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1. Scholar and Editor

Professor J zmes H. Fetzer wants it to be known t[at he
;s a scholar. He wants it xnown very nuch, ﬁ% is very proud of
1%, and in his books he never mentions his n@E@ame without
appending ”Ph.g." He is so ¥proud that he has it after his
nameéaggﬁthe covers of both of his assassination books.

To make it look normal{ when in my lengthy experience
with books it is not at all normal, he had tha*t Ph.D. after
eaqh one he knows has that degree, along with other degrees,
lif; "M.D. " One of Fetzer's price packages, David Mantils,
is boNth a physist and a medical doctord, so every time Mantik's

neme is mentioned, bo-h degreee ,are, inﬂllded after his name.

ol an Wi pvaned pvient ioied efte

This is not true of those with a master's degree. ®lhere
is not a sﬂd&@é name in IFetzer's 467 pages that is followed
by "M.A."

As Fetzer has it, only Ph.D. counts.

It seems to count so much to him that it is to wonder if
he has™ 7 it printed on his household tissues.

We have seen the definition of scholar. Bditor is "a
person who is responéihle Tor the content and writing of a
newspaper, etc."

It does not appear to be that Fetzer 1slﬁvsp0n51ble for
the content of the individual essayys‘ln his ny% éées

it appears to bee%ﬁ likely that he had Tb(corrﬁct grammar and

Spelling for his essayists. What Fetzer appears 4o be in

=N
Qromotien—is—the setieetor. H e collected what his essayists
%) 0 .
wrote and in printing them he wes a collector. ge gzBut collecIBr"
vah.{ F(l &ﬂr W~

after a name does not sé@-em to as much as edltor and
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his two boolgz(thc first one is titled Assassination Science) CD””J/aQZ

a means of Dromotihgjhimseif, is accollector, not an editox,

But—estfector—efter a name
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&
And just as there is no science in assassination, theere also

is/ infreporting or writing about one/ any ohiliosophy
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—
As we examine Fetzer and his book whether ofr not he and/or
it are &e assassination scholars or assassination scholarship

will be apparent.
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“A rich and fresh collection of fascinating and
darkly compelling revelations, demonstrating °

_beyond any doubt the existence of conspiracy

and cover-up behind the JEK assassination.”

—MICHAEL PARENTI, Author of History as Mystery
and To Kill a Nation

“No jury would have convicted Lee Harvey
Oswald in the face of the arguments set forth
in this excellent volume. Murder in Dealey
Plaza masterfully exposes the fallacies of the
Warren Commission Report through objective,
incontrovertible, medical, scientific, and
investigative analyses of both old and new
evidence. The conclusions are as solid as the

_credentials and research experience of the

contributing authors. It is time that the truth

in the JEK assassination be revealed and that

United States history be rewritten.”

—CYRIL H. WECHT, M.D., J.D., Coroner,
Allegheny County; and Past President, American

Academy of Forensic Sciences and American College
of Legal Medicine

“Murder in Dealey Plaza is a deeply disturbing
book which documents the deceit and decep-
tion that marked the government's handling
of the evidence in the Kennedy assassination.
The authors, all highly skilled professionals,
describe the cover-up, from the falsification

of the autopsy results to the alteration of the
Zapruder film. Anyone who reads this work
will be appalled by the systematic distortion
of the truth—that JEK died as the result of a
conspiracy—by certain officials of the U.S.

-government.

_MICHAEL L. KURTZ, Author of Crime of the
Century: The Kennedy Assassination from a Historian's
Perspective

“Fetzer and his team of experts uncover so
many smoking guns that it’s impossible not to
spot the fire the Warren Commission and
Gerald Posner have tried so hard to deny. A
thought-provoking and disturbingly com-
pelling sequel to Assassination Science.”

—KERRY WALTERS, Bittinger Professor of
Philosophy, Gettysburg College

“Fatzer has assembled tense, suspenseful
essays on our government’s perfidious efforts
to conceal a conspiracy behind the assassina-

tion of President Kennedy. Two brains exam-
.ined, photographs missing, x-rays altered,

notes and reports burned, drawings fabricat-
ed. The account of JFK's autopsy is more
shocking than the story of Jekyll and Hyde.”

