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Chapter I

The Yellow Family

On January 4, 1968, the Literary Supplement of the London Times published one of those remarkable documents which quite inadvertently cast a glaring beam of light into the murky background of a well-concealed event of capital importance.

This was a letter, written on White House stationery, by Mr. John P. Roche, Special Consultant to the President, commending the Edi​tor of the Supplement for having published, on December 14, 1967 the "su​perb analysis" by John Sparrow of a number of books about the assassina​tion of President John F. Kennedy, including several by this author.

Faithfully transmitting his master’s voice, Mr. Roche heaped fulsome praise on the Oxford scholar who had crushed the "Dallas demonolo​gists" and had restored the Warren Report to the historic pedestal from which it had been swept by a tempest of criticism.


“Every one of the plot theories the plot theories must necessarily rely on the inconceivable connivance of one key man: Robert F. Kennedy, then Attorney General of the United States " wrote Mr. Roche, President Johnson s "intellectual-in-residence" since September 1966.  Then the former Brandeis University professor, a subdued egghead among the Texas hicks who crowd the White house, went on to say:

"Those of us who have any know edge of the relationship between President Kennedy and his brother have assumed from the outset that had there been the slightest trace of a cons piracy, the Attorney General would not have slept or eaten until he had reached the bottom of the matter.

"And any fair analysis of Senator Robert Kennedy's abilities, his character, and of the resources at his is disposal as Attorney General, would indicate that if there was a conspiracy, he would have pursued its protagonists to the ends of the earth …”
By a truly ironical coincidence -- if, indeed it was a coinci​dence - these lines were written by the man whose "mind runs on intellec​tual lines that are remarkably parallel to Johnson's political thought" -- as Time on Sept. 16, 1966 said of Mr. Roche - at the precise moment District Attorney Jim Garrison summed up his year-long investigation of the Kennedy murder in these terms:

That at Dallas, on Nov. 22, 1963, ''for the first time in American history, a coup d’etat had occurred, resulting in the carefully planned execution of a President of the United Statues …”

That the chief of the FBI, J. Edgar Hoover, knew five days before the assassination that President Kennedy was marked for violent death at Dallas on Nov. 22, 1963.
That it was Lee Harvey Oswald of all people, who had informed
the FBI chief of the impending assassination attempt; and that Presi​dent Johnson "must have known by the time of the arrest that Oswald did not pull the trigger."

And, wait importantly, that "President Johnson la currently the most active person in the country in protecting the assassins of John Kennedy."
Ponder these unequivocal statements by a prominent law enforcement officer engaged in an official investigation of the President's murder.  They confirm with dazzling clarity everything I have ever written about Lyndon B. Johnson’s involvement in the "Crime of the Century"
: That be is a usurper who came to power as the result of a coup d' etat; that he was the mastermind behind the conspiracy to kill President Kennedy; that he covered up for his guilt by propagating the Oswald Hoax by all means at his disposal; and that he has been shielding the real assassins of the President at all along.

In the light of these shocking disclosures by District Attorney Garrison, which show that my "wild speculations” - as the world press has constantly labeled my writings on the subject - rather fell short of the terrible truth, John P. Roche’s blast in the Times Literary Supplement would seem to be directed at the New Orleans prosecutor, rather than at us writing demonologists.”  The real-life demon Roche is serving appears to be nearing the end of his tether and he is justi​fiably scared.  So he throws his last argument, a seemingly weighty one, into the balance: “the "inconceivable connivance” of the victims own brother.

He dares and taunts Robert Kennedy; sure, any brother worth his salt would have pursued the assassins to the ends of the world.  Why didn't you?  He rubs it in: Conspiracy?  But you, the predestined avenger, never found the slightest trace, or did you?  He gloats over Ro​bert Kennedy's mental anguish and discomfiture: Ate and slept well all those Years?  That’s a good boy.  Keep it up.

Yes, the whole thing is almost inconceivable.  And were it not for the multitude of devastating facts which Garrison has already laid on the line- and I'm sure he is holding quite a few more in reserve for exhibition in court - even I would be inclined to feel that Johnson must he innocent after all and that the Warren Commission told the truth.  Why, can anyone really imagine Robert Kennedy conniving at the murder of his brother, the President.
One cannot imagine it, but it happens to be the truth. Not in the sense, to be sure, that Robert was actually in on the conspiracy, but in the sense that after the deed, he became the No. 1 accessory-after-the-fact; the avenger who condemn everything; the greatest comfort to the assassins of his brother; their strongest and most convin​cing argument in a last-ditch stand against truth on the March.
I shall deal in the following chapter with the haunting ques​tion why Robert Kennedy believed as he did.  But first let us recapitulate what he did to help propagate and buttress The Kennedy Murder Fraud.

The first, and most despicable, thing Robert Kennedy did was publicly to fix the blame for the Assassination on Leo H. Oswald.  It was of course only what everybody did at the time, but coming from the then attorney General., and brother of the slain president, who more than anybody else must have been fully conversant with the facts, it was a thoroughly dastardly thing to do.  Dignified silence on the subject would have been a lot better than siding and abetting the assassins by publicly proclaiming that Oswald had killed the President and that he had done so alone.

Robert Kennedy compounded the inherent iniquity of this knowingly false statement by choosing for it a locale that was bound to enhance its effect enormously.  For it was at Cracow in Poland, where an understandably critical student audience questioned him on the subject, that Robert Kennedy, on June 29, 1964, declared that "there is no question" but that his brother's assassination was the act of only one man, Lee H. Oswald.  He even drove the point home by adding that Oswald ‘was anti-social and felt that the only way take out his strong feeling against life and society was by killing the President of the United States.”
As a matter of fact, Oswald at the time was an FBI informer and was, as Garrison has established, the one person in the world that tried to prevent the crime by warning FBI chief Hoover, five days in
advance, that an attempt to kill the president at Dallas would be made.  One may charitably assume that this warning never went beyond Hover’s desk and that the latter did not share his exact foreknowledge with the man who at the time was his boss – Robert Kennedy.  But the fact remains that the Attorney General at Cracow uttered a deliberate le and that he did so for the obvious purpose of ingratiating himself with the Usurper responsible for his brother’s death.  In return, Johnson, shortly later, kicked Robert Kennedy out of his job, and good riddance it was.

Robert Kennedy is not the only member of the family to blame.  None of them, at any time, put up a real fight for the truth.  Jacqueline Kennedy proved as submissive as her brother-in-law.  She did not balk when the Warren Commission questioned her in a manner designed to obfuscate the truth about the assassination.  She did not protest when her deposition was censored on flimsy grounds and the true record it was buried in the National Archives.  And she flew into a towering rage when William Manchester, to whom she had poured out her heart, in his book manuscript pointed a finger at Johnson as the power behind the assassination, even while otherwise clinging to the Oswald legend.
Yet at the tragic hour, this same Jackie intuitively and spontaneously had grasped the truth and significance of what had happened.  She shrank from Johnson’s touch and his hypocritical offerings of sympathy and she defiantly refused to change her blood-spattered clothes” so they can see what they’ve done to me.”  She even realized instinctively that the Oswald story was a frame-up designed to shift the blame from those really responsible to their political enemies.  Manchester thus described the scene at the Bethesda Naval Hospital where Mrs. Kennedy was waiting while military doctors performed a fraudulent autopsy on her husband’s body:

"Beckoning Jackie aside, Robert Kennedy told her, ‘They think they’ve found the man who did it.  He says he’s a Communist.”

This is a palpable untruth.  Oswald, at no time after his capture, said or admitted that he was a Communist.  An undercover agent for the CIA and the FBI, he had posed as one, however, thus making it easy for the police who had arrested him on false charges, to depict him as a "self-confessed" Red.  Manchester continues:
"She stared.  Oh my God, she thought, but that's absurd.  Later, she would think about hatred and the highly-charged atmosphere of Dallas, but at the moment she just felt sickened.  It was like existentialism, entirely purposeless, and, she thought, it even robs his death of any meaning.
"She returned to her mother. ‘He didn't even have the satis​faction of being killed for civil rights,' she said. 'It's -- it had to be some silly little Communist.’”
Mrs. Kennedy's reaction to the news of Oswald’s arrest and his identification as a Communist by the police clearly suggests that, deep down in her heart, she suspected the falseness of that assertion.  But she had no more than Robert the guts to pursue the murderers of her hus​band to the ends of the earth.  At the end of her year of mourning, she threw herself into the gay life, dancing, flirting, enjoying herself, living the empty life of a gossip column favorite.  If she ever gave a thought to just vengeance, she kept It well to herself.

Edward Kennedy at first gave come underhanded support to some people who urged bin to undertake a private investigation of his brother's death.  He had occasion to rue this short fling at bravery.  On June 21, 1964, he came close to losing his life in the crash of his private airplane near Northampton, Maas.  Although there were clear-cut indications that the plane had been sabotaged before the take-off from Washington, the cause of the accident was glossed over, as usual.  Teddy was cured; he never tried to play the hero again after that.

