Dear Dick, 7/21/91

Several ﬁays ago, af'ter a very long time, I finished reading and correcting the rough
enclosed. I think I drafted it months ago and inte-mittently I started what will follow
as hit-or-miss and when-I-can, whatever the quality, - get on paper what is in fact
or to a.iiost everyone entircly new regarding the JFK assassination that is relevant to
the approach 1 have in mind on the Garrison/Stone Hoax.

ot the most exciting parts, I think, bat what ¥ could do when I started doing
By ‘

In abouf three cases I've just copied only the first pages of longer records.

Z have the full documents with my set.

We don't know whaty if anything, may eventuate, I vant to make the record for history,
I was told day before yesterday by a multiple-Emmied former NBC producer who now has his
own conpany in the Los angeles area, thgt Warner has budgeted its greatest advertising
and promotiohal expenditures for this .roject, meaning largest ever budget, and if hy any
remote change anyone gets interested, y.u'll have adequate documentation on hand.

These wvere doéuments I had on nmy desk. Yo searching required.

This producer told me he refused to sell “tone two hours of an intverview with
Garrison he filmed during the early Shaw days.

There is a movie on Ruby in the works, I expect a copy of the script soon, but I do
not intend to spend any time on that.

4s of today, nothing from Gandolfo.

Best,



With Garrison charging multlple CIa conspiracies, beginning iy the JFK assassination
w adddim v CiA pud i FET
and in ruining his "“investigation", w1t§’¢iﬁfif3iﬁﬁiﬁiﬁ:ﬁi€'co-conspirators he saw, ranging
from a non-existing sado-massochist ring of the wealthiest and most influential of men
to the most important of the corporations eseg engaged in Wixix®¥yg manufac uring mili-
tary equipment,' with eachﬂoPen microphone, pointed camera or readied reporters' note-
book inspiring additions to the ever-expanding ring; with photographs seen by most of the
country who saw nothing unusual in them perceived by him as establishing that TiaEx
i

his conspirators had a‘commun1cat10ns man right out in the open in Dealey Plaza at the
very monent of the assassination, with a deranged man one of Oswald's CIi "baby sit-
ters" - with the multitude of components, affiliates, off-shoots, hirelings and innocent
A I
dfipes of his CIA conspiracy of ever-growing magnitude - thode of—us with less under—

,hrloh \W"J
standlng of what is required for a reqpons1ble book on that most subversive of crimes, the
assassination of a President than a former major-city district attorney who was a State
Supreme Lourt Justice when he wrote and published h:.s book o# or than a multiple-Oscared

and A
movie scrlpt—wrltep,dlrector/producer who baeed his movie on Garrlson s book,)wkmdLJJ;zs

based-upon mmgudgemmﬁ/ N Boers: dlash v Tellle . gresadtion, o Bl b
the book and movié Both, particulerly the movie that was to record the actual and truthful
"history" of the "crime of the century" in telling the people "who" killed their Presi-
dent, "why" and "how" it was done, all the many existing leads and established factual
information of which they knew required further investigation.

One source of many of the existing leads known to both Garrison and Stone is my
book, "Oswald in New Orleans."

I know that Garrison was wéll aware of its contents because, unknwon to me until
I asked why the book was delayed in appearagggi he had read the manuscript and had
agreed to write a Foreword for it.

I knew that Stone knew from a telephone call qulte some time after I wrote him on

an Lt t(/Nﬂ, /’)

February 10, 1991, It was frow his Jane Rusconi, urces»ﬂRoscon:‘%, who

tQld me- she was—in-eharge—of -his research. They had just gotten.ngyletter, she exclaimed

O gl ,
in seme- excitement berdering on esstasy, aﬁé’ue B0 very plezed to get it. (Clearly they



had not yet read it!) They.were both my "fan#", having read all three of my books. (Of
which there are/%'én.) Most of all they liked and respected "Oswald in New Orleans.”
And could Mr. Stone phone me the next day? Of course, I replied, and as we conversed 1
offered them access to all the records I have obtained by Freedom of Information act laws-
suits, about a quarter of a million pages of previosuly—withheld government records, mostly
the FﬁI's,Ch The J—F’(ﬂ)ill)w Paras bi,itvl(i/i’-/a I/VWZ'J{//‘V{T’” a
Because of the unusual sa.lggtinn of two only of my books by Stone's publicist,
indrea Jaffe, I also tofd“%n“!t‘h;t I had obtained all but one of the Warren Commission's
execuuive se sion transcripts and would, if they desired, make and mail copies to them.
M gisamirs
Several 1wc-)re caused by unconfirmed reports thzt Oswald had been some kind of
government agent, qudte pertinent to thexSkgmmfmxx Stone mp Vie/ Garrison book theme.
Jaffej had ordered -in a rush- the two of my books that include facsimile repro-
duction of two of the teanscripts of sessions on this very subject. Rush, Hollywood style.
Whenever she placed the order, the " rush" form to me is dated February 15, 1991 but

D et
it wasn't mailed until the 28th. I rceived it ThE larch 4 and ma:.lad the books in the next

mail.