—S'[“E WART GALANOR, Author of Calculus: A
Visual Approach and Cover-Up.
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" CURRENT AFFAIRS/AMERICAN HISTORY/KENNEDY ASSASSINATION

If you have ever been tempted to believe that President Kennedy was killed
by a lone, demented gunman named Lee Harvey Oswald, then Assassination

Science is the one book which will convince

you, beyond any reasonable doubt,

that there was indeed a conspiracy and a cover-up. R s
Completely lacking the wild speculations that have marred some books on
the shooting of JFK, Assassination Science sticks to the hard facts, interpreted by

medical and scientific expertise.

“Assassination Science is a watershed. Past and future
assassination studies will have to be read through the
painstakingly logical lens with which it scrutinizes
the murder of Jobn Kennedy. The conlributors collectively

- offer an exhaustively documented and tightly reasoned

argument bound to give the most loyal defender of the
Warren Commissioners or Gerald Posner pause for

thought. There is no sentimentalism or sensationalism
bere, even though the web of bureaucratic roadblocks
and deceit encountered by Fetzer in bis investigations
would make for an exciting thriller. Instead, the cool
clinical breeze of rigorous thinking blows throughout.”

—KERRY WALTERS

Distinguished Professor,
Gettysburg College

5

“Every serious student of the Kennedy assassination

" should read this excellent compilation of articles, which

“dissect and destroy the Warren Commission Report in

Cover design: Kathy Keyes

a meticulous, objective, and analytical manner. The
authors are all accomplished professionals, and their
Investigative studies unquestionably shift the evidentiary
burden to those who through ignorance, naiveté, or
conscious pro-government bias conlinue o defend the
Warren Commission Report, the greatest hoax ever
perpetrated on the American people.”
—CyriL. H. WecHT, M.D., J.D.
Past President, American
Academy of Forensic Sciences

NIFEE,

ISBN 0-8126-9366-3 (Paper)
pEss ISBN 0-8126-9365-5 (Cloth)

ISBN 0-6812k-93bk-3
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“Assassination Science—particularly Dr. David Mantik’
chapter on the Zapruder film—constitutes a significant
addition to the literature on the JFK assassination. Those
who believe that the Zapruder film (characterized by
some as the closest thing to ‘absolute truth’ when it
comes to the shooting) is uniimpeachable are in for
surprise. In addition, the publication of certain docu-
ments (such as the full text of the White House. {ranscript
of the Dallgs doctors’ 11/22/63 press conference),

well as Felzer's musings about what is knowable

and the record of bis fousting with the establishment
(from The New York Times fo the Justice Department
all make interesting reading."."

Author of Best Evfde" ‘~

“Although certain to provoke further controversy, this
book supplies important scientific assessments of the
medical evidence laid before the Warren Commission,
together with a valuable narrative account of the .
American Medical Association’s entry into this con-
tentious field. I was particularly gripped by compelling
new arguments that the Zapruder film had been altered,’
. along with related documentation concerning thé
Warren Commission’s re-enactment of the shooting
in Dealey Plaza.” - .0 o Rerin

Author of Deep Polirt.ic‘_sw
= an'dAtb‘ef_.D_gatbiof JFK .,

James H. Fetzer
is Distinguished 4
McKnight University |
Professor at the
University of . !
Minnesota, Duluth.
He has published
over 100 articles
and 20 books on

philosophy of science,

artificial intelligence,
computer science,
and cognitive science.
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i wﬂnw/V&DW*'“W‘
having himself regarded as an egitor is much more toRE§T~EG§h
\(LM/\/& L

w,wwwv%\ more of a self-promotion that @ meré¢ collector.
Mever after his Ph.D. does Betzer say what his degreﬂis

in._There is apfpod rga&bon for that: it has nothing to do with
s by /7&?£J?
the assa951mat10d ot one tihat can i#ahelp in any work on cdéﬁﬂﬁb¢ﬁ7/ -

Fiew 2
any assassimation. Bwfto and MM{ w jfiM VW{W wn o
//h,(' bﬂ’cﬁ q? /Vf’;{j or

f#le is a professor of philosophy in the University of
Minnesota at Duluth. He is in the philostphy department thers .
Y9k

When he titled his collection Murder in Decley Plaza the

r¢levance of his Ph.D. is n@téoparent; He had no use for

philosophy in what he wote for his collectiorn, in mﬁggng any
ch01ce§/1n making his collection or in pany i;EEEF?\Qe gﬁi lda “%4/
make. A

But \the :yhat\he wrote includes no\sea/{hqulry. S‘ZZ?