His mother Rose, who had also for a while considered launching a private investigation into the murder of her son, the President, now also read the writing on the wall correctly and stayed her hand.  The whole clan withdraw into its shell, well aware that it would be too dangerous to fight the Usurper.  And so they decided to play his game.  Robert, the head of the clan took the lead with that unconscionable statement in Cracow - one week after his brother Ted had narrowly esca​ped death in the airplane crash.
The press, to be sure, never saw anything suspicious in all this.  At the time, the Usurper was, still riding high and nobody dared stand up to him.  A few months later, the Warren Commission rendered its phony verdict and all the accessories after the fact heaved a collective sigh of relief.  The most rotten establishment in the world had been saved – regardless of the cost in terms of truth and justice.
The Kennedys, who so are an integral part of that Establishment, also were content to let bygones-be-bygones.  They were still rich and powerful and reasonably happy; they even had become in the eyes of most Americans, “The Sacred Family."

Not in my eyes.  To me, they are cowards - The Yellow Family.

Chapter II
Bobby's Self-Made Trap
Cowardice and political expediency alone cannot account for Robert Kennedy’s failure to “pursue the protagonists” of the plot against his brother “to the ends of the earth" while neither sleeping nor eating, as the ineffable John P. Roche has put it.  Some far stronger force must have been at work to keep the President’s younger brother, who also was his closest aide and confidant, from telling the world the truth about the Dallas crime.
It is not difficult to discern the mature of that overwhelming force: BLACKMAIL.  Lyndon P. Johnson, the Usurper, and his all-powerful secret police chief (I know, of course, “The Director” doesn’t like to be called a secret police chief, but that's exactly that he is in fact), who was deeply involved in !he plot himself, have been blackmailing Robert Kennedy into silence from the first hour of the new regime.

Bobby is vulnerable to blackmail in several respects.

In the first place, he has been for years closely connected with the Central Intelligence agency; he was in fact his brother’s chef liaison officer with the CIA.  It is indeed one of the cruel ironies of history that President John F. Kennedy should have been murdered by the very same gang of secret agents over which his brother Robert was supposed to ride herd for him.  For, there can no longer be any doubt that the actual killers of the President, the "precision guerrilla team" stationed at Dealey Plaza in Dallas, as Garrison has described the gunmen, were trained, equipped and operated by the CIA.

Garrison has long been reluctant to go as far as I did in all of my published books – most of which were out before the Garrison Investigation hit its stride - and to lay the blame for the actual kil​ling (as distinct from the planning, which was masterminded by Johnson and Hoover) at the door of the CIA.  For a long time, he has adhered to the polite fiction that the gunmen were "former" employees of the CIA, causing John Sparrow to wonder in his Times Literary Supplement creation of December 14. 1967:

"Which one may ask, is this harder to believe: Mr. Joesten’s theory that the CIA were actually a party to the assassination, or Mr. Garrison’s that they joined the conspiracy afterwards, to cover up a crime in which they had no hand?”
Shortly after these lines had been published, Garrison definitely shed his reserve in the matter.  Witness this AP dispatch from Amsterdam, February 22, 1968: “District Attorney Jim Garrison New Orleans yesterday charged the CIA with killing President Kennedy and gagging the U.S. press.  He also said “the next U.S. President who tries to put brakes on the war machine and bring peace to this country will also be murdered.”
“Garrison told his interviewer, Willem Oltmans, for the Dutch TV program’ Panorama’: ‘President Kennedy was murdered by CIA elements.  Those who were involved in the murder worked laboriously to give
such a presentation that the suspicion would rest on others.  This manner of organizing a murder is standard procedure with the CIA.

“He said that he assumed that President Johnson know that the CIA killed Kennedy because he appointed an investigation committee of mainly pro-CIA persons.”
Even as the president was being gunned down the CIA snipers in Dallas, at 12:30 on November 22, 1963, Robert Kennedy, in Washington, was entertaining the CIA chief John McCone at his home is Maclean, VA.  This startling fact was brought to light by William Manchester who saw nothing significant in it, though.

Manchester, who got his inside information straight from the Kennedys, as is well-known, also had some enlightening things to say about the true relationship between FBI director and his nominal boss, Attorney General Robert Kennedy.

Hoover, we learn, called Robert Kennedy twice that day, both times talking to him over the extension phone at the end of the swimming pool behind the mansion.  The first call came through at 1:45 p.m. (12:45 in Dallas).

“I have news for you,” Hoover said tonelessly (Manchester reports), “The President’s been shot.”  There was a pause.  Kennedy asked whether it was serious.  I am endeavoring to get details,” said Hoover.  “I’ll call you back when I find out more.”
If this was rather curt and clipped, it was only a prelude of what was to come.  When Hoover called back, shortly later, he was even more callous about the bad tidings.  To quote Manchester again textually:
“The extension by the pool rang.  It was J. Edgar Hoover, Director of the FBI.  The most important detail he had promised to try to get during an earlier conversation with the Attorney-General had just come through.  ‘The President’s dead,’ he said, and hung up.

“He expressed no compassion; he did not seem to be upset.  Ordinarily garrulous, Hoover had suddenly turned curt with his superior … although Bob Kennedy continued in the Cabinet for over nine months, Hoover, whose office was on the same floor, never walked over to offer his condolences …”

Real nice fellow, that Hoover.  The President has been shot, but he is unconcerned, except that he can’t wait for a little detail to come through: is John F. Kennedy good and dead?  He is, and ‘The Director” tells his boss, the President’s brother, about it in three words, then slams down the receiver.  And he never gets around to express one word of personal sympathy to the man who has been his chief for years.

But, why should Hoover grieve or feel sorry for Bobby?  Does the hyena grieve over the carcass it is the process of devouring? Does the jackel express sympathy to the flock from which its prey has been snatched?

Id anybody feels that I am being unjust to the great man who had for many decades run the much-maligned Federal Bureau of Investigation, and who is still running it at 73 -- three years past the compulsory retirement age – let him remember what District AttorneyGarrison has recently established: that Hoover had been forewarned that an attempt to kill the President would be made at dallas.  As a matter of fact, he had

Been forewarned twice, the first time by the Miami police, two weeks before the assassination (for details, see Oswald: The Truth, Chapter 35) and again, as Garrison has found out, by Lee H. Oswald, five days before the tragedy.  And he didn’t lift a finger to avert the murder.

The foul deed done, Hoover instantly broke off diplomatic relations with his boss, Robert Kennedy, even though they latter stayed on as Attorney General.  "The Director" even dispensed with the most perfunctory courtesies of elementary tact in human relationships, as we have seen.  He did not hesitate to snub his own chief in the rudest possible manner, secure in the knowledge that he was more invulnerable than ever now that his old crony and long-time neighbor near 30th Place in Washington, Lyndon B. Johnson, was in the driver’s seat.

And Bobby swa1lowed it all, meek as a lamb.  He allowed himself to be humiliated, time and again, by his subordinate Hoover and he continued to serve faithfully the man chiefly responsible for his brother’s death, Lyndon B. Johnson.

Why did Robert Kennedy take it all -- insult attar injury -- lying down?  Aside from his obvious streak of cowardice, the explanation is that he is a prisoner of his own past.  I have already discussed his closes affinity with the CIA, the agency that killed his brother.  It is not the main point, though it is an important one.

What principally kept Bobby quiet is a massive guilt complex, for, objectively, he shares a large measure of responsibility for the murder of his brother on at last two counts: He saved Oswald from arrest a few months before the Dallas shooting – thereby laying himself open to the charge that he himself gave the presumed assassin a chance to kill the President.  And he pushed Lyndon B. Johnson to the wall like a cornered rat.

The bizarre story of how Attorney-General Robert Kennedy, in the spring of 1963, stopped Police Chief Jesse Curry of Dallas from arresting both Oswald and Ruby for an alleged attempt on the life of General Edwin A. Walker, because the two men were valuable CIA agents, will be found told succinctly in my book Oswald: Assassin or Fall Guy?  And in much greater detail in my German language book Die Fahrheit Uber den Kennedy-Mord.  There is no need for me, therefore, to go into the matter again here, but let it be said briefly that Curry – one of those primarily responsible for the success of the Dallas ambush – has a letter from Robert Kennedy asking him not to arrest Oswald “for reasons of state.”  One can easily imagine how such an explosive letter subsequently could be used against Robert Kennedy by the masterminds of the assassination, even though Oswald was, in fact, innocent of the crime.  For, in the eyes of the public, thoroughly beguiled by the most massive brainwashing operation in history, Oswald was the assassin and if it became know that Robert Kennedy did give him the chance to kill by obtaining his freedom from custody, there would be the devil to pay.

That is one side of Robert Kennedy’s guilt complex.  Evan more important is the other -- the untold story of how the then Attorney-General maneuvered the then Vice-President into a tight corner from which there seem to be no escape except into an abyss of public disgrace.  What Robert Kennedy overlooked was the alternative exit – by way of murder.
Robert Kennedy has always intensely disliked Lyndon B. Johnson and he worked harder than anybody else trying to prevent the crafty Texan from becoming his brother's running-mate on the presidential ticket at the 1960 Democratic Convention (for details, see "The Case Against Lyndon B. Johnson, “Count Three - The Texas Power Grab).  From that time dates the profound enmity between the two men which was to become the single most important element of conflict in contemporary American history.