/\ Lhose onceF0P SECKET" transcript holding e—Warren Commission's deliberations on
the_;'epert—‘timf‘@swafrd‘hmmrag%b—ﬂm%—l—did aet—publiéh” That qusrter of a million

onte-withheld pages of government records on the assas@:’ination and a not inconsiderable

nusber-of _them related. to- thls_sub.;ect"ﬁe%ofwmrterest to ﬂtone for his movie.
Why-of-no Because, as Stone told David Baron, movie writer for the “ew

Orleans Times-Picayune's "uagu.appe section of lay 24, 1991 - which is after other

criticisn:s had caused cg@nges in the script and after the first of the major criticisus,

by George Lardner in the Washington Post of liay 19 -"We added the researches of about

28 years on top of Jim,"#

74
_% c&di’l«v{w%? e (l {
Mhkiex He like)ineluding-ie what he added to Garrison's book this clainm to have

(

@ ,a,mﬂ'p‘l' ,¢7f’4,;€’ L«yf e (I/l/ﬂl wall -
nueh—that in what he wrote for the Washlngton Pest of June 2 he ity Tis nevie



B <Ja

Those once T0F S.CRET Warren Commission executive-session transcripts that I did

not publish include one on whether or not the Commission would take the secret testinony
z/c/ff/;

by Yuri liosenko, a fermer LGB official with knowledge of its files on Oswald. He had

told the FBI that the KGB suspected Oswald was an "agent in place" or a "sleeper agent"

and that when in the USSR Oswald had been one anti-Soviet,

Grist for the Stone/Garrison mill? Apparently not.

thergof these tr-anscripts dealing with KGB derectors in genersl. &lso of no
interest.

Hor was how the CIA $alked the Commission out of taking Nosenko's testimony vhich,
if he repeated what he %told the ¥BI, which was incvitable, would point an accusatory
finger at the CI4 part of the Garrison/Stone JFK assassination conspiracy.

p/ 'y ﬂlir o .

loz how the CI4 arrsnged that our governnent not ask the USLll for its records on
Oswald, including why it suspected that he was sone kind of American agent.

R , Il lgpc

-n the light of this that Stone, like Garrison before imyGhad no interest in any
of those quarter or a million pages a not inconsiderable nunber of which relate to

: s wol ol
Hosenko, suspicions and reports about Oswald and how it all was officially buried, & het calet.

Should this pair have had any interest? Of course not! They only at'ribute the

assassination to a conspiracy headed by the CI4 - the CT4 that kept Hosenko cloistered

by
without view of sun or moon for three years while pondering how to get rid of him, sk

. . /yYnedivl . . . . . L
zetioRaxas st riving s RIN ErAZELLRARSK ranging from driving him cracy to dropying hin into
the oc%‘n far from shore, all the tine denying hinm any reading natter and in various
ways torturing hime as the CIA confessed officially to the House Select Comittee on

dssassination.

Why was all of this of no interest?



"incorporates everything that has been discovered in the 20 years since Garrison's efforts."”
Eodestﬁis not nnxx§§§¥tunnxflaw! in otone's character. And unless it is assumed that

he is deliberately, knowingly, persistently and repeatedly ungruthful we have to assunme

that his movie includes these quarter of a million pages he did not want because as he

told Baron he "added the researches of about 28 years," ;gggg means all the researches

of any kinf by any one since JFK vas assassinated and, as he wrote the Post, it "incorporates

everything that has been discovered in the 20 yeargﬁ;gili “since Yarrison fell so publicly

so flat on his face.

—
—

Unless he is considered sm wholeheartedly and all encompassing untruthful it has to
be assumed that he "added"qéig’"incorporatedgwwhat he learned from my quarter of a million
pages of once-withhekd records without having looked at theme.

lore, many more pages. When I could no longer sue to compel disclosure others did and

additional >
a great volumé’553f666§a§4;ere rescued from official ob¥ivion. I have file drawers full
of copies and oh boy! do they have records relating to the CIA and assassinations!

They include also proof that the CIA and FBI conspired - perhaps connived would be a
less offensive word, although Stone is long and strong on "conspiracy" - in deciding how
they would respond to Warren Commission uestions and inquiries and that they would volun—
teer nothing at all to the Presidential Commission empowered and expected to get to the
bottom of that terrible crime and report on it fully to st %é’éé”{; (S ctnes g~ cortid fuihlew)

That this and so mnmuch more like it was unworthy of the attention of the men who
proclaimed so often that he was going to tell the ewo people "who" killed their "presi-

dent," "how and "why" they did it may seem odd but then most of us do not really under-
at.nd what it takes to make successful movies, movies so highly esteemed by Stone's peers
that they bestowed two Oscars uupony him.

Without these and othew ®tone claims to having included all that has come to light,
all that anyone, anywhere knows about the JFK assassination and its official investi-

Y
gations while refusing access to so great an abundance of t%gmi claims those of us with
small minds and limited imaginations may wonder about, there remains all the many books

and all that Garrison knew to which Stone "added,"



If these are for the moment limited to "Oswald in New Orleans," which Garrison did
read in manuscript and for which he did write an eloquent Foreword (in addition to handing
out cartons and cartons of them in Nove:ber, 1967) and which Rusconi said was her and “tone's
favorite, meaning, certainly, after Garrison's, and to my first book, "Whitewash:the
ﬁ%port on the Warren Kpport," which Rusconi said had impressed Stone and her, then it is
appropriate to examine the leads in these books and what he and Garrison did -and did not

relevant
do in the bock and the movie alleging those CIA conspiracies witﬁhgﬁgYTEEgs in those books
- .
anguzi;VinforgigggggGarrison was_gi;;n.

