Oswald's 
various meetings with FBI agent lames Hosty, and new 
information about Oswald's suppressed Department of 
Defense ID card with a suspicious photo [3] and post 
marks, all of which indicate that Oswald received spe-
cial privileges from U.S. intelligence. 

Chapter four contains 48 informative pages of slightly 
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new interpretations of old evidence regarding George de 
Mohrenschildt. It focuses on his strange relationship 
with Dutch journalist Willem Oltmans and also on his 
unpublished manuscript printed in full by the House 
Select Committee in Volume XII. Highlighted are the 
stark differences between de Mohrenschildt's Warren 
Commission testimony and his important manuscript 
version of who Oswald really was, reinforcing the "de 
Mohrenschildt as Oswald intelligence handler" sce-
nario. [4] 

Chapters five through eight further establish the DRE-
Oswald-FBI connection, particularly in terms of Oswald 
reporting to the FBI on the DRE's gun-running activities 
and their upcoming invasion of Cuba, planned for late 
November, 1963. Oswald's cooperation with the DRE 
is highlighted by revelations such as the fact that New 
Orleans DRE leader Carlos Bringuier's "spy," Carlos 
Quiroga, was, according to what landlady Jesse Garner 
told Warren Commission attorney Wesley Liebeler, car-
rying a large stack of FPCC pamphlets when he visited 
Oswald, not just several picked up from the street scuffle 
as Bringuier and Quiroga had said in their Warren 
Commission testimonies. [5] In other words, he was 
making a delivery, not trying to infiltrate Oswald's FPCC 
activities. [6] Chapter six focuses primarily on attempt-
ing to reconcile the differences between Oswald's anti-
Castro associations and what the authors describe as his 
genuinely Marxist soul. 

Chapter nine, titled "It Takes a Woman to Know," is 
most interesting. Based on largely ignored evidence, the 
La Fontaines contend that Silvia Odio, in order to protect 
the ORE, made up her infamous hallway story of two 
Cubans and Oswald coming to her door on September 
26 or 27, 1963. Despite approaching this very skepti-
cally, I am now convinced that they are correct. Docu-
ments show that Odio had mentioned to at least three 
people right after the assassination that she had seen 
Oswald at anti-Castro meetings that fall. According to an 
FBI memo, she considered him "brilliant and clever" and 
was also aware that Oswald had tried to infiltrate the 
DRE in New Orleans and that they were on to him. Odio 
also told Liebeler that she was involved in arranging gun-
running deals. [7] This was independently confirmed to 
the Secret Service by JURE's Rog& io Cisneros, who was 
involved in gun-running with Odio. Her JURE "Oswald 
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in the hallway" story was concocted out of fear that the 

DRE, the organization with which the La Fontaines show 

that Odio's sympathies lay, would be implicated in the 

framing of Oswald. The fact that her sister Annie had 

supposedly corroborated the visit is, I believe, adequately 

explained. Highlighted are Odio's affair with and state-

ments to Father Machann, statements to psychiatrist Dr. 

Einspruch and benefactor Lucille Connell, along with 

the story of her love rival, Marianne Sullivan, who wrote 

a book about their mutual love for Father Machann, who 

disappeared in early October 1963. 

Chapter Ten attempts to bring the DRE - gun running 

- Oswald-as-informant web all together with the help of 

the November 17 William Walter teletype assassination 

warning, which occurred immediately after Oswald's 

little known November 16 meeting with Hosty (reported 

in the Nov. 24 Dallas Morning News) who specialized in 

monitoring right-wing radical groups. According to a 

recent La Fontaine interview of Walter, he had seen 

Oswald's FBI informant file which identified him as the 

informant on the DRE's Lake Pontchartrain arms cache 

raided by the FBI in July, 1963. This is indeed important 

new information. But this chapter is sometimes difficult 

to follow because it exposes a multi-layered web of 

relationships and cause and effect. This and other 

chapters could use helpful summaries such as those in 

Marr's Crossfi le and Russell's The Man Who Knew Too  

Much. 