Bobby’s chance to destroy his hated enemy for good came in the summer of 1963, or so he thought.  The huge and exquisitely sordid Bobby Baker scandal was then brewing, and Vice President Lyndon B. Johnson was caught right in the middle of it.  It wasn't just a matter of his sharing in the spoils of Bobby Baker’s financial depredations.  Potentially far more devastating for Johnson’s political future was the fact that he had been carrying on with several of Bobby Baker’s luscious "party girls," like Nancy Carole Tyler and Elly Rometsch.  (For details, see “The Case Against Lyndon B. Johnson’, Count Five -- The Bobby Baker Scandal: Key to the Assassination).
Once Robert Kennedy had gotten wind of the cozy business and pleasure procuring relationship between Vice President Johnson and Bobby Baker, he set methodically about gathering enough evidence to blow Lyndon right out of the White House, Capitol Hill and even politics.  In doing so, however, the attorney-General committed a grievous mistake.  He instructed FBI chief Hoover to bug not only Bobby Baker's phone, but also those of his close friends, in particular that of Washington lobbyist Fred Black.
Black, the Washington representative of the huge North American Aviation concerns served as bagman for Lyndon B. Johnson into whose pocket he channeled $100,000 from N.A. A. as "campaign contributions" in return for Johnson favors concerning the $400 million Apollo contract and other lucrative government deals.  Johnson at the time was in charge of the space program and able to swing the juiciest N.A.S.A. contracts to the company most generous in greasing his palm.

In addition, Black,  like Bobby Baker was busy procuring femi​nine charms to the high-and-mighty of LBJ’s caliber.  I have already dealt with this scabrous subject in Count Five of “The Case Against Lyndon B. Johnson."  Since then, Drew Pearson has shed some more light on the matter.  Torn between his friendly feelings for Johnson and his journalistic impulses, Drew Pearson, to be sure, approached the ticklish subject with great caution.

"During the bugging or lobbyist Fred Black’s hotel suite the FBI got an electronic earful about some of Washington’s most prominent personalities,'' the columnist reported on December 30, 1967.  There were titillating tidbits about everyone from Lyndon Johnson to the arch foe of eavesdropping himself, Sen. Ed Long …  In their reports to J. Edgar Hoover, the G-men described the bedroom scenes with stilted rectitude.  They carefully omitted all cuss words and merely substitute ‘profane’ or ‘obscene’ in their place..."

Those disclosures by Drew Pearson merely confirm what had previously leaked out about the pimping Bobby Baker and his friends did on a grand scale for their high and mighty sponsors in Washington.
This is not the place to go into further details concerning that unsavory subject.  Suffice to say that the then Vice President Johnson, as a result of the unlawful eavesdropping by FBI agents, which Attorney Robert Kennedy had set in motion, was put in a highly embarrassing position.  His boss, President John F. Kennedy was furious at the ‘Profumistic odors” (as one cartoonist put it) that emanated from the vice-presidential quarters and decided to drop Lyndon Johnny from the 1964 Democratic ticket.  This move virtually consigned the ambitious Texan to the limbo of politics.  He would never again be able to influence things in Washington or to make a comeback.  The most elementary instinct of self-preservation pushed Johnson to thwart Kennedy’s decision and the only effective way was to eliminate the President himself.

That President Kennedy had made up his mind, shortly before he was killed, to "dump Lyndon," was widely reported in the press at the time and has been confirmed by many political commentators.  Most recently, the President’s long-time private secretary, Mrs. Evelyn Lincoln, has also confirmed this report in her new book which gives exclusive insight into the intricate Johnson-Kennedy relationship.

Significantly, the one person close to the President who has consistently denied the "dump Lyndon" reports and who even lashed out at Mrs. Lincoln for making public what the President had told her in confidence shortly before his death, was his brother, Robert Kennedy.

One need not be a psychoanalyst to understand Bobby’s motiva​tion.  The younger Kennedy is laboring under one of the most massive guilty complexes that over weighed on a human being. Objectively speaking, Robert Kennedy is in large measure responsible for the death of his brother, and he is keenly aware of it.  By pushing a man as cunning and ruthless as Lyndon B. Johnson to the point where his sole chance of political survival depended on the prompt removal of his chief and his own automatic ascent to power; Robert Kennedy in effect doomed his brother.

Still I think it would be taking too simplistic a view of the matter to hold that the conspiracy to kill President Kennedy sprang solely from the exposure of Lyndon Johnson in the Bobby Baker scandal and from no other roots.  As I have pointed out in "The Case Against Lyndon B. Johnson,” there are ample grounds for believing that plans for putting Johnson in power the devious way by having him run for the vice-presidency on a Kennedy ticket and then killing off the President at the proper time were afoot as early as the Democratic Convention of 1960.  But apparently the risks were held to be too great and the plan was kept in abeyance for a long time.

However, the exposure of Lyndon B. Johnson in the Bobby Baker scandal, and the political death sentence passed on him by Presi​dent Kennedy as a result, acted as a sort of catalyst that gave shape and urgency to what had been a more or less amorphous plot.  And success of the operation was virtually assured when J. Edgar Hoover, who had been feeding to his friend Johnson inside reports on the Attorney General’s investigation of the Baker affair, rallied to the conspirator’s cause.
At the time of the Baker trial, early in 1967, a heated argument developed between Senator Robert F. Kennedy and Hoover over the question who was to blame for the unlawful ‘bugging’ of the Baker and Black telephones.  It was an almost classic case of the pot calling the kettle black.

Hoover, nettled because the illegal nature of his bugging actions had been exposed in court as a side of the Baker case, publicly blamed Robert Kennedy as having authorized it in his capacity as Attorney General.  Kennedy denied this and indicated that Hoover, in his view, had done the eavesdropping on his own authority.

On November 24, 1966, The New York Herald tribune (Paris edi​tion) remarked in an editorial entitled "Protecting Privacy:”
“It is altogether unlikely, of course, that J. Edgar leaver, in the closing years of a long, honorable and exceedingly useful career of public service will be prosecuted for a crime.  But the awkward truth in that, as director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, he has been responsible for conduct by agents of that bureau which, accor​ding to a Justice Department stipulation in federal district court the other day, violated the constitutional rights of Robert G. Baker.  It is a crime punishable by ten years in prison and a $5,000 fine, for two or more persons to conspire to injure the constitutional rights of a citizen."

When a paper like The New York Herald Tribune says J. Edgar Hoover is guilty of a crime, you can believe it.  Actually, the case in​volved here represents surely the least of all crimes committed by Hoover in his long and dishonorable career which has been exceedingly useful only to the rampant growth of criminality in the United States during his tenure.  As the FBI’s own statistical surveys show, the crime rate rises year after year by leaps and bounds and it certainly will continue to do so as long as J. Edgar Hoover remains Director of Bungled Investigations” (as I called him in “Oswald: Assassin or Fall Guy ")

Hoover has violated the constitutional rights of a lot of far more decent people than Bobby Baker.  He has piled frame-up upon frame-up, injustice upon injustice, in the Rosenberg, Alger His and Oswald Cases, among many others.  Some day the whole world will know what I have exposed again and again in my writings, that Hoover himself had a hand in the assassination of President Kennedy and that he has been assiduously protecting the real murders by all means at his disposal.  He is not just a criminal, but an arch-felon – as practically all secret police chiefs have been from Fouchet down.

Within the framework of his vast eavesdropping effort, Hoover also did, on the side, a little spying on his own boss, the then Attorney General Robert Kennedy.  And he found out something about Bobby’s private life that definitely wouldn’t stand the light of day without incalculable political consequences.  As yet, this is no more than a skeleton in the closet and as long as Bobby behaves, i.e. that he himself keeps the lid firmly on the truth about the assassination of his brother, I suppose it will stay in that closet.
But let Robert Kennedy make another try at cornering rats and expose them to public view, as he did in the summer of 1963, and the ‘electronic earful” which Hoover and Johnson are holding in reserve against such a contingency will make torrid headlines from Honolulu to Hong Kong

I don’t think it will ever happen.  If any man can be trusted never to lift a finger to expose the real murders of his brother, it surely is Robert Kennedy, head of America’s “Sacred Family.”
Chapter XII

The Blindfold Believers

The attitude of the Kennedy Clan towards the Warren Report can only be described as grotesque, even macabre.  All of them -- Robert, Edward, Jacqueline and Mother Rose (the pater familias, Joseph P. Kennedy, has been gravely ill for years and can be counted out in this respect) have at one time or another declared that they had not read the Warren Report and, furthermore, had no intention of reading it.

The Warren Report, after all, is the official account of how President John F. Kennedy was killed.  If anybody had reason to study it carefully, it would be the surviving members of the Kennedy Clan.  Why did they all and sundry refuse to do so?
Is there any other explanation for this seeming puzzle than that the family as a whole knows perfectly well that the official ver​sion of the assassination is a fraud and that it would be a complete waste of time, energy and endurance to delve into that monumental work of deception and hypocrisy?

The day the Warren Report was published, The New York Herald Tribune carried an article by its star reporter Jimmy Breslin entitled “A Brother Who Won’t Read the Report..." based on an interview Mr. Breslin had obtained from Robert Kennedy the night before while driving of with him in a car through Manhattan.  Here are a few significant excerpts from this article which throws a disturbing light both on the Report and on the workings of Bobby’s mind:
"The Warren Report comes out tomorrow,” he was told.