&nd_aamIns;ectnr_Ql9g§aau_car:ying;£oxua@d~%he~investi§afi6h of his very pale<tink
Ranther, Jim Garrison,

In that first of my books I wrote of Oswald's career in New Orleans, that it was
consistent onl%?with.what in intelligence is called "establishing a cover,"

such )

Intelligence - that's the CIA's business. &s it is of otEEFYééencies here and abroad.

Garrison was familiar with that first book on the Warren Commission.

Dean andrews, jive-talking, rolypoly New Orleans lavwyer whose Warren Commission testi-
mony L brought to light in that book, the testimony in which he referred to a mysterious
"Clay Bertrans"vﬂu>c;rr§ﬁﬁbn said was really Clay Shaw, the man he brought to trial as
one of those conspirators, told me, "Hal, the Jolly Green Giant (his nickname for the six—
foot-six inch Yarrison) wg}ked into my office, threw your book on my desk, and said, Dean,
you ought to read this." ;gfggfgfaﬂgt was in Noveuber, 1966. ##8 That is when the Dell
reprint appeared. i (e J‘Fakli4¢¢4¢%¢£fZEfL/

Garrison's explanation of what got hifi interested 'is a conversation with Louisiana
Senator Russell Mong when they sat next to each other on a plane trip, It was the doubts
and questions he heard from ;ong, Yarrison said, that got him started,

In support of Andrews statement, as soon as news of the Garrison investigation broke
and reporters flooded into lew Orleans, George Lardner wrote in the Washington Post,"The
scenario guiding New Orleans District attorney Jim Yarrison in his investigation of

President Ke mnedy's assassination can be glimpsed in any bookstore. The investigation is



Gerrison's but the script started with “arold Weisberg, former Senate investigator and
author of'Whitewash'.ees"

T:e Washington correspondent of The Times of “ondon wrote, "One myatery of the
rather mysterious Kemmmdy investigation of the Kennedy assassination now being conducted

by #r. Jim Garrison, the Attorney Yeneral of New Orleans, has been cleared up. The source

e —
of much of his imwextigatism information is Mr. Harold Weisberg, the author of "White-
washtthe ?%port on the Warren “eport.ces”

Further disputing Garrison's explanation of what turned him on is George t‘ard.ner's
report that after hearing the Garrison version and writing his story he asked Senator

he got his

Long. The Senator, he told me, said tThat first imkXimgxhex interest in or knowledge
of what &rriéon was up to when garrisou phoned him and told nin. ho £drden geowosn of T

No matter which version is believed, it is without question that Garrison was

It
familiar with Whitewash and what it reports of Oswald's career on his turf and wasxkix
, . ©

is what pointed him toward Dean imdsmxwmm Andrevs.

This is the Oswald Garrison charged with being g)\rt of the CIi's conspiracies,

Carrismeg.

the Oswald who on Murf was establishing a cover, as :i;s_ done in intelligence operations.

Un this possibility, there is more information in those hundreds of thousands of

must have

previously-withheld official records that frow Stone's repeated accounts he/ absorbed
by @smosis.

Then, with Oswald part of the conspiracy and with “tone basing his movie on Garrison's

ao bl @n Yu o [V 6w Lo
book and as he told the New Orleans paper, on ":'Em", too, and with “tone b?anwofk w’iaat (s
i '
i§ in my book,“' Oswald in New Orleans, the statements of fact and the leads in it become
as .

. oz
pertinent in any assessment of this movie that is to tell an“aad(‘tﬁ book on which it is
based.
T,

Like that Garrison's accused and charged assassination conspirator Oswald had ‘e
exceptionally high security clearances in the Yarines, "TOP SECHET" and "Crypto," neither
appearing on his service record.

Nor in the Navy's inquiry when Oswald "defected" the to USSRH.

Nor in the FBI's imuediate investigation as soon as Oswald was accused of killing

the President.



oa

Garrison's book where, despite Garrison's knowledge of this inf ornation, it does not

/

e o oy athfed

appear aithpugh iF alleges the CIA was a major partner in its conspiracy W /
ao Hwﬁ

(Stone has said reveatedly that he also uces Jin larrs' "Crossfire," axummxmmimxmex
A
an uncritical coupendiun of unoroven theories and other sources he has not specified.

Feither llmrrs nor any of the others to Stone's & liking carried any of the nany leads

on Osvald and his possible connectionsforvard with cnything other than vivid imagination. )



hon s Yy tst”
" How did I get the documentary yeepr00f1the Navy supposedly did not have?
By following one of the many leads in Oswald in New Orleans, leads thatfhéither
Garrison nor Stone followed.
4s a Marine, Oswald had no active-duty assignment that was not connected with the
CIla, '

g

“hus, of course, none of this is relevant in the movie based ¥n. the—booksbotirof

ahcﬁﬁfﬁharge conspirreies.

v
!l

it
But if I had not published Oswald in New Orleans, if Garrison had kot read it before
writing a Foreword for it and if Stone did not like it best of my books, are there
othésﬂleads?
They abound in the Commissionls 26 volumes of &ppendix, especially in the testimony
of Oswald's Marines associations in his MACS outfit, a radar operation, ftom the enlisted

men who went through advanced radar training with hiw to the officer in charge of their

wndg, Wl
y AAD s)
The latter,Zisted in the Commision Report's list of its witnesses as "Diéovan,