Besides the Walter information, chapter 10 reveals the 

following: An FBI document shows that DRE member 

Fermin de Goicochea told the FBI details about the 

planned late November invasion of Cuba. But then they 

pretended to be looking for de Goicochea until after the 

Warren Report had been published in September of 

1964. The FBI allowed the DRE arms thefts and weapons 

stockpiling to continue, and although the CIA's Ted 

Shackley was critical of William Pawley's and Clare 

Booth Luce's DRE patronage and the planned invasion, 

his influence was evidently bypassed by other elements 

in the CIA. Mobster John Martino, who was involved 

with the DRE, has said that they were aware of Oswald's 

role as informant and altered it to make him patsy. The 

assassination by Marxist Oswald would bring about the 

late November invasion. 

Much of the final chapter is devoted to debunking  

other conspiracy theories via the La Fontaines' story of 

document discovery and media tribulations. The AP 

wire service ignored their Houston Post story regarding 

the long lost arrest records of the three tramps, found by 

Mary La Fontaine in the released Dallas Police archives 

in February 1992. They tracked down and interviewed 

the "Frenchy" tramp, non-conspiratorial Harold Doyle. 

But despite being journalists themselves, the major me-

dia continued to ignore them of course, so they went 

reeling into the world of tabloid television journalism, a 

fact they relate with a fair amount of good humor. They 

retell the Ricky White story in a rather abbreviated and 

simplistic fashion, and give reporter and CIA asset High 

Aynsworth a well deserved comeuppance for his well 

known (among JFK assassination students at least) sabo-

tage of the Garrison investigation. Appendix A gives a 

basic and helpful chronological summary of the events 

covered in the book. Appendix B, "The Case Against 

Oswald," in my opinion misses the mark by offering a 

simplistic and inaccurate assessment of areas of evi-

dence not covered in this book, mixed with the La 

Fontaines' celebrated "new evidence." 

The primary importance of Oswald Talked can be 

summarized as follows. The documents uncovered by 

Mary La Fontaine and Bill Adams show quite conclu-

sively that John Elrod did in fact hear Oswald refer to lack 

Ruby and gun-running deals while in jail. [81 Miller and 

Whitterwere involved with Ruby in gun-running (Whitter 

also worked as Ruby's auto mechanic), and Oswald was 

both cooperating with the DRE and operating as an FBI 

informant on Ruby's group and the DRE. This is shown 

by his identification of Miller, his associations at 544 

Camp Street, by the nature of his strange associations 

with Bringuier and Quiroga, through Silvia Odio's re-

ported statements about Oswald meeting with DRE 

people, and through his probable informant relationship 

with Hosty. 

Every time Hosty met with him, Oswald would take 

some kind of suspicious action the very next day, like 

mail-ordering the Mannlicher Caracno, opening a P.O. 

box, or, in the case of the November 16 meeting, 

probably issuing the warning which was the source of 

the November 17 teletype. [91 The authors also believed 

that Oswald probably reported the Miller-Whitter gun 

deal that the FBI broke up on November 18, possibly in 
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order to protect those higher up in the operation. Finally, 
the La Fontaines' new Silvia Odio analysis shows that 
she was afraid the DRE would be blamed for the framing 
of Oswald. Many other ancillary bits of information tend 
to support these conclusions. 

Oswald Talked not only provides new information, it 
also confirms the research of many others and expands 
our knowledge regarding Oswald's relationship with 
U.S. intelligence. It confirms the idea that anti-Castro 
Cubans, with the help of elements of the CIA (de 
Mohrenschildt), framed Oswald as a Marxist in hopes 
that the assassination would spark another invasion of 
Cuba which the La Fontaines' evidence shows was 
planned by the DRE for late November, 1963. It signifi-
cantly narrows the search for the specific anti-Castro 
group which helped to frame Oswald, putting that 
responsibility squarely on the shoulders of the DRE. 1101 
It strengthens suspicions and witness reports of a Ruby-
Oswald relationship [111, and adds many important 
documents and details which help bring the framing of 
Oswald into clearer focus. 