“Yes, I know,” he said.

“Is this going to put the thing right back into your mind all over again?”

‘No,” ho said slowly.  "I don’t need the reminder.  There are a lot of other things to remind me.  I don’t need the report."
“Have you read it?"
"No.  I know what is in it. I’m not going to read the report."
“Not at all?  I thought it is history and you have a sense of history …”
This question by Mr. Breslin is particularly well-put.  It gives vent to the reporter’s own doubts in the matter.  How can anybody with a sense of history, he suggests, bypass an ‘historical” document of such importance – especially when it concerts the assassination of one’s own brother?

There is only one answer to that question: refusal to read the report, by one with as keen a sense of history as Robert Kennedy undoubtedly has, points to an awareness that what the report deals is not history, but myth, legend, distortion, fabrication, Kennedy’s whole attitude during that interview clearly bespeaks such an awareness, as did the monotonous, toneless, even curt “No” with which he replied to Mr. Breslin’s most significant question.
"He said no again, (Breslin continues) and when he said it his head began to shake quickly from side to side and his eyes were looking out somewhere into the streetlights on 86th Street.  For blocks, Bobby Kennedy sat in silence with his head shaking quickly and there was something about the day he had his lips, despair or trying to forget or trying to say something that would change everything."

Breslin here depicts graphically the savage struggle that must have been going on in Robert Kennedy's mind ever since Dallas.  The question: should he speak out or keep his peace? must have been harrowing him relentlessly, day after day, night after night.

The experienced reporter senses clearly that the tortured man beside him is trying to say something "that would change everything."

What could Robert Kennedy have said on the eve of the publication of the Warren Report that would “change everything" if not words to the effect that the whole story was not true, that it was all a big lie, that President Kennedy was murdered for a purpose and that Lee Oswald, if he was a killer at all, surely was not a lone one?

The next passage in Mr. Breslin's article is also highly significant:
“I don't know what it was, but I knew one thing, here, in this car on a street in New York, was, in one face, more of the assassina​tion of a President than all of the investigations and all of the words ever can give.  You saw simple human hurt, and' only a face can express that."

Suppose, for one moment, that the Warren Report's version of what happened at Dallas, on November 22, 1963, was true and that Robert. Kennedy knew for a fact that his brother had been killed by a lone madman venting his wrath against society in a senseless slaying – would Robert’s face have had that haunted lock, ten months later?

A motiveless murder of the kind the Warren Commission ascribed to Lee Oswald represents violent death as devoid of meaning as an airplane accident or a car crash and does not give rise to extreme emotions after a long period of time has passed.  Robert Kennedy's hurt look, his continuous quick shaking of his head, his staring into the night, so long after the event indicate unmistakably that he was not thinking of the death of his brother, but was still pondering the whys and where​fores of that tragic event.

The next ' paragraph in Mr. Breslin's account of that extraordi​narily revealing ride in the dark with Robert Kennedy also points in the same direction:
''The papers are going to print an awful lot of it tomorrow,” he was told.

"Bully for them!" he snapped.  He did not want to talk any more about it.

Why that sudden burst of temper?  Does it not suggest that Ro​bert Kennedy at that moment was close to the breaking point, as he sat brooding over his inescapable dilemma and once again vowed in his heart to keep silent about what he knew to be the cover-up of the century?
One need not look far a field to discover the reasons for this agonizing decision.  At the time, Robert Kennedy, having resigned his post as Attorney General, was running for Senator from New York.  The man from Massachusetts was not particularly welcome in that state and was treated as a "carpetbagger" by a large section of the local press.  Without the lukewarm support which President Johnson had promised him in the name of party unity, Kennedy might lose the race, or so he feared.  Had he given the slightest indication of wanting to torpedo the Warren Report, the primary purpose of which was to attest the "legiti​macy" of Johnson's rise to the presidency, he would have been out of the running and out of politics, presto.

And so, at the very same moment he so intensely betrayed his true feelings to the prying reporter, Robert Kennedy issued at his campaign headquarters in New York a formal statement that said:

"As I said in Poland last summer, I am convinced that Oswald was solely responsible for what happened and that he did not have any outside help or assistance.  He was a malcontent who could not at along here or in the Soviet Union.  I have not read his (sic) report nor do I plan to.  But I have been briefed on it and I am completely satisfied that the Commission investigated every lead and examines every piece of evidence.  The Commission’s enquiry was thorough and conscientious."

If any politician ever issued, for reasons of crass opportunism, a statement more patently false on its face, or one couched in mere dishonest terms, show me.

The other members of the Kennedy Clan followed Bobby’s lead as they always do. Mrs. Joseph P. Kennedy, the President’s mother, declared at a news conference in Montreal, Canada, on Sept. 29, 1964, that she had no intention of reading the Warren Report.  The UPI dispatch reporting this gave no indication, however, as to whether she, too, believed Oswald to have been the killer.

Edward Kennedy, however; strongly reiterated his faith in the Warren Report – which he, too, acknowledged he had never read – on August 1st, 1966, when asked to comment on the various books critical of the report which came out that year.  He felt the findings of the Warren Commission were “correct,” the Senator told an interviewer from UPI.

If the Kennedys really believe this, if they were truly con​vinced that Oswald, the “malcontent” was the President’s killer and that “he did not have any outside help or assistance,” then their attitude toward President Johnson would be logically inexplicable.  In Count 14 of “The Case Against Lyndon B. Johnson” (Why Do The Kennedys Hate Lyndon Johnson So Much.”) I have amply documented the deeply felt hatred and contempt which the Kennedy Clan nourishes toward the man who moved into the White House as John F. Kennedy’s successor.  Most note worthy are the barely concealed strong feelings of Jackie Kennedy for whom Lyndon Johnson truly is an Untouchable, never to be approached and never to be spoken to.  The way Jackie snubbed the President at the launching of the carrier “John F. Kennedy” at Newport News in May 1967 speaks volumes and if the American Press failed to assess this performance correctly, foreign reporters keenly sensed its implications (for details, see “The Case Against Lyndon B. Johnson, Count 14).

One of the most astute and discerning of political observers in America,, Emmet John Hughes, in a remarkable essay on "'The U.S. Government-in-Exile,” published in Newsweek, March 7, 1966, thus appraised the relationship between Johnson and the Kennedy Clan:

There now has come to pass something stunningly new in the old story of America as a haven for men and governments shorn of power and banished from homeland ...  But the politics of the 1960s has fashioned the most spectacular of anomalies, an American Government-in-exile: the Kennedys … Dynasty of ambition, cabal of power, challenge of the Presidency: these feeble or spiteful suggestions of the full historical fact.  For this has now emerged as a movement – a political design -- fitted with all the power and 'pomp and purpose of a government-in-exile.  Quite literally, nothing is missing.  It has its cherished heroes and its appointed heirs.  It has its shinning myths and its tragic memories.  It has its historians to popularize its tale as poetically as Camelot, and its agents to recruit its forces as efficiently as Selective Service.  It has its battles to plan and its scores to settle.  And with discipline and discernment, it views the present as a menial pause between power wrecked and power reconquered …”
Much of argument by Mr. Hughes has been vindicated by recent developments.  Robert Kennedy, after consistently denying for years that he was going to be a contester for the presidency in 1968, stepped into the breach opened by the valiant Senator Eugene McCarthy of Minnesota and is making an overt bid for the Democratic nomination.  The days of Kennedy government-in-exile are over; the reconquest of power is well underway.  But was the “menial pause” really filled with “discipline and discernment,” as Mr. Hughes held, or with pusillanimity and expediency, as I believe?
Nothing that the first of the “Kennedy men” had already been “assigned their stations for the battle of 1972 (l968, as it turned out to be. - J.J.), Mr. Hughes, further on in his column, offers this exceptionally revealing and significant piece of comment: “… For here ( in the great cities and the liberal campuses) it is crucial that the opinion-leaders finally renounce their onetime hero, Vice President Hubert Humphrey, as a collaborationist with the usurping regime…”

The usurping regime.  This was probably the first time the proper term had appeared in print anywhere in the American Press.  And Emmet John Hughes, by making it clear that he is not using it on his own behalf, but rather as a reflection of the way the Kennedys feel about it, enhances even further its impact and significance.

A usurping regime is by definition one that has been estab​lished by unlawful and violent means.  If the Kennedys view the Johnson Administration as a usurping regime and look upon its top officials as "collaborationists," the implication is inescapable that they do not believe the official version of President Kennedy's death, but hold Johnson responsible for the assassination of his predecessor.  There is an unbridgeable chasm, then, between the blind faith in the Warren Report professed by the Kennedy Clan and their deep-rooted animosity towards the usurper and his collaborationists.

More recently, even the New York Times has cautiously hinted

of this schizophrenic Kennedy stance.  When Robert Kennedy finally made up his mind to run for the presidency in 1968, after the March 11 primary in New Hampshire has brought out the depth of anti-Johnson feelings in the country, the NYT (as quoted by the International Herald Tribune in Paris) noted that Robert Kennedy has always looked upon Lyndon B. Johnson as “a usurper – albeit an involuntary one.”

This is, of course, a contradiction in terms, indicative of the paper’s reluctance to call a spade a spade.  There are no involuntary usurpers.  Lyndon B. Johnson is a usurper in the classic, historical sense – and the Kennedys know it.