But /Yhybe i Fetzér s thinking 1noluu1§§ his doctorate in
n e alw14ﬁlzyb¢90%,@ cedsd PN g i
philosophy o the cover)mufhes be m impressive and mlght lead

;&to more sales. Seeking that is not nunusual with what is
added to covers, where it is not always strictly tunue.
,MG{%& (AU

Fet¥er added to hls[7WEE€~Wg{Know Now [That We ¢Didn't

Know Then A&out the Death of JFK."
/lul,o CW/L

I have read his book, which means (all the writing he collected,
and I do not recall a single new fact about the actual assasinsation
in it. Qﬁ I do recall a great number that are not includeded.

There is what has appeared in no other book that I recall,
$different allegations than had been published about the
alleged doctoring of the autopsy film)but whether that, if
correct, adds to the Xﬁowledge of either the crime or its investi-

///

gations is a real question. If what is meant in thﬂx egsay allegationgyg
LML(/

duplicates what was knowmpe available earlier,then
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Lo
But Fetzer's claim for his book is tha~: it e real killer-

diller on the whole assassination. As we wil!/see, Fetzer is
really a subject-matter ignoramus and to a large degree this

is also true of his essayists.
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gﬁtwhat is reported, if correct, does not add to our knowledge

"about the deathﬂyof JFK," Fetzer's claim. ﬂw%/ ﬁ& [ubbuyg 77ﬂk¢&i u%/éﬂd"
Despite Fetzer's puffery, which is more of himself than

of his book,“ there is little in the book that is about the

assassination othaw than what relateo to & medical 901dence.'/CJJZ/ﬁn?

owid A vl o f
¢+. The book# states thanf s the{medical evidence but it is not.

It has little to do with the official medical evidence and it

vl Wit Alels b F
does not méﬁfiﬁﬁfﬁEEFiﬁﬂﬁf—ﬁf—fﬁa\\ In effect it says that the

work of doctors Gary Aguilar and David Mantik is the zgw
medical evidence of the assassination. That is not so.

But it is good puffery, de® good to entice sales and ¥
build respect.nuns /uﬁé“ﬁagéﬂwn“

Puffery is not abnormal but“@&aggerated claims are not,

./kAg

v py
The anlies to the back cover boast that beczuse of the

fstrictly 8peaki‘§1g, scholarship. (4 #40 h‘»’W :

book, "We now know vastly more about the killing of John F.
Kennedy .Bmthan was known 20 or 30 years ago." This is not
rue seems to bz both a putdown of earlier writing in
which there was #gvastly more about the actual medical evidence,
and as a sales 4argument meant to tell potential buyers that
really
nothibg was yalid and meaningful excep¥ what Fetzer collected
or wrote himself - this book.
We'll see.
L
Beginning with its table of contents. Tkat alone trlls
,¢one familiar with both the assassination and its investigations
and with what has been written about them that the claim is false.

This is not the tuble of conten%s of a book that brings %o
light=—and to pwb the public 'What We Rfdwkx Know Now thet wes
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Rather it is half of a bo. k. The other half is about the

17l

A g

gétraordinarily edxpensive Bloody Treason by Noel Twyman, on
whom they zre 11 hung up.patural and unvavoidzble for sub-