But despite the importance of Oswald Talked, it does 
have some problems. The La Fontaines are journalists, 
working in a milieu which has vacillated between ignor-
ing assassination scholars, which the La Fontaines have 
now become, and belittling ideas and people that have 
for many reasons become easy targets. The irony is not 
lost on them, but has possibly forced them into adopting 
certain attitudes. 

One of these is the Maileresque attitude offered prima-
rily in Chapter 6 that Oswald was a "true Marxist" but 
that nevertheless a paradox or conflict existed in his soul 
which allowed him to act in various contradictory ways. 
But for all the trouble they go to to show that Oswald was 
cooperating with the FBI and the DRE, and then to 
explain the contradiction by concluding that Oswald's 
soul was ardently pro-Castro, smacks of equivocation. 

Using reasoning similar to Mailer, Posner, and others 
who say that many have an irresistible urge to believe in 
conspiracy because they can't conceive of the "puny" 
Oswald killing the powerful JFK, I say that maybe there 
is an irresistible urge to ascribe big vision, ego, or 
dementia to Oswald because of what he allegedly did. 
But if the evidence shows that he was framed (which the 
La Fontaines' evidence does show), isn't it more reason- 

able to believe that Oswald only saw his role as a small 
time operative and that he rather enjoyed acting this 
prescribed role, which may or may not have been as 
important to him as any political philosophy? [121 After 
all, he was probably a very good actor. I believe that the 
La Fontaines have fallen into the trap of continuing to 
saddle Oswald with monstrously confused idealism. 

In an "Open Letter to the Research Community" pub-
lished in the December, 1994 edition of The Investiga-
tor I attempted to show that many researchers belittle 
certain areas of conspiracy evidence in order to promote 
their own agenda. They believe, I think, that by deliber-
ately showing they are above buying into certain malarkey 
about the assassination, their aspect of the case will have 
more credibility with publishers, the media, the estab-
lishment, and the public. Certainly there has been an 
incredible amount of disinformation and poor scholar-
ship in some areas of research. But because huge 
amounts of evidence have been destroyed, altered, 
forged and suppressed, and because witnesses have 
been intimidated and their testimonies distorted, the 
primary blame for the difficulty of getting it right falls 
squarely on the shoulders of the custodians of the  
evidence, the U.S. Government. 

In addition to the "Oswald as genuine Marxist" sce-
nario, many other subtle indications of the above men-
tioned attitude are prevalent in Oswald Talked. Despite 
the fact that they often criticize Posner, their two page 
analysis of the single bullet theory in "The Case Against 
Oswald" section is misleading with regard to theessence 
of what Failure Analysis Associates did with the com-
puter enhancements. [131 Their analysis is also mislead-
ing with regard to what the essence of the single bullet 
theory controversy is. For example, the authors suggest 
that although the stretcher bullet was probably planted, 
the single bullet theory is probably still correct. It seems 
that the La Fontaines want to fight the establishment only 
on specified fronts. 

And I have always had a problem with equivocation 
about whether or not the backyard photos are genuine. 
Although the La Fontai nes present some important infor-
mation regarding the photographs, their failure to be 
forthright here is almost unforgivable. I don't need 
Anthony Summers, Hal Verb, Paul Hoch or the House 
Select Committee to tell me that the backyard photos are 
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"probably genuine" when my eyes tell me very clearly 
that Oswald had a chin replacement, not to mention at 
least twenty other well documented problems with those 
photographs. According to the La Fontaines, Michael 
Paine "says today" that he saw one of the backyard 
photographs in early April 1963, which, if true, "would 
make it a certainty that [they] are real, not forged." [141 
I don't follow this reasoning, which is obviously based 
on time constraints. The authors don't attempt to show 
that the photo could not have been faked between 
March 31st and "early April," whenever that was. The 
idea that Oswald helped with the faking, possibly think-
ing of it as "patsy insurance," since the faking is obvious, 
should not be ruled out. (151 