Chapter IV

The Manchester Caper
Nothing could better illustrate the total insincerity and dupli​city of the Kennedy Clan concerning the truth, about the assassination than their wrangle with William Manchester over the timing and contents of his book “The Death of a President."

This is not the place to rehash the banal details of that sorry episode -- all those trivia and gossip items the press has feasted upon, blowing them up out of all proportion in order to obscure what really mattered in this dispute.

What matters is, in the first place a the timing of the assignment given to William Manchester by the Kennedy family.  By the time the contract stipulation that Manchester should write the true story of the assassination was signed, on March 26, 1964, the Warren Commission had been in existence for almost four months and the process of hearing testimony from witnesses and experts had already begun.
Since the mandate of the Warren Commission was also ostensibly, anyway -- to ascertain the true facts about the assassination, the assign​ment given to Manchester by Robert and Jacqueline Kennedy, at that moment, was competitive in nature and would have been completely superfluous had the Kennedys been convinced that the Commission would tell the truth to the world.  Under the circumstances, the assignment to Manchester, impli​citly expressed a lack of confidence in the integrity of the Warren Commission on the part of the Kennedy family and it was so understood by Chief Justice Warren who subsequently put pressure on Manchester to submit his manuscript to him for approval.  While Manchester has clamed to have resisted that pressure, it is obvious that he reached some kind of accommodation with Warren for he was given preferential access to some of the "evidence" developed by the Commission and he completely toed the official line on the key issue -- Oswald's alleged guilt and lone authorship of the crime.

From the start, the Kennedys have evinced a tendency to monopolize the Dallas tragedy as if it were purely family affair.  But the assignation of a President does not concern solely his relatives; it is a matter of the highest public interest which commands the fullest possible freedom of information and unhampered access to all available evidence by historians; publicists and reporters.  The crassest example of this monopolistic approach by the Kennedy family: their virtual, sequestration of the autopsy pictures, which by all normal rules are public property,

will be dealt with separately in the following chapter.  Here I am pri​marily concerned with the arrogant presumption, by Mrs. John F. Kennedy in particular, that the murder of her husband devolved upon her a duty to restrict and manage narratives of his death.

When Jacqueline heard that another author, Jim Bishop, was wor​king on a book to be entitled "The Day Kennedy Was Shot," she went so far as to write a personal letter to him asking him to halt the project.  She explained that in doing so she was motivated by a desire to "protect President Kennedy and the truth."  In a subsequent letter she informed Mr. Bishop dryly that "none of the people connected with Nov, 22 will speak to anyone but Mr. Manchester -- that is my wish and it is theirs also."  It would be hard to conceive of a more arrogant attempt to ma​nipulate the truth according to one's whims.

Thus William Manchester became, in the words of "Who's Who in the East," no less than the "official historian of assassination of U. S. President John F. Kennedy (designated by Mrs. Kennedy!)"

Official historians are generally suspect and Manchester is no exception.  No other writer on historical subjects in our time has taken greater liberties with the truth than the man the Kennedys "hired" -- to use their on presumptuous phrase -- to record for posterity the true facts of the most momentous event of our era, on a monopoly basis.

If they exclusive assignment given to Manchester by the Kennedys was an insult to the vary concept of freedom of information and research, the subsequent censorship imposed on the author after he had com​pleted his manuscript was an outrage against truth and history that will disqualify the Kennedy Clan forever in the eyes of all genuine truth-seekers and historians.

As Edward Jay Epstein has demonstrated convincingly in his article "Manchester Unexpurgated" in Commentary, July 1967, Manchester's original draft of his book, then entitled "Death of a Lancer," came a lot closer to the historical truth that does the published version.

In his original manuscript which somehow fell into Epstein' s hands while he was researching his own book on the Warren Commission, "Inquest," Manchester described Lyndon E. Johnson as "a chameleon who constantly changes loyalties"; "a capon" and "a crafty schemer who has a gaunt, hunted look about him,", among other well-placed barbs.

The unexpurgated version also described Johnson as a full-fledged hypomaniac," and "the crafty seducer with six nimble hands who can persuade a woman to surrender her favors in the course or a long conversation confined to obscure words.  No woman, even a lady, can dis​cern his intentions until the critical moment.”
More importantly still, the unedited manuscript, according to Epstein, conveyed "the notion that Johnson, the successor, was somehow responsible for the death of his predecessor."


"This concept," Epstein wrote, "gave the original melodrama much of its thrust and such structural coherence as it had."


"The shattering fact of the assassination," the Lancer version states, “is that a Texas murder has made a Texan President.”

In his original draft, Manchester also quoted Kenneth O'Donnell, one of the late President's closest aides, as exclaiming: “They did it.  I always knew they'd do It. You couldn't expect anything else from them. They finally made it."


Then Manchester is quoted as commenting: "He didn't specify who 'they' were.  It was unnecessary.  They were Texans, Johnsonians ..."


All this shows, to put it plainly, that Manchester, too, was originally convinced that the assassination was the handiwork of Lyndon E. Johnson's henchmen and that the then Vice President was direct​ly involved in the plot.


Now it is an acknowledged and uncontested fact that Manchester, in his research for this book, drew heavily on inside information supplied to him by the inner circle of the Kennedy Clan. Jackie Kennedy, at one ten-hour sitting, poured out her heart to the "official histo​rian" and confided to him many intimate details not available from any other source.  Robert Kennedy and many former aides of the President also talked freely to the author of "Death of a Lancer.

It is a certainty, therefore, that the unflattering description of Johnson, as contained in the unexpurgated version, and the dire im​plications of the "shattering fact ... that a Texas murder has made a Texan President," were conveyed to Manchester by the Kennedys themselves.  That the family subsequently moved heaven and earth to stop publication of their own outpourings to Manchester cannot alter the fact that they did give vent, in their conversations with the "official historian," to the darkest suspicions about that "crafty schemer," Lyndon B. Johnson nor can it detract in the least from the authenti​city of these disclosures.


That Epstein's "Manchester Unexpurgated" is based on a genuine copy of the unedited first draft has been candidly acknowledged both by the author and his publisher.  Manchester, in a published statement, called Epstein's technique "equivalent to digging in a reporter's waste-basket" and added, "If someone offers. to show me Epstein's first draft of his book on the Warren Commission I would refuse, because it would be unethical and a violation of his common law copyright.”

Manchester's righteous indignation is misplaced in the case.  Epstein may have used unethical, or even unlawful means In securing this material, but he has nevertheless rendered a great service to historical truth while Manchester himself has trampled it shamefully underfoot in his published version.


Evan Thomas, editor of Harper & Row, publishers of "The Death of a President," also confirmed the accuracy of Epstein's materiel in a statement issued, on July 5, 1967.


Manchester's original draft was edited almost out of recogni​tion by severna1 teams of censors working on behalf of the Kennedy family.  The first of these teams consisted of the Robert Kennedy advisers John Siegenthaler and Edwin Guthman who spent almost four months, with editor Evan Thomas expurgating the Lancer version.  Latter, after Look magazine had acquired the serial rights, one of Robert Kennedy's closest aides, Richard Goodwin, went over the galleys with a fine comb, assisted by the historian Arthur Schlesinger, Jr.

In Manchester's on words (in an interview published by Newsweek on January 30, 1967), "Goodwin was made responsible by Jackie for everything that would be in the manuscript.  Dick tried to emasculate the Lancer galleys.  His editing of the Look galleys was fantastic.  At one point nearly 50 percent of the third installment was edited.  It would have been unprintable.  He was editing largely for political reasons – material about Bobby and Johnson.”


This point, which is of the utmost importance, has been deliberately obfuscated in most newspaper accounts.  The sob sisters of the press, male no less than female, fell ever themselves rushing into print heartrending stories about poor Jackie's sufferings, while glossing over the cardinal fact that most of the editing was done not to spare the feelings of Mrs. Kennedy but those of Lyndon B. Johnson.  Manchester himself has confirmed this.  He told the Newsweek reporters:

"Cass Canfield (chairman of Harper & Row) handed me a letter from Jackie saying there were personal “changes involving her and her children -- but the first six that I encountered in the galleys involved LBJ and had nothing to do with her or her children ..."


What does it all mean?


It means that the Kennedys, after first valuing Manchester with confidences designed to put Lyndon B. Johnson on the spot, got cold feat and frantically endeavored to stem the tide of revelations.   This about-face was prompted by Manchester’s impatience in getting the book published ahead of the schedule originally agreed upon with the Kennedys, which was 1968 -- at about election time.  In late 1966, when the celebrated hassle between the Kennedys and their hired scribe oc​curred, Robert, the leader of the clan, was not yet prepared for an open confrontation with Lyndon Johnson.


Manchester is no less to blame than the Kennedys for the total emasculation of his on total manuscript in the Newsweek interview, he sounds very high-minded and conscientious, but unfortunately it is no more than a shallow pose: "My position was that political material was vital for the historical record and was not negotiable.  Personal changes were something else."


The sad fact of the matter, however, is that the historical record came out worst in this literary feud and that the truth, to Man​chester, has been a highly negotiable item.