ject ignoramuses whick h most are and do not realize it and

cannot consider it,
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Didn't Know" before about %t.e"About the Death of JFK.™
In fact this claim is a fraud. It tells us much about
Fetzer, whether he knew the truth or not. But Hthe truth is that
there is nothing new about the "&Qeath,” which was an d4#assassination,
not a normal death}ﬁ" that we didn't know before." That the
3&ssayists can say‘this also says very much about them, to wﬁch
we get. And I do not suggest that they dperpetrated any fraud.
Rather is it that they also know much less than they think,
much less than they should %to write as they do about what they ﬁé?d%#d
before they wrote about tAeir work. In fact, they should ek
have known what they did not know before they got into theirywork.
But they and not they alone msm were bitten by the
assassination bug about 4&®stwo decades after it began its
biting. It seems to impel ;;;ZZ@ZLO know nothing at all about
the assassination to think thas they are Sherlock Holmgs re-
turned and that whkatwéwhatever dpops into t eir hea@fﬁﬁst be
both neww and true and that they Meed no more to bﬁ%ginué&theggk
Sherlocking.
While the promise of Fetzer's predface seems to be a
promise of what is new, 'Smoking Guns in the Death ofAFJFK,"
there is nothing new in it and most is not even correct. Some
is ludicrous. He has sixteen of them and a glance is enough |
to make clear that in his second bookf Egﬁzer/zzgiiizof szgg}_ 4 /9
subject-matter ignoramus‘kdxAludwa Mo /watalb h G
L/[/k’ - "THe Day Kennedy Was Shot" was thirty-seven years before
Fetzer's book and theere is nothing at all new or important,
>~ even when

nothing tkat téiss us what we did not know wiere i’ tells su

w# what is true. ﬂTrue also of both parts of tais Part.

Part II is titled ”Tjﬁ Secret Service." It also has two
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(& .wrote a book about another of the gergrratest Eanecencies
and outrageous, a cé?%letely impossible book TEiCh blames the
sctual killing on former Secret Service r?¢g%/Heorge Hickey.
This impossible,JSherlocking was by a Maryland gunsmith, Howard
“Berame=dDonahue. His book, Mortlal ﬁ?ror was ghosted by Bonar e
Menning —_— h Jiin pypapyve s gAY
<f5;§§f7”ﬂfghaelQ's Press. After I showed Doadnse that A Was
entirely impossinle an: told him the phoﬁggraphs that proved
if was impossible. But tha% assassination but bites hard, »&
leaving the poison that fame and fortunke await . In Fetzer(s

first book there are seven cit&Zions 5o Menpinger and to

N

Mortal error, but not a 51gle reference to Donahue. Yhe FeﬁiiijQ

/an this as a depenablé smr source after St. Michaels's nme—ide
Ul
2n out-of-court gfsettlement with Feq: ge chkeﬁv s family.

That horroble and utterly baseless meewsaccusation againﬂthe

e
uotlelly in:ocent chkfﬂ made him serﬂlously mentally ill. ﬁf
1 CM—’ (%%

It was no loq?er safe for him <o be home and/he was ub—a—ﬁu

nursing home when S%t. Michael's made the award to this family.
o2 TRA

(Iknow more abou71t thad any @f these Geizer—scholars because

another retired Secret Service agent who had worked with Hickey
H/ C /(el/fnz
at the White House told me what was happeneding to him. Hickey
0
was not answering “he dorr or te phone. Through his daughter

I arranged 7o provide Hickey wi“h#t counsel and althoughié
then il vdwwas raher late, along wit%ﬁ?he caéih settlement 4

wt

Hickey's #namp and repo 7atl oﬁ\wxé/;leared, ev:n tépugh¢?’
CA/L

aligaer_
etzer, had a ready #made him a%eriously ill mental case and,

/
great scholars aé}iﬁﬁél¢ Fetzers are, th} stick to Jhelr gun
N

and thus thse sevel/ references in Fetzer 8 Tirst While
Va4 4

there remains a mystery of thb.manunng Fetzer's firsty title,

%
Aﬁsaﬂaln§§§;9n\§glgn e" d wa\wgm
chkey@H ﬁ}fe and fa~ mll ‘ges1not semm tpo appty'to the »ru t ueqrge

7 An\ ¢

the holars;i rs,
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pzrts. It is different in the outrageous suggestion that the
Secret Service, which has the responsibility for protecting the
°resident, was in some imagined way part of é/;égéonspiracy
to kill him. 92/

Not until Fetzer gets tb Part III‘qgufbf his book,%"The
Medvi cal Evidence," does he get to anythiné.of substance. All
that orecedes it and just about all that follows it is largely
filler, to :puff the Aguilar and Mantid<essays up into a book
with which the ignorant scholar Fetzer can ééf hi mself up,
make himself appear as what he is not and will never been, an
expert on the assassinaion and one who is trying to do some
thing about it.