John E, &cwuaintance of Oswald in the Marine Corps, Vol. VIII, Pe 289," Lieutenant

Donovan, after listing the impressive list of military secrets Uswald possessed, was
asked by the Commission's questioning counsel Yohn Ely, "Did Oswald have any kind of
clearance?" responded, "He must have had secret clearance to work in the radar center,
because that was a minimum requirement of all of us."(page 298f“)

Hunched over those volumes im all the time he could find for them looking for the
conspiracies the Commigsion had determined in advance not to find and making h;s own up
from time to time Garrison missed the fact that the Navy's records were arranged to
reflect that Uswald had no security clearance, that the Commission then got testimony
from the Marine Corps that he might have had the lowest, of‘gpnfidential” clesrance,
whn bu - _in”* _
et had to have at least "Secret " clearance and then missedYthe testimony of the

enlisted men who had se:rved with Oswald the fact that he was one of five of them only

who had even higher clearance.



He and Stone, believing and prating about CI4 conspirscies, missed this published
testimony and they somehow missed the eight pages in "Osuwald in New Orleans" beginning
on page 87 where I go into Oswald's actual clearances and present an entirely different

thor (e Lmvihissem o [l FB/ PUde . DX joes gy wvtn b ang A
description of him as a person £wem one of the men in that unit who had been” avoided by
all official investigators, . he Office of Navy Intelligence, the FBI, the Becret Service

i . a A ‘
and the Commission at the leasto @e have no way of knowing about the CI4) .
D

4s investigator theér would not find or recognize manure if they fell face-~down in
an undercleaned barnyard.

These leads cry out for pursuit- particularly for those seeking evidence of a

conspiracye.

e ; ;
/,} '(Note o self- detailed in Oswald file undg r Jean “avison's book With Xerd/ s /’
/1

Imagine! The officially-designated assasssin and Garrison's own central conspiractor

/ Mg W Ty
/ had besh LOP SECRET and CRYPTO clear:unces in the official records and these
2 / j AN
- et < lewpitady
t‘Zo demon investigatbr no inteVest in either the official memory-holing or tge fact

Dhein aﬂti/df Lot
~that he had thds'e %e€texceptionally high cleurances !



Conspiracy, of course, mesns no one perséﬁn. The Warren Commission, as had the I'BI
before it, insisted that Oswald was all alone. actually, this(Was the preconceived
Dep uty 4 fovnigCan 2 rd
determination of the Justice Uepartment when Ntcholas #atzenbach wasﬂacting attorney
At THwe alv e FR 1o Ltmmaﬁ)ﬁﬂ\, .
general in the days imgediately following the assassination, 7

Garrison was as specificg as can be in charging in court that Oswald was a conspira—~
tor and was not alone. His alleged co-conspirators were Clay Shaw and David Ferrie.

Having charged Oswald with being part of a conspiracy one would ordinarily think
that with the alleged conspiracy on his own turf Garrison would be looking around to see
if Oswald had had any other associates, whatever their relationship.'

e ot Ne diAnf. In G, wesldn't

He did not even when I gave him proof, redundant proof, once elicited from mxwx
LoymmAddagh

a witness in Yarrison's own office wkmx after Garrison Q@Ed finished questioning him

_Aaeh “bx v Sp,
without adducing that proof. Like all thejﬁther instances, ke just ignored it.

This is to say that it was not the federal government alene that refused to really
investigate. the crime itself. While denouncing the federal governnent agencies for
e
their failures Garrison's actual record isYbf the identical failure.d.
i W
His investigative life was such stuff as dreams are made of and it was rounded with
more than a little diatribe.
He is one who, living in a glass house, got away with a constant barrage of stonese.
He and those he denouced are birds of a feather.
TeaThers
~White in both cases,
A cwt
It is not easy to believe thgt the government would deliberately not investigate
éf‘ ,administration
the most sfibversive crime in a society like ours, most of all the g t
came into being only as a direct result of that crimne.

The decsann it 4o
&nd=i¥ began with breathtaking immediacy. .

el Littvn et yn met b wustigale .
The earliest record I have of this/is from the DallaiJi?IJ?ain assassingtion file.
b/

@@-43—84) 4lmost as scon as it knew the President was sﬁB%*it’Eécide@\not to conduct any

Al and w7 Logran 4 The vevly £1es A

/*nvestigation)Te4EE%Qrm&ne—whethgrserwnet there was a conspiracy. Sw-then-<thed, as this
o vl Ha Lone austerion.

records leaves without question, eiweady decided that Oswald was the assassin. So fast



8

It appears to have been before inside the Dallas FBI office itself Oswald's nane was
known. “his is not conclusive but it is s'ig,r"yested on thic cited record. (()swad's name

was known to those FBI agents on the street and in contact with the police.)



it was before he was even charged with the crime! ‘7:¢.“A/1€

FBI Investigative Clerk Robert G. Renfro took a call from Sergeant H.C. Sherril (sic)
of the suburban Richardson Police “epartment. He "advised that JIM{Y GEORGE ROBINSON and
members of the National States Right§ Party should be considered suspects" because of
"their strong feelings agains;nxizz?;;m" and for other reasonse.