Manchester is reported to have viewed the Zapruder film 75 times, but he missed the key fact, i.e. that this film, conspicuously gives the lie to the official version of the assassination.  Josiah Thompson, who in his recently published book "Six Seconds in Dallas" has given the most cogent demonstration of this to date, says in a footnote on p. 16:


"The ten pages of Manchester's book dealing with the actual assas​sination are crowded with errors.  Many are slips of detail … but one error is substantial and especially difficult to understand in light of Manchester's claim in Look (April 4, 1967; that he had watched the Zapruder film 'until I had memorized every movement and found some that the Commission's investigators had missed.'  His book reaches its apex in describing the very moment of the President's death: ‘Now, in a gesture of infinite grace, he raised his right hand, as though to brush back his tousled chestnut hair.  But the motion faltered. The hand fell back limply.

He had been reaching for the top of his head.  But it wasn’t there any more,’ (p. 157).  We know from the Zapruder film that no such gesture ever occurred.”


Actually, Manchester is guilty of much worse distortions and fabri​cations than any of those cited by Mr. Thompson.  Even his fraudulent claim that he had seen the Kennedy autopsy pictures with his own eyes (more about this in the following chapter) is not the worst of his whoppers.

To my mind, Manchester's biggest offense has been his de1iberate garbling of the vitally important evidence of the shooting which was given to the Warren Commission by the two eyewitnesses Ronald Fisher and Robert Edwards and which is even recorded in the Warren Report.  The two men were watching a figure in the sixth floor window of the Texas School Book Depository, where the Commission believes to have been Oswald.  According to Fisher; the man held his attention until the motorcade come in sight because he "... appeared uncomfortable for one, and secondly he wasn’t watching ... he didn't  look like he was watching the parade.  He looked like he was looking down toward the Trinity River and the Triple Underpass down at the end -- toward the end of Elm Street.  And ... all the time I watched him, he never moved his head, he never -- he never moved anything.  Just was there transfixed."

I have always considered that testimony conclusive evidence that the man in the window, whether he was Oswald or not, had one or more accomplices in the area of the "grassy knoll" which lies precisely between the Texas School Book Depository and the Trinity River and Triple underpass.  Normally, a prospective assassin would keep his eye on the parade as it came toward him and also shoot at his victim from this vantage position.


Why, then, did the prospective killer instead turn his head away and gaze intently toward the distant river and Underpass?  Obviously because he was awaiting a concerted signal for simultaneous firing from the front and the rear.  Since I first pointed this out in Oswald: The Truth (p. 345) an important new element has come out: close to the traffic sign on Elm Street., a man holding an open black umbrella above his head beneath a cloudless sky was standing.  From all indications, he was the one who gave the firing signal to the various snipers installed on and round Dealey Plaza (for details, see the Chapter "Opera​tion Overkill" of my new book "How Kennedy Was Killed")  It was toward him and his accomplices on the greasy knoll that the man in the window was directing his unrelenting gaze.


'The tremendous significance of this incident cannot have escaped William Manchester any more than the members of the Warren Commission.  While the latter simply ignored what was so strikingly inconsistent with their version, Manchester went the Commission one better and deliberately twisted Fisher's testimony around.  There is no mention is his book of either the Triple Underpass or the Trinity River in this connection.  Instead, Manchester quotes the witness Fisher as stating simply that the men in the window was looking "to the other side,” -- a phrase devoid of meaning.  By garbling a crucial portion of Fisher’s revealing testimony, Manchester purposely distracts the reader’s atten​tion from a key element in the situation -- one that clearly bespeaks conspiracy.


Manchester also embroidered upon the Commission version in another important respect.  While even The Seven Sages had to concede that they could not find a plausible motive for what Oswald is supposed to have done, Manchester boldly suggests that Lee Harvey was stark ra​ving mad, on the night of November 21st, because his wife had refused him her love and made up his mind to kill the President of the United States for no better reason than that.  And millions of readers throughout the world have swallowed that fathomless absurdity!

To top it all, Manchester lashes out in an unspeakable manner against the dead scapegoat who never had a dog's chance of defending himself, while still alive, against the trumped-up charges that were leveled at him by the Dallas authorities and who is still made to serve posthumously as target for the most venomous abuse.


"He shot the President of the United States in the back to attract attention," Manchester writes.  "Noticing him, and even prin​ting his name in history hooks, therefore seems obscene.  It is an ou​trage.   He is an outrage.  We want him out."


Even Newsweek (April 10, 1967) commented on this incredible performance that it sounded like "almost hysterical rhetoric" and that "... Lee Harvey Oswald is in the history books for good.  Coming to terms with him is the central problem in dealing with the death of John F. Kennedy.  This Manchester ultimately fails to do."  Indeed.


And even to Newsweek, a strong believer in the Warren Report, Manchester's particular version of the Dallas tragedy makes no sense: "The trouble is that all Manchester's demons are right-wingers, and he never persuasively explains how their Kennedyphobia unhinged a self-styled Marxist to the point of murder.'  But, how could anyone explain "persuasively" what is so obviously untrue?

What Manchester has written about Oswald applies to himself.  His "The Death of a President" has no place among history books.  It is an outrage.  He is an outrage.  We -- i.e. all honest reporters and historians - want him out.


And the full responsibility for this outrage rests squarely on the Kennedy Clan.  They hired Manchester, they handed him the most-publicized assignment in modern literature and when they finally forced him to backtrack, it was not in order to revise his patently false account of the assassination but to apply a coat of whitewash to the Usurper and his foul deed.  They are an outrage, too.
Chapter V

The Pictures They Dare Not Show

Easily the most enlightening portions of Josiah Thompson's "Six Seconds in Dallas" are Appendices B ("A Critique of President Kennedy's Autopsy" by Cyril a. Wecht, L.L.B.") and E ("Official Correspondence of Representative Theodore R. Kupferman").  They prove, with dazzling clarity that the Kennedy Clan, far from seeking the truth about the assassination, has stooped so low as to willfully and methodically aid and abet the Kennedy Murder Fraud.  Not just by conni​ving at it, but through positive action -- by hiding, on their own ini​tiative, the telltale evidence of the autopsy pictures.


Dr. Cyril Wecht is one of two most eminent authorities is the field of forensic pathology.  He is Director of the Institute of Foren​sic Sciences at Duquesne University's School of Law; Chief Forensic Pathologist, Allegheny County Coroner's Office; Director of the Pittsburgh Institute of Legal Medicine; and Secretary of the Pathology and Biology Section of the American Academy of Forensic Sciences.


In his devastating "Critique of President Kennedy's Autopsy," Dr. Wecht flays the Government and the three military surgeons who, under its orders, performed an autopsy which reveals "mistakes of pro​cedure and technique which only an inexperienced person could make in performing a medico-legal autopsy."


The government's handling of the case is "fraught with irregu​larities," Dr. Wecht writes.  The first and most momentous of these ir​regularities was, of course, the unlawful removal of the President's body from Dallas in spite of the formal protests by the local coroner.  While Dr. Wecht does not touch upon this particular aspect of the matter - which I have explored exhaustively in Oswald: The Truth (Chapter 29, "The Autopsy Fraud”) -- his strictures on the way the autopsy was performed at the Bethesda Naval Hospital are severs and unanswerable.


“Had President Kennedy been a European head of state," Dr. Wecht states at the outset, "his government would have appointed the most eminent forensic pathologist in the country to conduct the autopsy.  As assistants, such a man would have had two or three other forensic ex​perts or heads of medico-legal institutes.  It is history's profound loss that men of this caliber were not appointed to perform the Presi​dent's autopsy.  Had they been, nearly all the troubling questions about the assassination which continue to vex us today could have been settled at the outset with scientific precision."


"Not only did the Johnson Government fail to provide the best possible autopsy service in the case, but it turned the job over to men who were not in the least qualified to handle it.  As Dr. Wecht points out, there is a big difference between the functions of a hospi​tal pathologist, whose milieu is natural disease, and those of the fo​rensic pathologist who operates in a setting of violent death.  And, as Dr. Milton Helpern, Chief Medical Examiner of New York City, has put it, to give a hospital pathologist a gunshot wound 'case is "like sending a seven-year-old boy who has taken three lessons on the violin over to the New York Philharmonic and expecting him to perform a Tchaikovsky symphony.  He knows how to hold the violin and bow, but he has a long way to go before he can make music.”

Dr. Wecht, therefore, finds it "troubling in the extreme" that a hospital pathologist with no special knowledge or expertise in foren​sic pathology; Commander James J. Humes, was put in charge of the President's autopsy.  He was assisted by another hospital pathologist with no special experience in medico-legal autopsies, Commander J. Thornton Boswell.  Only the third man in the team, Lt. Col. Pierre Finck, had been trained in forensic pathology, but his experience in the past had been mainly administrative, Dr. Wecht point out.


"Given the circumstances," Dr. Wecht writes "what seems to inexplicable is the fact that not one of a score of available civilian forensic experts was called in to perform the autopsy on President

Kennedy…”  After naming half a dozen of them, Dr. Wecht goes on: "The irony of the situation is that those experts are men the military has called upon countless times in the past.  They have lectured at the Armed Forces Institute of Pathology on forensic pathology.  Those are men the government uses to teach, yet in this autopsy probably the most important of the century -- the government chose not to call on them. Much of the controversy and mystery which enfolds the case owes its origin to this tragic choice."