But it was not until Page 175 that Fetzer got to this point.

&~~~

(It is worth serious attention

N,

?art IV, "ARRB Ré%élations,dtells us not a single new word
about "the death of JFK."
: ﬁzgr does Part V, "@H; Zapruder d@gﬁﬁ.

Or Part VI, “Righting the ﬁﬁecord."

The Epilogue was written before Fetzer was grown up. It
was by the laste Bertrand Russell and it was written during the
life of the Warreb’Commission! |

That will tell us "What We Didn't Know Jabout the Death
of JFK"? e

R The seven g;t;;a of the appendix are short, not new
and they do reflect Fetzer's limitations and lack of know;sde
as well as his yen for attention, a public reputation as whé}%

his he is no t and & never will be.

r, and it is a plug for his

7

The first appendix item, by Fetze
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wi—wts first book. Nothing in it that can tell us "What We &
Didn't Knoew About the Death of JFK.)" It is titled "A Precis of

Assassination Scienc;j(l989), as undefined here as #it was in 194H98.
What is really scholarly is that for the hundred page

essay by Da¥id Wood, III,"22 Hovember, 1963: A Chronology"s

:there is not a single surce given and again, what is claimedio

be a chronology oé/the day of the assassination, thirty-seven

years earlier,even if true, does not tell us iWha}ée did not

WL P
know"about&he Death of 3?’JFK.*§. .

fo‘f' < S is /
§ table of contents, too, tells us that ¢;tzer ¥’ of £

on a publicity kick, Jto be recognized as what he is not, &fan
assassination expert, and to attract attention to himself, to

get him a little of the fame he cannot get in his philosophy

classroom
The second subchapter of the last Part states a real truth.

It is titled "The Silence of the Historians". The Part it titled
1"

"Pradoxes of the JFK Assassination . It is written by David

W. Mantik, M.D., Ph.D." Fetzer's note at the beginning, firs?T

thing under the heaadings, &

N // [E(Zlors note: In this essay, David W. Mantik, M.D., Ph.D., the most qualified
stu ent to ever study the death of JFK, reflects upon the apparent incapacity,
unwillingness, or even cowardice of professional historians to come to grips with'

what, give.n its domestic and international consequences, surely qualifies as am.

the most Important events in recent American history, perhaps even in re OD%
won:]d history. Another essay that should be read on this subject is R 1‘;‘13111:
W}.nle, Ph.D., “Apologists and Critics of the Lone Gunman Theory: Assas(s)ir;lzl tion
Science and Experts in Post-Modern America,” Assassination Sci‘ence (199;3‘)1](:‘r11

l Page 7711
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While it is true that almost without eX ceptiom histprians
failed to meet their responsibilities in our society, why .Ffi
limit this great faiture to historians? Wh Was what the

historians did not do also the responsibility of t e mediaf/

Not that of the lawyers? Nt that,:really
2d puf-c
who e | Did not all the’

7 : ”ptlons of our, 3001ety fall
And was 1t no+ ordinafy Asmerican cltlzens who did wha*

the historians, the lawyerg, #:the media and even the doctors

shduld have done, raise questions about the assaesznajion,

which is a coup d’eta+ asrf sbout its ofIicmal investigations?
As of ‘the time Mantik wrote thls there was, to the best

of my recollection, only one book by a-psﬁ?pro*ess1onal

Thet hisg+onsn e, oaﬁa
historian. fle=id also a soirce in this book’ yso we take
a look at him and at his book.

M
even a small book and whose work is(limited his examination

According to Fetzer, Mantik, wh?/gzj¥not yet writtem
of the autopsy film and his opinlons on a,#ew other mat‘e"s is
"the most quallfied student to -ever siudy the death of JFK."
What qualifies the subjecy-matter ignormus Fetzer to have this
opinion and to pass it on to all who buy his book is not apparent
én his books or anywhere el°e. _

For example, and thig gets to what Fetzer knows ans/doefb
not know as he reflectes it in his books, especially here,

—ang K3 4220884 e

compai*e B8 alleged "study" with my record, mine among the
many who at the timﬁ;;offtﬂe,assassination had doubts an@ sought
answers to thier B »