That minuscule party was of the right extreme. 4s of the time pf this call, according

wileh by B Mevaet, é’émﬂ(‘g) LiE " .
to the recodds 6 the Warren Commissiom, there hadbesn several 1, fhreats fron the

NSRP,

Renfro's lead was typed. It was addressed to the Special 4gent in Charge, Gordon
Shankline. No copy was sent to FBI Headquarters or anywhere else. Renfro's lead was
processed through the indices. In addition to a reference to 3 x 5 cards and two other

on o - .

illegible notations four existing Dallas records were posted. One was in a "“£vil Rights"
file; two are in two different "subversive" files classifications; and one is filed under
"Extremist Matters; Civil Unreast", the later a "Security-re_ated Classification.”

4 handwritten notation signed wit‘initials + believe are those of an FBI supervsior,

uA oy 4
"JNH", rcads,'"Not necessary to cover as true subject located."
MU o e -' /
Renfro's lead was indexed, serialized andrfiled, according to the filled-in stamp,
@4—4‘%’

November 22, 1963. That is the day of the assassination. Oswald was not charged until] the
next day.

Obviously, nobody having seen Oswald with a smoking gun, as of the day of the assassi-
nation it had not been possible to conduct enough of an investigation to make the positive

/

decision that the one "located" was the 'true subject." It had not been possible, for
example, rapidly as the FBI performed them, to complete the minimum of the most Wasic
poenkiie than
/fests related to the shooting. The FB;ndid not have the vaguest notion of the President's
wounds, or how many there were.
’ Wﬂv‘

But even if, as was impossible, the FBI[EEEW that it was the "true subject" who had

- e ;7 )

been located, there was no earthly way it could ha e\Eeeidéd, as this record xf nakes

clear it had decided, that the unidentified "true subject" was entirely alone.

The first workigg %2y after the day of the assassination was ““onday, November 25.
ablad . e FBi
Walter Bent, of the Teeal Eastman Kodak Brocessing Servij:9(phone(q( to report that they éad



what most investigators would regard as the most signififant evidence, two reels of 8mm
Mige tutre Bont

color f11m and one of 35mm'§§III§’ﬁ§§;;1bed to h%gf/;ccording to SA Milton L. Newsom's
£E§65¥7f§~_£;; at the instant President KENNEDY was assassinated" and, the Texas
School ook Depository Building having been said by the police to have been the source
of all the shots, the engineer who tock those picture, Charles Bronson,"feels quite
certalﬂ;;s:"s claaly photographed and he feels that the window from which the shots
saxe vere fired will be depicted in the film." (89-43-518)

Wow! Hot stuff, huh?

Not to the FBI., Its Dallas office did not even send this report to Headquarters
and.égiggzgrqand szhfm§:§é§fa§§§ioﬁ7g'd not é?EE‘géij¥he proffered copied.

Why?

dccording to Newsom's second report (89-43-49%) the movies "failed to show the build-
ing €rom which the shots were fired." The 35 mm stillg, taken with a Leica, "did depict
the President's car at the precise time the shots were fired; however, the pictures
were not sufficient clear for identification.”

The last comment, translated from FBI report language into everyday English, means
Sromson's pictyres did not show Oswald with a smoking. gun.

A _Caepalar
The e quite clear and they are quite usable for othco™ "identification™ pueyp

q
purposes", of which there were many, rangjng from where eye-witnesses were "at the précise

—\
time shots were fired" to the positions of the President and al.l others in the limousihe

ot That T o &if,vwng oud aftie. ATt g
with hlm(1§EEn"The positions in which the occupants—were was evidence of quintessential

importance - if a real investigation had been intended.

Those movies that "failed to show the building" even though Bronson had told Eastman
Kodak be believed he had filmed that very alleged sniper-lair window? Well, the vaunted
FBI was again as completely wrong as it could possible have been,

1 got wopies of those records in C.4.78-0322, which was my FOIA suit for all the f33/L)
assassinated-related Dallas information, of any form at all. (It was later combined by
the court with my C.4. 78-0420, an identical suit I filed against the FBI's New Orleans

office.)



Gary Mack, then or Fort Worth Kadio Station KFJZ-FM and Barl Yolz, then star in-

vestigative reporter of the Dallas Morning News, searched for Bronson, who had moved to
Leeatid harr s

uklahoma,léfEAnged to protect hinm by copyrighting his film for him, and in turn Bronson
gave the Dallas Morning News permission to use his film.

Host of the front page of the November 26, 1978 edition is on the Bronson film, in-
cluding an égé;rgement of a?ting#s mu frame of movies, hardly more than a quarter of an

n K Jargir dimmasmagn,
inch{’%g%f‘i§’§faff1iﬁéfsaear when enlarged to about eight inches by nine inches, even

—— by
with the weduced/ 6larit) feedy/the printing process!
could /
It,kEEBT‘udn be used to locate the positions of any eyewitnesses included in the

£ilm, /_Q 804 &[’Vl/ ,ll/f:/’t A f/l’V‘lé Cf’l*f/iﬂ’r.

Inside there is an additional full page\of stories and a fill page of blowups of
the so-called sniper's window.

The FBI said it didn't even show the building.

4n fact it had 87 frames, or 87 different pictues of that very window!