There is no mystery, really, and the choice is tragic only as a yardstick of the abysmal depths of deception the Johnson regime has resorted to in order to cloak the illegitimacy of its ascent to power.  If no civilian experts were called upon to perform, or even to aid in the autopsy, the reason is self-evident.  There would have been the risk that any one of them would have balked at subscribing to the colossal fraud that was to be perpetrated.  While Dr. Wecht understandably shies away from labeling the autopsy an outright fraud -- as I have done from the first day -- his comments clearly indicate that he is not far from that conclusion.


After enumerating some glaring errors and omissions committed by this poorly qualified team of autopsy surgeons, “which cast a shadow over the whole proceeding," Dr. Wecht comes straight to the point:


"Either way we consider these deficiencies, the picture is not reassuring.  If the military pathologists on their on decided not to examine the adrenal glands and the left cerebral hemisphere, then they are to be soundly condemned, and their report Is to be strongly criti​cized.  If they were told by their military superiors to make the omissions and obeyed that order, than two things follow: (1) The pathologists and their report are totally discredited, and. (2) it becomes comprehensible why civilian medico-legal experts were excluded from the autopsy -- they could not have been controlled in this way."


Needless to say, the first alternative must be ruled out.  A trio of military pathologists of *medium rank, assigned the task of performing an autopsy on the body of their slain Commander-In-Chief, would never decide on their own authority to commit irreparable omissions which vi​tiate their report beyond redemption. Besides, far from being condemned by his superiors, Humes has since been promoted and his assistants, too, have fared well.  It stands to reason, therefore, that the three military doctors were under orders to perform an autopsy that could cloak the true number of the shots that hit the President and the direction from which they came -- and such a monstrous fraud could not have been autho​rized by any officer in the Armed Forces, no matter how high his rank, without at least the tacit approval of tie Commander-in-Chief -- Lyndon B. Johnson.


"Given the incomplete, and flawed character of the whole autopsy," Dr. Wecht goes on to say, "what can we know of the nature of the Presi​dent’s wounds?”  After examining that question in same detail and reaching conclusions generally in line with those of all critics of the Warren Report; Dr. Wecht goes on:


"Can anything be done at this point to clarify the situation?  The autopsy photos and X-rays are critical.  Their examination by quali​fied experts might throw great light on one of the questions that
continue to puzzle us today.  The treatment of these photos and X-rays by the government has been extremely irresponsible."

That is putting it mildly.  In my view, the treatment of this crucial evidence by the Johnson regime is not just "irresponsible" but affords clear-cut proof of a conspiracy to suppress the truth about the assassination -- a conspiracy in which the Kennedy Clan played a major part, strange as it may seem to the innocents at home.


In the course of the autopsy at the Naval Hospital, the medical authorities took one roll of 120 film, 22 color photographs, 18 black-and-white prints and 11 X-Rays of the President's body.  Thorough exami​nation of this material by independent experts could certainly settle most, if not all, of the controversial questions concerning, the nature of the wounds. .


By how many bullets was the President struck?  From which direc​tions did they come?  Where exactly did they penetrate the body?  Did they all exit, or were any of them left in the body? Were there areas of simultaneous impact -- for instance in the head, as seems likely because of the massive damage?  These are some of the principal and de​cisive questions the autopsy material could -- and in all normal proce​dures would -- answer.  For that is the basic purpose of any honest au​topsy; to determine the exact causes of death.  And in a clear-cut case of murder, every detail concerning the number, points of entry and exit, paths through the body, and damage wrought by the bullets is im​portant for the identification of the killer or killers and the solu​tion of the crime.  That's what we have coroners for.


To rely solely on the opinion of the doctors, the notes-taken by them, the sketches drawn by then is not enough.  Doctors, like all human beings, can err or lie; photographs ants X-Rays cannot.


In this particular case, there is plenty of evidence of error, negligence, misinterpretation and suppression by the military surgeons involved.  Humes was ordered to destroy a set of notes he had taken and he did so.  Boswell had to admit carelessness in making a sketch with flagrantly wrong measurements.  There were, as Dr. Wecht has brought out, inexcusable mistakes of procedure and omissions.

That's why a careful examination of the photographic and X-Rays material by an independent team of top experts in the field of forensic pathology has always been imperative and still is today.  And that is also why the obstinate refusal of all concerned to compel, or even to allow, such an examination is conclusive evidence of bad faith and of a conspiracy to suppress the truth and to obstruct the course of justice.


All kinds of misleading and evasive shenanigans were used to cloak the stark fact that these photographs and X-Rays were never examined by anybody.  Spokesmen for the Warren Commission at first made it appear as though the Commission had done its duty and examined this ma​terial, but later they more forced to concede that this was not the case.  Chief Justice Earl Warren himself "confided" to a prominent German newspaperman, Henri Hannon, editor of Der Stern, that he had seen these photos and X-Rays with his own ayes -- a flagrant untruth now fully established.  The unspeakable Manchester also tried to get into this act, im​plying in an early draft of his book that he had been allowed to examine this material.  Caught red-handed by Richard Goodwin who knew from the Kennedys that Manchester had asked for, but had been denied permission

to view these photos and X-rays, the hired scribe backtracked into another area of evasion.  In a footnote in the published book, Manchester, admitted that he had not himself seen this material, claimed to have discussed it with three unmade men, each a stranger to the others, who carried "special professional qualifications" and who, he alleges, had examined this crucial evidence.


Again Manchester was caught lying.  In the words of Dr.Wecht:  "It would be interesting to know just what ‘special professional qualifications’ these shadowy experts hold.  Not one of them is known to either Dr. Milton Helpern or myself, or for that matter (as far as I know) to any other member of the American Academy of Forensic Sciences."


Anonymous experts, hearsay, unsubstantiated say-so -- that has been the record, so far, of what is supposed to have been the conscien​tious examination of the most important batch of material in the Kenne​dy assassination case.  And, throughout„ every effort was made to divert, public attention from this material and to make sure that no outsider could be able to get its hands on it, or even to get anywhere near it.


Until early November 1966, nobody seemed to know for sure what had become of those telltale photographs and X-Rays.  The best sleuths of the American press wore unable to pry into the secret of their where​abouts.  All that was known, up to that time, is that Secret Service agents had taken charge of this material immediately after the autopsy and had kept it inaccessible to everybody.


Then, on November 2, 1966, The New York Times reported that the Justice Department "disclosed that photographs and X.-Rays taken of Pre​sident Kennedy, a body at the autopsy after the assassination were turned ever to the National Archives ... by the Kennedy family."


This startling turn of events never receives a fraction of the attention it deserved.  The first thing to challenge about it would have been the fact that the Kennedy family had been given custody of this material at all and could dispose of it at will.


By what right could the Kennedys claim possession of what, in a legal sense, quite obviously is public property?  Those pictures and X-Rays were taken by military personnel on government film and at go​vernment expense; they were made military installation and are enclosures to an official document.  There is no private ownership in them.


Since the Kennedys never did own the material which they “turned over" to the National Archives, they evidently had no right either to restrict access to them -- which they did.


On December 27, 1966, Representative Theodore R. Kupferman of New York, who had previously expressed serious doubts about the accuracy of the Warren Report and who, three months earlier, had introduced in the House a Resolution calling for a new investigation of the Kennedy murder, wrote to Robert H. Bahmer, Chief Archivist of the United States, asking for permission to examine the autopsy photos and X-rays. "In order to have an informed judgment on the subject,” Mr. Kupferman added, he would like to take Dr. Halpern and Dr. Wecht along with him to the viewing, as well as author Sylvia Meagher, a recognized authority on the contents of the Warren Report which she has indexed.


Mr. Bahmer replied on January 6. 1967: "... We have forwarded your request, for access to the autopsy materials to Mr. Burke Marshall,

who has been designated by the Kennedy family to act in its behalf in matters relating to these materials.


"As you may know, these materials were accepted for deposit in the National Archives under authority of 44 USC 397e.  Conditions imposed by the Kennedy family pursuant to this authority provide that for a period of five years these items, unless otherwise determined by Mr. Marshall, may be made available only to persons authorized to act for a committee of the Congress or a committee or agency in the Executive Branch vested with authority to investigate matters relating to the death of President Kennedy."


The Kennedys, it has since been learned, gained possession of the autopsy photos and X-Rays as early as April. 1965.  What kind of arrange​ment they made with the government, which until that time had kept custo​dy of the materials, is not known.  It is clear, though, that the arrange​ment was illegal per se.  Barring an Act of Congress, no one had the right to turn over this government property to the arbitrary disposal of pri​vate interests.  And the conditions imposed by the family are therefore also legally invalid.  However, since possession is nine tenths of the law, as experience has it, the arrangement proved effective in barring access to the materials even to such extremely qualified persons as the forensic pathology experts Wecht and Halpern.


It appears from the terms of the arrangement that the Kennedys do not exclude the possibility that at some future date “matters relating to the death of President Kennedy" may again come up for investigation either by Congress or by the Executive Branch.  They also gave to the family lawyer, Burke Marshall, authority to determine otherwise, i.e. to grant access to the materials also to private individuals according to his discretion.  The arrangement, therefore, is flexible but keeps the family in control until November 1971.