Several times the authors state that they believe the 
actions of J. Edgar Hoover and the FBI indicate that they 
were simply trying to cover the Bureau's ass, and were 
not complicit with the assassination. [161 Of course 
that's the official establishment stance on that issue. But 
a vast amount of information suggests that both Lyndon 
Johnson and J. Edgar Hoover had foreknowledge of the 
assassination. Maybe the La Fontaines believed that 
examining evidence regarding assassination predictions 
made to Bureau informants Jose Aleman, Ed Reid, and 
William Somersett (whose reports certainly ended up on 
Hoover's desk), by Santos Traticante, Carlos Marcelo, 
and Joseph Milteer, would distract from their "new 
evidence." 

The authors take a cheap shot at Gary Shaw, and at 
Beverly Oliver, whom they dub the "babushka lady-
impersonator," without any explanation except implied 
guilt by association with Shaw, who's evidently guilty by 
association with Ricky White. [171 And their frequent 
use of terms like "buff" and "Kennedy-nut" seems calcu-
lated to poison the wells toward other research and 
emphasize the all too common "our research is the 
important stuff because we are not with them" theme. 

Some other problems with Oswald Talked are due, I 
believe, to weak reasoning or lack of knowledge regard-
ing certain aspects of the case. For example, they reason 
that, after warnings by Oswald of a plot to kill JFK, the FBI 
probably believed it had taken enough appropriate 
action by arresting two principals of the gun-running 
subplot, Whitter and Miller on November 18. (181 
(Miller was the man Oswald identified from his jail cell  

as having been with Ruby in the hotel room making the 
gun deal.) How or why the FBI could or would believe 
this outrageously simplistic notion is not explained. 

Another La Fontaine opinion is that the campaign to 
discredit the FPCC was not taken seriously by Banister, 
Bringuier, or Oswald, but was rather a way of promoting 
each man's own particular agenda. 1191 The fact that 
both the FBI and the CIA had been operating campaigns 
to discredit and destroy the FPCC, and that the FPCC was 
indeed destroyed by Oswald's status as the alleged 
assassin, has been well documented in assassination 
literature. But this is ignored by the La Fontaines. 

Most students of the assassination realize that if 
Abraham Zapruder hadn't by chance filmed it, and if 
James Tague hadn't by chance caught a deflected scrap 
of curbstone on his cheek, conspiracy theories would 
have a much tougher time existing. Now add to these the 
La Fontaines' contention that if Oswald can't be con-
nected to 544 Camp street, "then the game's over. 
Posner wins." (201 In other words, if Oswald had 
conducted his pro-Marxist posturing without a proven 
association with an office building tied to anti-Castro 
Cubans, then Oswald must have been the lone assassin. 
I realize that the authors are trying to emphasize the 
importance of the 544 Camp Street information, but the 
argument doesn't make sense stated in this way. 

The subtitle of Oswald Talked: The New Evidence in  
the JFK Assassination, implies that the authors are cover-
ing all the important evidence released since 1992 by the 
Assassination Records Review Board. Of course, this is 
not possible. But the authors could have acknowledged 
that their own finds, which are certainly very important, 
are not the only important documents which researchers 
have recently found. lust open a copy of The Fourth  
Decade, or Probe, read John Newman's Oswald and the 
CIA, or get on the Internet and the AARB's mailing list to 
find that this is true. For example, on page 289 the 
authors refer to a "rosetta stone" FBI - FOIA document 
obtained by Bill Adams, which along with their Elrod 
discovery they consider the two most important finds in 
understanding the JFK assassination. The Adams docu-
ment, obviously important to their research, reveals 
details about DRE activities in Dallas during the month 
preceding the assassination and also why de Goicochea 
was not interviewed by the FBI until September 1964. 
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However, considering the hundreds of important docu-
ments and items of evidence which researchers have 
been citing since 1964, the hyperbole seems unwar-
ranted. The myth, also perpetuated by many media 
critics of Oliver Stone's JFK, is that "old" evidence is 
basically inconclusive or unimportant and only with 
"new" evidence can we really understand the JFK assas-
sination. 