Bronson's camera rolled just before the shooting. He{égﬁed westward into Vealey Plaza
thea and was perfectly positioned to use his Leica that, as it happens, did dhow the
tﬁm&zﬁ@[bh(”l{»%kj killef
assassination and the positions of the people inside and around the limousibe for quite some
distance in all directions. His stills are very, very clear. They hold iportant evide:ce
in any real investigation oif' the assassination. But the FBI refused even free copies.

The Newsom and Horton report also states that one of “ronson's stills "depicted a
female wearing a brown coat taking pictures from an angle, (siq) which would have, un-
doubtedly, included the Texas School Book Depository:ﬁﬁilding...ﬂer pictures evidently were
taken just as the President was shot.”

Did these agents urge or did anyone order that an imumediate search be made for this
woman to be able to use her pictures as evidence?

“0, and there is no notatiaon of any search made without orders on these ??ports.

The FBI had already decided that there was a lone nut assassin and it dienf; want

[/l"l‘/
any truth or proof to disturb its decision. Pictures could be a probeﬁﬁ. They could, as
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qactually did, prove that the icial "solution" is impossible,

Getting Bronson's pictures meant only yrouble for the FBI. Its Dallas office knew
124 Dellgs
éhzs’VWhy else would“z‘t};+ have sent these three reports to Headquarters, ghy else WBHX
did it refuse free copies, or not launch an immediate hunt for the woman ph;tographer?

If the FBI did not have Bronson's pictures it did not have the evidence that dis-
proved or could have disproven its preconceived and for it{political expedient "solution"
to the crime that, as we shall see, it imposed upon the Commission. %w

The Bronson films are far from the only such FBI avoidance of evidence of - crime,
With regard to its avoidance of nost of the pictures, I published a book on this in
early 1967, il}’hotographic Whitewash: Suppressed Kennedy Assassination Picturesi.lt in-
cludes facsimile reproduction Bf“;huxn some of those Comdssion records Vliver Stone in-
sists were to be supprressed until the year 2039,

With Stone and Garrison both disguising their unproven theories and presenting them
as facts and alleging a CI4 conspiracy and with_gtone's claim to have absorbed and used
all that has been learned since Garrison's fiasco, still another of their fumbled oppor—
tunities, which is really their flauntings of their gross ignorance of the crime and its
investigations, 15’;i;min the 1976 reprint of this booke I added disclosed CP4 records

‘m__—zz:JQxi am ,ﬁaaﬁ
that Stone _—EEE‘Tchould suppress untillthe year 2118 and then have the option of sup-

LT
AvA g8/ %%

At
pressing even longer. Its own fecords state cleurly that not offering the Commission any

information about which the Commission did not know - and there were precigfs few possibi-
lities of the Commission[§ knowing what the CIA had that was relevant - was the approved
CIA volicy and practise. &mong the new disclosures in this reprinted edition is the CIA's
analysis of the amateur movie taken by Dallas clothing manufacturer Abraham dapruder.
QYT%at the CIA at that carly date even had a copy of the film was not only not known - the
CIA even pretended to the FBI that izkhad no copy and required o;Z<; r"z;alning‘
purposes. I then asked (page 143) what “solely for training purposes"mﬁg;t. "To train

assassins? Or to teach them how not to get caught?"

The CIA's photographic-intelligence component interpreted this film, regarded by



[ P3N

It knev this without being told. There is no evidence any such instructions were ever
issued. I have no reason to suspect that any were issued. This is the way the FBI -\zork‘s,,t
spontaneously in political case. It worked, hardly the correct description, in exactly
the same way in the/%ing assassination "investigation," even with regard to nany, nany

pictures all of which it avoided.
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the government and its critics alike as a time—clé?% on the assassination, as disproving
the official s"solution." (Reprint edition, pp. 300-5)

in five different analyses of the film to determine when the first shot was fired
(p. 303), all CIA expert imbeliige photographic-intelligence analyses disagree with the
Commission and each and every one is identified as a frame of that film the Commission
itself said represents a time when Osweld could not have fired that sho# from the TSBD's
sixth-floor window!

What is reflected by four of its "panels" (p. 300) reflects the identical’conclusion.

If as few as two CIA emvupoyees knew of these analyses, and clearly many more than ﬁyﬁf
must have, then that in itself is a CIi conspiracy, a wrongful act when if_was charged
with rending all possible assistance and information to the Presidential Commission. The
step in pursuance of the wrongful act is withholding this information from the Commission.

Garrison and Stone have been theorizing éf%%%%ggpiracies and putting them in print
and =&x on film without any factual support for any of them at all.

%=t This CIA information was published in 1976/ in facsimile - copies of the actual
CIA recordse. 4nd it is Stone's uninspired boast that "We added the researches of about
28 years on top of Jim" (Lagniappe") and he wrote personally in his signed article in
th e Washington Post (June 2) that 4is film "F incorporates everything that has been dis-
covered in the 20 years since Garrison's efforts."

and so ofteﬁﬁﬁas declared that his film will tell the people "who" killed their
President, "how" and "why."

The first edition of that book on the suppression of the photographic evidence sold
for ¥4.95. The enlarged 1976 reprint - well within Stone's 28 years since the crime or
20 years after Garrison egged his own face - cost $8.00. Aside from his not inconsiderable

personal resources before he latched onto that reported $40 million of Warner Brothers

e

noney ,&id—have—this—Lortme with which to make his film.