I wrote the first book on the assassinato n and its
investigatioﬁf_igﬂIt was coupleted in mid-February, 1965. That

~was five months after “he massive Report was published, and only
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rather large volume'of edical evidence in ths first of the

@Q;ﬁﬁxggg seriesy Pgst Mortem, which also had aboutv two hundred

pages of facsimile reproduc?ion of mostly medical evidence tha t

had been suppressed, even hidden, until I dug il out and pub-

lished it (some of which Fetzer uses without credit to the

source) and 2 NEVER AGAIBN! which is largely on “the medical
the Fef 2er3 s

evidence and, long before?\in great detail about the JAMA e

A s === =

gﬁ% whoring with t%ﬁ/gij}cal evidence efforts to rewrite

’ g
it and buiy truth »rreen £ deeper
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Cotg
: rr
Does not this kird of fgnorant or prejudoiced or dpshonest

writing deny people of the earleier publication the Fejzers do

. Fﬁ, 7" 2y ,;
nof‘ds%percede and, to those who read his books, tell tHe hem
Fhe 4 Yeat ey ©

hthat & earlier work, which is enormously larger that whaf
the Fetzers have done, also Minclides pemuch that is not

sncluded in their work, even if iv is all honest?



three months after those twenty-six large volumes of avpendix
were made available. ;ﬂgizgzifghz {EE“Report on the Qzzeswbn
Warren Report, went into limited dist;;;;;;;;%§§:;£;;~X;;;;;—~
and into generd 1 distribution £in May of 1366.

SWhat were the #Fetzers doing th:g ﬁNotﬁﬁgAtrying %0 meet
the responsibilities of all Americans. According to what Fetzer
ﬁsaya in this book, they got bitten by the =ssassination bug
twelve yedrs before this book was out. That was a quarter of
a century after the assassination, a qugktteryfof a ceé:tury
A during which others did the "studying, Plot Mantik or any

2ot Zer
other one of those on whose backs Eeta—er if getting attention

that he loves%“”’éﬁ““4f7tobwwmwg
i A udh
What dld study c@onsist of that makes i Inferisor

to a few Mantik essays? A#.With me alone there was another

book, Whitewash II, in 1966 PESES§£§£E£E_HEEEEE229 and Osuwa h;&:fagﬁwm
Whitewash IV in 2 1 Post Mortem in 31975,Case en
’an (%%7 itewas 974, ; ?iﬁ,___ixl

Ve Agani
Nifr—l i n 1994\ When I was not lriting books on my "study"/’—has

suing the government to compel the disclosure of withheld

JFK adassassination information that was kept secret. $In
about a dozen of those FOIA lawsuits I obtained, and that

also meant that I made Tﬁem pubilic, abous a third of a million
pages that the government had cdlssified as"on #th e death of
ﬁ@KJFK " This and muxh more is, zj*Fetzer less of a study than /épiey

M Mpawwrw g
ia refle reflected in a couple of(/’éays.fvfyifodefﬂwfwvvu”44& Vf

Here we gimuf measure of Fetzer's knowledge or ] is dgete
ip¥er integrity ?; g% his blind prejudice %fo breath into his
book what iz not #hthere and to.f’credit his essayists with
what they did not dw and what they reflect no knowledge of. Lﬁ;4LA@Qy

. Fetze
None of the# came to "study" what so nany pages of what



had been kept secret, and there was very litle effort @
learn anything by mail. That slight efi%t Wif ended when the
Moffier]l official evidence did not conff}mgwhat those two
essayists wanted belifved and did beleve themselves.
Or maybe this was because what they were doing a quarter
of a century 1af¥er they were doing,in duplication ofnzﬁzxgg
what had been done not by personal opinion but with the
official evidenc, which officials could not question.  And did not.
If all that Aguilar and Mantik say is correct they still
have not addressed any of the evidence of JFK's death except 1hévr Vl¢f/fﬁ
the medical. and ﬂQat been done effective;y and in context before
that assassintion bug bit them
In their writing Jley make no mention of any of that,
Tgnoring i gives the imprességh that it does not exist and,
gcholar that he is, Fetzer adds to thatﬁﬁiﬁlse impression with
hid ignignorant opinion that "Mantik is the most qualified
student to ever study the death of JFK.'" Perhaps there mlght
be a basis for that if rest rlctéE—T57 he medical evidence and I
&p do ¥ that. If true, remember, it merely says inaaifferen$

WMy
word weswWwnwhat had been éﬁated, at some length, yearg earlier.