I wish the La Fontaines had asked the following ques-
tion which I have not seen addressed by anyone who 
believes that Oswald was working for U.S. intelligence: 
If Oswald was working for the FBI as an informant, and 
was also possibly an operative for the CIA and other 
military intelligence agencies, how was he being paid 
and where was the money going? I'm not aware of any 
research showing that Oswald spent more money than 
he made at his various jobs after returning from the Soviet 
Union. [211 And even if his classified tax records were 
released, it's quite certain that we'll never be allowed to 
see a line item on a record that shows he was being paid 
as an operative or informant. Was he working for a 
pittance or for nothing because he liked the work and 
had been promised bigger things for later? Or was the 
money possibly going into a numbered Swiss account? 

Despite some problems of perspective, Oswald Talked  
is a very important book. The broad scope of the La 
Fontaines' research into the complex assassination con-
spiracy web did not lend itself to a neatly organized plot 
line and therefore the book seems to jump around a bit, 
much like Anthony Summer's Conspiracy. [221 But it 
was certainly a joy to read a well-written "pro-con-
spiracy" book which has no typos that I could find and 
only two syntactical problems, apparently caused by a 
missing adverb and a missing preposition. [231 Hope-
fully other serious journalists like the Fontaines will 
begin honestly seeking answers to the important ques-
tions which the research community has been asking for 
years. It would be an important step on the road to 
convincing scholars, the major media, and ultimately 
the government to treat the subject honestly. 
Notes 

1. Undoubtedly, however, the book will sell more 
copies as Oswald Talked, perhaps capitalizing on 
public suspicions that Oswald was tape recorded 
during Dallas Police interrogations. 

2. There are a number of reasons for this. For example, 
on first reading I was confused as to who the 
"cellmate" was that the authors referred to repeat-
edly on page 36. There isn't a good reason to keep 
the reader guessing as to whether they (via Elrod) are 
referring to Oswald just because the FBI document 
failed to acknowledge that Elrod identified him as 
Oswald. 

3. The DOD picture 1.D. card issued to Oswald in the 
fall of 1959, before he went to the Soviet Union, uses 
the Minsk photo, obviously not taken until after 
1959, and is the same photo which appears on the 
phony Hidell selective service card allegedly found 
on Oswald at the time of his arrest on 11/22/63. 

4. The authors rightly criticize Jim Marrs' Crossfire for 
unaccountably and totally misrepresenting de 
lviohrenschildt's important manuscript's portrait of 
Oswald. They quote Marrs writing that de 
Mohrenschildt described him as a "cursing, uncouth 
man with assassination on his mind..." The manu-
script actually paints the opposite picture of Oswald. 

5. La Fontaine, p. 162. Brinquier and Quiroga also lied 
about when the incident had occurred. 

6. Although the book is generally well footnoted, sev-
eral times I looked in vain for needed footnotes. This 
page and a quarter description is unfootnoted de-
spite the reference to Garner's testimony to Liebeler, 
and references to Quiroga's and Bringuier's Warren 
Commission testimonies. Other examples include: 
Page 92, where the authors state thatde Mohrenschildt 
"burst into the Oswald household a couple of days 
after the attempted shooting of Gen. Walker, shout-
ing, 'Lee, how did you miss General Walker?"' Not 
only is this an inaccurate description of the Warren 
Commission testimony, it is also unfootnoted. And 
the information on page 212 regarding Earlene Rob-
erts' sister Bertha Cheek being involved in gun-
running probably comes from the "Griffin-Hubert 
memo" 

7. This was a surprise to me. I've read over 70 books on 
the assassination and don't recall anyone referring to 
this important Odio admission from WCIX, p. 380. 