Without investing a pittance for a book that held what he so desparately needed to

,’,’ § i
give a semblance of substance to/the whispy fantasy he was filming.zd- ’lud/t(ﬂlfg :
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Stone's own words eliminate any need to characterize them.
:ﬁe is self-indicted.

y 4
The FBI also had a print of this Zapruder film. It prepared all the Commission's

prints of individual frames from it. It even numbered these frames without telling the
Comnission that the four the Commission itself believed was the most vital no longer
existed in the original of the film, th;g destroying &bout 20 percent of whaf/}he !ié!?g
captured that is obliterated on projection. (Brought to light in WhiteWaéﬁf:5;i discussed
throughout Whitewash II)

Whether or not the FBI had the resulds of the CIA's expert analysis, and I have no
reason to believe that it did, what kind of expertise did it possess or, much more likely,
what kind of expert testimony did it give the Commissionf when it did not offer as little
as a single word =2long the lines of the CIA analyses.

I ax80 know of no reason to tméé;;f' that the FBI is in any way techincally in-
cémpetent.

Can it possibly be that the vaunted FBI could not see what the CI4 did see-and
kept secret for more than a decade?

Whatever may explain these few of so many of the available,igmiroofs in those 200
cubic feet of Commission files and the mmrwxXkmmxExy quarter of a million pages of FBI $7
records that - have, without having all that have been disclosed and the fairly sub-
stantial number of pages disclosed by the CIA under the compulsion of the Freedom of
Information 4ct - if anything that does not indict both agencies can explain it -what
is apparent that contrary to Stone's oft-repeated and false boast to have used in his

_on Ty /{u‘.m A poverds he anf 4 aines o dradeiv
film all available information there is at the very least a subs%antial basis for
suspecting that there was a conspirucy inside the government to suppresse information
about the crime. / 7 /-‘?

It is not all Just the way these agencies work when they have sonething to hide, as

+ w’hlh. W 9 /(dwﬂ"
both axay &s% ié puf in a record disclosed to Mark 4llen by the FBI, an undesdribed
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Yet ignorunt of thigas they are ignorant of almost anything factual, preferring
their own concoctions to evidence, these two have becn shouting "Consﬁiracy!" on every

possible occasimon. The word sells books and entices movie audiences.



outline that will be consiered in greater detail elsewhere that is a tickler and thus is
not serialized in or retrievable from the FBI's filing and indexing system, what appwars
to be a damage-control ouf%f:g:?ZAssistant Eirector(%illiam) Sullivan relationship with
(James Jesuékﬁnggééton (then head of CIA Counterintelligence):pre—arranging of answers
to Commission questions." (Like the CIA, the FBL volunteered no information at all.)

in plain English#, they got together and connived -conspired.

| Lo ant HHerd,
Quoth the record ever more, what was this pair of dream—bojabﬁoing but makéng it all
/4

up themwselves or adding what others invented aqd fabricated to their own imaginings,
added to by ow b b itsd
first Garrison and thenlthe unrestrained and unlimited Stone, when what in the official

£

rcords that I alone have, without having all that was forced out of oblivion under FOI4,
addnot-including my own work product for-all the time sinee-thatassassingtion=tabit
;ess—%han—S%eneis—28ﬁwaa&y~w%s~exaggarates_eneyrh%ing~ias%ie%ively) there is what certainly

- \ “ ),'\7: ,, 4%
must be history's Jargest collection of records about /‘;Eiye.ﬁw/‘i&¢*jééfffffé widvedeyy
o a v o e vendpoissy Py s cde why wlotul amy freifaf el
’ They both ignored gll the available fact while Stone was telling the world that he

S gl T
had "incorporated't’in his film MaIl* of-it,

F ‘ -~ s —

Of all the considerable volume Oé\i 1 records making it clear that xk® it was deter-
mined not to investigate the crime itself that abounds in those records “tone has been
teiiinglfhé'worih’are:sdppressed, I here use another of the earliest evidences of it.
I+ 0 Lemmuaaions ot by mumbiry .

ﬂ;t also happens to be one of the first of the Comiission records $tone said would be

suppressed £a until the year 2039 that was Piwst processed for availability by the

National Archives. I pusblished two excerpts from it May 7, 10 1966, in the first of the
in facsimile on pahe 195.

general editions of“Whittewashiszhere was a 1965 limited edition.)

Soon af'ter the new President was back in Washington, the night of November 22, he
ordered the FBI to make and report a full investigation. On December Y, after leaking
excepts that could and did control what the public and the Commission could believe,
leaking possible only for the FBI, which alone had copies, it handed over its elaborate,

five-volume report. It is identified in the COmmission's records as "CD 1," or "Commis-

sipn Document 1",

In 211 five volumes there are but iwo sentences on the crime itself!



Te first states the FBl's basic conclusion from which it never departed and with
which, in disclosed FBI records, thr .fecret Service also agreeé « «fter stating that
"three shots rang out" this supposedly definitive account ogihe assgssination states:

"Iwo bullets struck President Kennedy, and one wounded Governor Comnally."

Thus all three of the admitted shots are accounted for wrthout accounting for the
one that was known to have mis "missed." This missed shot meags that according to the
FBI and the Secret Service four shots at the least were fired. When the best shots in the
world were not able to duplicate the accuracy and the speed of those thr;yshots attributed
to Oswald with that cheap rifle known as "Mussolini's contribution to humanitarian
warfare -~ the National Rifle Association provided "mgster" shots for the CommissionSs
attempted re-enactment of the shooting - then on this basis alone, the absolute certainty
of at least a fourth shot - there was,wzfbamz with absolute certainty, a conspiracy be-
cause the crime was without the capability of any one man.