The data is curious, for at the time the arrangement was made it was generally taken for granted that Lyndon B. Johnson.  Johnson would seek reelection in 1968 and that he would stand a good chance of winning it.  He would definitely have to yield the White House, then, if 1972, but until that time would be in a position to prevent a new investigation.  In the light of these facts one must assume that there exists a tacit agreement between Johnson and the Kennedy family to leave the matter in abeyance until the end of Johnson's prospective second term.

In any event, the responsibility for keeping the American public in the dark about what really happened at Dallas on Nov. 22, 1963, now rests squarely with the Kennedy family.  They could have opened the flood-gates of truth long ago, but they chose not to do so.


Mr. Burke Marshall, to whom the letter from Rep. Kupferman had been referred by the Archivist, replied on January 25, 1967, as follows:


“… The wishes of the Kennedy family, as reflected in the agreement by which the material was given to the United State's, are that there be no examination of the material for at least five years, except by a properly authorized federal government agency.  Thereafter inspection will be limited to persons professionally qualified to evaluate medical evi​dence, for serious historical purposes.  The reasons for these restric​tions are obvious (to whom - J.J.).


“While the first of these provisions could be waived, I have concluded that I should not do so.  I have given careful consideration, because of your official position, to the question whether an exception should be made in your case, and I have decided that there is no basis for that, particularly in the light of the second restriction referred to.
It would then be at least very difficult to refuse other requests, and the consequences would be very painful for Mrs. Kennedy and the family ..."


Again that inane, mawkish, altogether hypocritical argument that the feelings of Jacqueline Kennedy and her children must be spared at all costs.  It was first used by Jack Ruby who, as is well known, was prompted to kill Oswald by the noble impulse of saving poor Jackie another trip to Dallas as a witness at the assassin's trial.  Again it was used, lavishly, to emasculate the Manchester took and strip it of whatever historical value it might have had.  And now Burke Marshall uses it to prevent a Congressman and two of America's foremost experts in forensic pathology from taking a close, independent look at the mute evidence of monstrous fraud.


It is to be presumed that the Kennedy family or, at any rate, Ro​bert Kennedy, who used to be Attorney General of the United States, found the time to examine the autopsy materials relating to his brother's death during the 18 months the photos and X-Rays more in the possession of the Kennedy family.  If he found them to be in accordance with the official version of the assassination, why should he have taken all those safeguards against public inspection?


In order to spare Jackie's feelings?  But, if there was nothing to hide, if all was on the level, if the autopsy pictures confirmed the au​topsy report -- then even the most unscrupulous sensationalist could get no publicity mileage out of reproducing these materials in the press or is a book.  Every editor would yawn at such corroboration of long-accepted official truth.


No -- all this is nothing but sham, hypocrisy and evasion.  There is only one plausible reason why the Kennedys would want to conceal those pictures and X-Ray from public viewing.  It is because they know, as an absolute certainty, that a careful study of these autopsy materials by independent experts would bring out the truth about the assassination -- and that it would be at opposite poles from the "official truth."


And they don't feel they are ready yet for the ultimately inevi​table confrontation with Lyndon B. Johnson, The Usurper.

Chapter VI

For Jim Garrison - A Kennedy Torpedo


Had Robert Kennedy really believed, for one moment, that his brother had been slain by Oswald, the looney loner, under the conditions described in the Warren Report, even a perfunctory reading of some of the statements made by District Attorney Jim Garrison about the results of his painstaking investigation would have been enough to set him right.


Garrison's repeated and emphatic assertion that Lee Harvey Os​wald did not kill anybody in Dallas;


That the assassination was the fruit of an elaborate, carefully planned and well executed conspiracy;


That it represented "the first coup d' etat in American history;”

That President Kennedy had been "executed" by a precision guerril​la team of from 7 to 11 persons, trained and equipped by the CIA;

That the real assassins are being "actively protected" by the incumbent President of the United States;


And that "the conclusions of the Warren Commission constitute a gi​gantic fraud -- quite possibly the largest ever perpetrated on the planet."


Oughtn't all that to have been a tough to make Bobby prick up his ears?  Or even to elicit from him some kind of positive response: a desire to go to New Orleans, to listen intently to the hard-working district attorney, maybe even to offer him some help?

By all normal standards of human behavior Robert Kennedy and the Kennedy Clan ought to have welcomed Garrison's daring initiative and treated him as a natural ally.


Well, they didn't.  Instead, they have been fighting Garrison all along, almost as hard as The Usurper himself.  Truly a nauseating per​formance.


I need not go again here into the details of the strained relationship between Garrison and Robert Kennedy which I have already set forth at some length in my book "The Garrison Enquiry."


Suffice it to say that when William H. Gurvich, who had been one of the district attorney's close aides in the early stage of the enquiry, decided in May 1967 to double-cross his chief and help to wreck the inves​tigation, one of his first moves was to get in touch with Senator Robert Kennedy in New York (on June 8th).  Later, Gurvich told the press he was going to complain to a federal grand jury about Garrison's alleged vio​lation of Clay Shaw's "civil rights" and added with a cunning smile " I imagine Bobby (Kennedy) could arrange that."


And that nobody has worked more diligently to wreck the Garrison investigation than Walter Sheridan, a long-time aide of Robert Kennedy at the Department of Justice.  When Sheridan, working hand in hand with the CIA, was exposed by Garrison as an unscrupulous manipulator who had attempted to bribe witnesses to offer false testimony on a nationwide NBC broadcast show (see "The Garrison Enquiry", Chapter 11, "False Witness on NBC"), Robert Kennedy rushed to his rescue with a statement that said:


"I have been fortunate to know and work with Walter Sheridan for many years.  Like all those who have known him and his work; I have the utmost confidence in his integrity, both personal and professional.


"This view was shared by, President Kennedy himself, with whom Mr. Sheridan was associated for many years in a relationship of utmost trust, confidence and affection.


"His personal ties to President Kennedy, as well as his own inte​grity, ensure that he would want as much as, or more than, any other man, to ascertain the truth about the events of November 1963.


"It is not possible that Mr. Sheridan would do anything which would in the slightest degree compromise the truth in regard to the investi​gation in New Orleans."


This is the same kind of specious argument which Johnson's faith​ful servant John P. Roche used with respect to Robert Kennedy himself (cf. Chapter I).  It plays on the "personal ties" to President Kennedy and makes it appear that an established objective state of affairs cannot be true because it would be incompatible with a subjective relationship.


At first blush, that kind of sham logic sounds impressive, of course, and it is bound to convince the naïve who simply cannot fathom the boundless depravity of American politics.

It is conceivable, so the reasoning goes, that a man who had been associated with the President for many years “in a relationship of utmost trust, confidence and affection" would ultimately betray his martyred chief by effectively shielding his assassins?


Is it conceivable that another man would similarly betray his own beloved brother?


Sure, it is inconceivable, but the inconceivable often happens to be true in America.


In spite of the clean bill of health which Robert Kennedy extended to him, Sheridan now in under indictment by a New Orleans grand jury for attempted bribery of public witnesses.


Garrison deftly headed off the Kennedy torpedo and returned it to lender: "Whether Mr. Sheridan -- a known intimate of Sen. Robert F. Kenne​dy -- is innocent of the crime of attempted bribery will be determined by a jury of citizens," he said in a prepared statement.  "It still remains to be determined what motives lie behind Mr. Sheridan's efforts to inter​fere with law enforcement in New Orleans.


“If he actually represents the interests of Sen. Kennedy, then he has been unfair to his employer, the National Broadcasting Co.  If he really represents only NBC, then Sen. Kennedy should pick his associates more carefully.  In either case, justice in Louisiana is our problem and not theirs."


Even after becoming a candidate for the presidency, Robert Kennedy did not change his stance.  In the course of a campaign speech to a student audience at San Fernando Valley Collage, in late March 1968, Kennedy was asked if he would reopen the investigation into the death of his brother, should he himself be elected President.


"No," Robert Kennedy replied.  “I shall abide by the Warren Report.”

As Garrison has said,, “The people who engineered the killing of one of the finest presidents we ever had are walking around today.  Not to do anything about it is un-American.”

By that yardstick the victim’s own brother is the leading American in America today.

Postscript

There may be a ghost of a chance that Robert Kennedy is really playing a silly game, close to his chest that he is matching ruse for ruse, trickery for trickery, foul for foul in his contest with Lyndon B. Johnson; that he is no coward after all but a cunning strategist with a long-range plan for avenging the assassination.


I hope so, though I do not expect it to happen.  If it does happen, I hereby extend in advance my heart-felt apologies to Robert Kennedy and his family.  I’ll eat plenty humble pie in that case.


But, crushed as I shall be, I think there will be, deep down in my heart, a bit of satisfaction.  For Them I shall eel that this pamphlet somehow helped to goad the reluctant warrior into doing his duty at last.

May 1968








Joachim Joesten
Published somewhere in Europe
1 Statement issued by Garrison in New Orleans on December 29, 1967.





� Remarks made by Garrison at a press conference in New Orleans, on December 26, 1967.  Continued on next page.





� Especially in my mimeographed “The Case Against Lyndon B. Johnson” (in the Assassination of President John F. Kennedy)
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