8. However, Elrod apparently doesn't want to talk 
much about what happened. And judging from a 
short video clip Mary La Fontaine showed of him 
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when she appeared on the Oprah Winfrey show with 

Marina (Oswald) Porter on 11/22/96, he also ap-

pears to be quite inarticulate. 

9. The argument could certainly be made that much of 

the La Fontaines' evidence of Oswald serving as 

Hosty's informant on gun-running and the DRE is 

based on post hoc ergo propter hoc. I found myself 

accusing them of that logical fallacy, especially with 

the first few examples they relate, because they seem 

to be uncautious about stating, for example, that 

because Oswald ordered the Mannlicher-Carcano 

the day after his first meeting with Hosty, therefore 

the two events were related. However, as more 

similar examples of suspicious time correlations 

began piling up, I became more convinced that they 

were probably correct. 

10. Reading between the lines, the La Fontaines do not 

deny CIA involvement in the framing of Oswald 

(they do connect de Mohrenschildt with the CIA), 

but their primary story is on the DRE whose members 

were probably acting as operatives. 

11. On page 41, the authors claim that other reports of 

a Oswald-Ruby relationship are mostly "tenuous 

claims (and outright lies)...lhavingl in common a 

lack of evidence...with no support beyond the cred-

ibility of the person telling the story." The idea that 

the sheer volume of reports about a Oswald-Ruby 

connection volunteered to the Dallas Police Depart-

ment immediately after 11/24/63 (about 100, ac-

cording to D.A. Bill Alexander quoted in the Novem-

ber 26, 1963 Dallas Morning News), could have 

indicated some truth behind the "rumors" possibly 

didn't occur to the La Fontaines. They promise to 

discuss some of these "claims" "in later pages," but 

if they did, it had to be anything but thorough 

because it's not in the index and I missed it despite 

reading the book twice. There's also a long list of 

known individuals who reported that Oswald and 

Ruby were connected. These include Madeleine 

Brown, Waiter Weston, William Crowe (Bill DeMar), 

Robert Paterson, Beverly Oliver, Bill Willis, Kathy 

Kay and others. It wou Id seem since the La Fontaines' 

new evidence is solid confirmation of these "ru-

mors," that they should then give some credence to 

them. After all, what are the chances that all these 

people just made up these stories, and then it just so 

happened that Oswald and Ruby really did know 

each other? All this seems to me to be more evidence 

for my theory of an "our evidence is the important 

stuff, and we don't buy into phony theories" sales 

approach discussed later in this review. 

12. But this sounds too much like Jim Garrison and 

Oliver Stone, and, well, it would be just plain 

politically incorrect for the La Fontaines to sound 

like either one of them. On page 210 they slam 

Garrison for "allegedly" wanting to charge Robert 

Perrin, who died a year before the assassination, 

with the assassination. For this alleged "fact" they 

cite George Lardner's "On the Set: Dallas in Won-

derland" article from the May 19, 1991 Washington  

Post. 

13. They created two opposing lawyer's briefs for a 

mock trial. 

14. La Fontaine, p. 223-4. Despite a one page descrip-

tion of Michael Paine visiting the Oswalds in early 

April 1963, which includes the phrase "Michael 

Paine says today" (p.224), there is no footnote indi-

cating whether Michael was interviewed, or whether 

it's hearsay, or whether he wrote this down some-

where. In short, there is no reason why we should 

suddenly believe this modern day recollection of his 

"early April" viewing of a backyard photo. Also, on 

page 380 they state that "credible testimony that a 

genuine backyard photo existed prior to the assassi-

nation would severely undercut conspiracy sce-

narios based on the photos." This makes no sense for 

several reasons. Why would the photo have to be 

faked after the assassination in order for it to be 

conspiratorial? And their use of the word "genuine" 

here is bizarre, as are the phrases "credible testi-

mony" (Michael Paine??!!), and "conspiracy sce-

narios based on the photos." No conspiracy sce-

nario is "based on" only the photos. They are simply 

evidence. 