,§o, on the basis of what he had in handﬁfwithout adding any investigation of his own,
Garrison had absolute proof of the fact that there had been a conspiracy and he did not
use it in his book, one of the many proofs that the one trail he never took was that of
the assassins, as he had not used it in his trial, and instead flopped in his trial and
as he does throughout, just made it up in his booke

The second of the two FBI sentences on the crime reads, '"‘edical examination of the
President's body revealed that one of the bullets had entered just beloﬁ—;;;;_gis\ggbulder
to the right of the spinal column at an agle of 45 to 60 degrees downward, there was no
point of exit, and that the bullet was not in the body.

Without going into what is wrong with this FBI conclusion and what it would mean wvere
it fully accurate - zgﬁaoes refute the Commission;s conglusions - here we have the fabled
FBI run by~;5§—its world-famous and greatly-respected.F%unding Director, J. Edgar Hoover,
who testified that he read every word the FBI gave the Commission, devoting five fat volumes
to its explanation of that most terrible of crimes, "the crime of the century," and it fails

to even hint at the cause of deathi& 1!

It was the damage to the President's head.

Not a word about it in five entire volumes!




So what was Garrison doing when he deigned using this meager sampling of the proof of

a conspiracy to kill the President in his failed trial or in his book?
ceridinafh

Stone and his "research” directopboth had, reud and like that book,as she told me
and as he has indicated in his public statements.

Did he need anything else, assuming honorable and honest intentions, to tell him that
Garrison's book is no more than a crock of what Pess Frumen hed so puch difficulity keeping

Harry for from saying?

Extra space

Normally the Yeputy 4ttorney General is in day-to-flay qégrge of the “epartment of
Justice's operations. Beginning not later than Jjust after dark, when the President's
body reached Washington indrews air base and the Attorney general, the President brother
“obert, was first onto the pl;Z: through the only open door, the pilot‘qﬂ, his deputy,
Nicholas deB., Katzenbach, became also the ggéing attorney generale.

Quite early “onday morning, Novermber 25, the first working day after the assassi-
nation, he wrote President Johnson through his as%?gned channel, Bill Moyers. I have
one of the Department's file copies, this one ngﬁ?%ﬁgiof its lawyers it ked loaned the
Warren Commission, Howard P. Willens; the holograph, Katzenbach's dwritten original that
he appears to have written right after he knew Oswald had been ki é/" when he had no
secretary available, both fron the fepartment's 129-11 or assassination file; and one of
the FBI's copies. this one from its main assassination file, 62-109060, in which it is
Serial 1399. Other records indicate that the FBI had its copies as early as when the work—
ing day began.

This, obviously, was long before what anything that can with a straight face and
uncomplaining stomach be called an investigation was possible.

{
Katzenbach's first recommenations st & K¢ i 1AL /{}JU’( st
1e The public must be satisfied that Oswald was the assassin; that he¢ did not
have confederates who are still at large; and that the evidence was such that he wouuld

have been convicted at trial.

9} "Such evidence" not only could not and did not exist - the exact opposite in evidence



was in hand - that the gﬁime Bas beyond the capability of any one man, for one example.
His second recommenation begins, "2, Speculation about Oswald's motivation ought
to be cut offeeo"
4side from what this tell us about our [Jepartment of Justice's and this 46ting
attorney general in partdcular believe about the first amendment to the Constitution,
why should any speculation about motive be suppressed? Why should anything be suppressed?
Here again we have those dream boys, the conspiracy twins, once again not being aware
of so much that was available in disclosed official records they could have used to give
a ,wwﬂwwq, ; ’/“Mt’ Thl
—stzﬁaastwh2%4r§fraaﬁiﬁg in their "history" of the crime, as weak & backbone @s one of
strave
It was a330 available a decade before Garrison published his book and it did not
interest hichfiiséae.
There is much more in the disclosed Justice records I got by the Freedom of Informa=-

3ion Act but is any more needed after this?

extra space

What the foregoing and other recofds discuseed elsewhere make clear is that the name
of the FBI's game is "control". When the conspiracy twins base book and movie on the exis—
tence of a conspiracy, that the FBI undertock to control what the Commission could do and
succeeded in di;ingj ertainly this FBI control of what evidence would be gotten and what it
then would let the Commission have bears on whether or not there might have been a con-
spiracy. That and how it controlled the Comnmission is reflected in those transciipts of
the Commission's "TOP SECHET" executive sessions, so secret it did not vermit staff other
than General Counsel J. Lee Rankin, who ran the Commission, to be present.

Whe Stone's Jane Rusconi phoned me I of :.‘eredp:b;s—'_zopies of these transcripts to
her and “tone. Theymot accept my offere ‘his is but one of the many examples of

A ;’//n Vﬂu?r} .
Stone's freference for what C"‘arrison and others up to which Stone adds what he also

otead o] W T Svadubly e tidin ce Ao wadd i svpptsict
ivorticad s ‘ AL ) el §ooat £ i w :
made up 3 for his "history" that would "educate" the people.

Resume with gyéesgir of 1/22 64