15. If Oswald was curious or apprehensive about who 

was ultimately controlling his actions, and to what 

purpose, it would have been ingenious to create an 

incriminating photo which he could show was faked, 

just as he explained to Will Fritz and his interrogation 

team on 11/22/63. 
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16. La Fontaine, pp. 315, 369. 

17. Since the La Fontaines, Gary Shaw and Beverly 

Oliver all live in the Dallas area, this apparent back-

stabbing may be indicative of Dallas rivalries. 

18. La Fontaine, pp. 312, 357. 

19.1bid, Pp. 182-3. 

20. !bid, pp. 147-8. 

21. The exception is of course the financing of his $1500 

trip to Soviet Union in 1959. 

22. Summers' book, published in 1980, was also based 

on a flood of new evidence, gleaned from HSCA 

investigators and Summers' follow-up. 

23. La Fontaine, p. 315, "...had turned up (as) an accused 

presidential assassin." And: p. 199, "...were con-

ducting twin background checks (on) de 

Mohrenschildt..." I consider quality editing and 

publishing important because poor quality in these 

areas, rampant in JFK assassination conspiracy lit-

erature, gives academics and others another excuse 

to ignore or discredit it. 

LETTERS TO THE EDITOR 

To The Editor: Although it is ancient history, I would 

like to respond to the remarks directed at me in Vol. 8 #4, 

May 1992 issue of The Third Decade. In the following 

excerpt Scott Van Wynsberghe is at his vitriolic best in 

his references to me: 

"Concerning Chauncey Marvin Holt, the guy who 

thinks he is one of the three tramps, the recent 

revelations from the Dallas police department 

files may have settled that question by the time this 

sees print" 

I have no quarrel with this statement. 	If Van 

Wynsberghe, or anyone else for that matter, leek the 

curious arrest records and other records (or lack thereof) 

from the DPD settles the matter of the photographs taken 

of three individuals crossing Dealey Plaza late in the 

afternoon of November 22, 1996 once and for all, they 

are entitled to their opinion. 

However, Van Wynsberghe is not content with this 

statement, which, one must admit, appears at first blush 

to have some validity. Instead, he starts quoting other 

authors as if their pronouncements were chiseled in 

stone. To continue: 

"lf not, consider this: Holt says he worked very 

closely with Detroit Mafia figure Peter Licavoli, 

who in turn passed him on to Meyer Lansky. 

Robert Lacey's superb biography of Lansky, Little 

Man (New York: Little, Brown, 1991) does not 

mention Licavoli once. Hank Messick's now-

obsolete biography of the Jewish gangster, Lansky 

(New York: Berkley, 1971), likewise fails to cite 

Licavoli. Neither book refers to Holt. Do 1 smell 

a new Robert Easterling?" 

I don't know where Van Wynsberghe's information 

came from that "I was passed on from Licavoli to 

Lansky." In fact, I met Lansky and Licavoli both in the 

waning days of World War II, when I was living and 

working in Baltimore. I was first introduced to Licavoli 

in Newport, Kentucky by Bob Zwick, one of Pete's 

enforcers. This introduction was not necessary, how-

ever, since my cousin, Bud Holt, worked for Peter 

Licavoli and Harry Bennett, Chief of Security for Ford. In 

fact, Peter Ucayali hired my cousin and Eddie Percelli to 
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mentioned in Lacey's book. After my release from 

Terminal Island in 1979, I was hired by Hank Messick to 

assist him in the famous Penthouse Case where Moe 

Dalitz, Mery Adelson and the other developers of the La 
Costa Country Club were suing Bob Guccione of Pent-

house. 

I really don't understand the thrust of Van Wynsberghe's 

caustic remarks in the section of the Third Decade 

referred to above. I suppose he was attempting to prove 
that I had never been associated with Licavoli or Lansky. 

He should confine his research to more productive lines 

of inquiry. 

My suggestion to Mr. Van Wynsberghe would be for 

him to limit the scope of his scurrilous remarks to the 

direct quotations of the authors he is relying on and 

not conjecture about what the author failed to com-

ment on. 

—Chauncey M. Holt 

PO Box 1 773 Lemon Grove, CA 91946. 

To the editor: Although I respect Ian Griggs as a 

researcher, I am not satisfied with Beverly Oliver's 

contention that she is the so-called "Babushka Lady." 

First of all, two photos of Beverly taken in 1963 (one 

published in Nightmare in Dallas and another featured 
in the April 10, 1977 edition of the Lubbock Avalanche-

Journal) show her with much slimmer legs than the 

Babushka Lady, who strikes me, by her appearance, as 

being much older than seventeen. 

Beverly, whom I met at the Sudbury conference, kindly 

sent me a complimentary copy of her book, which I 

hoped would resolve the question, once and for all. I 
was disappointed that no members of Beverly Oliver's 

family such as her mother, sister or brother provide any 

support for her account, and Larry Ronco, who had 
allegedly loaned her an experimental super-8 camera, 

conveniently disappeared shortly after the assassination. 

Surprisingly, she makes no reference to her earlier con-

tention made in a letter to TFD (July, 1993) that she 

danced with Jack Lawrence (aka Donny Allen Lance) at 

the Cabana Motel on Nov. 21, 1963. She also briefly 

refers to a "young woman" with Lawrence Meyers, but  

does not identify her by name (Jean Aase). 

As for her long-time claim of having met Lee Oswald 

at the Carousel with Jack Ruby, l suggested in a letter to 

Beverly that possibly she actually met Curtis "Larry" 

Craford, Ruby's handyman (who told me in reply to my 

1989 letter that he "vaguely" recalled seeing Oswald at 

the club). In Beverly's reply, she seemed to think I was 

referring to Corky Crawford, a mistake also made by 

James Hasty in the course of a telephone conversation 

earlier this year. I sent Beverly a photo of Crafard (taken 

by the FBI), but she did not recognize him at all; which 

is surprising, since he spent all his time at the club and 

much of it with Ruby. 

In regard to Beverly's other contention that she had 

seen David Ferrie at the Carousel so often she assumed 

he was the assistant manager, her description of him is 

totally inaccurate. According to a Secret Service report 

dated Nov. 25, 1963, Ferrie was 5' 11" tall, and yet 

Beverly refers to him in Nightmare in Dallas as being a 

"little man." She also describes him as speaking with a 

southern accent, but I had learned from Perry Russo in 

1990 that Ferrie did not have a southern accent, which 

makes sense, as he grew up in Cleveland (the man whom 

Richard Giesbrecht of Winnipeg claimed was Ferrie had 

been described three years earlier as having either a 

Canadian or northern American accent.) Frankly, 

Beverly's description of Ferrie is actually a more accu-

rate description of Ferrie as played by Joe Pesci in JFK. 

Although Darryl Weatherly's discovery of a document 

(CD 298—cited by Harrison Livingston in Killing 

Kennedy) crediting film footage from the "Babushka 

Lady's" exact location to Orville Nix strongly suggests a 

possible attempt at deception on the part of the FBI, this 

does not prove Beverly's major claim. Even though the 

HSCA did interview her behind closed doors in 1977, 

she was not invited back to testify as an eyewitness, 

seriously reducing her credibility. 

In September 1993 Colin McSween, a long-time re-

searcher who also lives here in Abbotsford, organized a 

conference held at a nearby Baptist seminary at which 

Beverly and Jean Hill appeared. At the request of lean, 

who was aware of my lengthy article questioning her 

credibility too ("Jean Hill: the Lady in Red" available 

from me for $6.00, which the Dallas Public Library 
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