In Fetzer's professional opinion, for all the world as
though, of all tht has been writted about that "deathff”,
"what should be read on this subject , seeming to fﬁer to
"the mﬁmost important event in recent Amerlcan history," dor
uhat4@ieath" ;glab ina Whafau mos+ is limited to the#lngle-
bullet thert. whch was destridd in he first boo ks ahd even -
more effectively ;gghwn the suppressed recprds became available:
"Ano:ther essay that should be read on Hthis subject is Romald

. White, Ph,D.,"Apologists and Critics of the wuone Gunman

Theory, "Assagsination Science..,." 7
WV VEE /
i Y e
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In this Fetzer raises the long-before-then-destroyed

so-called single-nbullet theory pAd_here he raises—i% to the

ver ¥ top of wha? shoul¢ be read.

47 follows
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Eminent a scahola¥ as Fetzer thinks he is, he also makex
no Q§§§Sg§$ of what is more than just relevant in‘?h%trék@hripts
of a number of FOIA lawsuits-which he and the other Fetzers

do not make even the most indirect mefhion of.

Scholarship, Fetzerh§$§=§:g;;;;i§%yle

In ‘Mthis, as in almosja anything gh bis books, Fetzer
needs no he%lp in making a public record of his subjecf;matter
ignorance.

But he goes %to more trouble Mthan mosgzgg-to see'TéAt
that everyone can know about it, igéeing his beliei tha- he is
a n expert , snd that alk1l of #those whose ¢ssays he collected
and printed , in his #fopinion also a@é. But his warwsubject-g
matter ignoruncee id m=d mede clear in Mantik's first sentence.
Aiong with his solemn repetition é? what ;s new only to those
who are ignorant of the subject-matter- wﬁo all that
preceded the assassination bug biting them - he refers to whas
medical witnesses called by the ARRB as "a ¢wide panorama of
fresh gsources" when they provided little that meaﬁamuch "in
the&death of 5;% " and as providing " gﬁompelling case for a
post-assassination cover-up in ¥the medical evidence."

Thi#again raises the quescion is this merely the Fetzer
scholarshiﬁ'ignoring whéf)exis;éd so they can appear to be
&ang what had not been done or can it be that they claim to p
ef—he—hezt in at least the medical evidence and did not know
thl;?gi%ﬁ%ﬁggziig£ of the sMevidence tnabAgaespreceded them by
many, many years?

What they are saying is that if before them five and five

/\
made Phen, it is new and importan: and unprecedented if they

i
say that six and four maﬁ% éten.

As we will see.
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When I make criticisms)as I have and as I wikll about
Fetzar/it is because he is an assassination ignoranus, be cause
his endless opinions are not in accord with the fact and are
sogg%imes pretty silly and because, for whksewhatever purpose
he has greatly magbified what benefit, if any, has come from
the essays he collected and printed.

I have not exaggerated what I have done that I used to
make clear that he is both fﬁﬁﬁ?actual and ignorant in his
bestowing of honors - to sell books if nothing else.

When the FOIA was smended in #1974, to be effeclive in
1975, one of my lawsuits against the FBI was cited in the
Senate legislative history as requiring <he amending so that
FBI, CIA and other such agency records would not be immune.

The is what made it possible for people liks me to ebta
obtain the FBI records 1 did get. In effect, if not in faeality,
the Congress was saying that I should have the FBI records I

sought. (/thVhyqumqu/ I%r\,t/ %ﬂﬂ( 561‘3}[/ f/30/76/)

And in the first case files/under thas Bmendre amended

Act, with the FBI frustrating disclosure by endless perjury,
I decided ﬂuafz the only chance of overgeming that was to go

head to head with the FBI in chargigng it with perjury. I
could have don tha with a lawyer's plea ing, which would be
immune. But I decided to put myself under oath to asttribute
perjury, a felony, to the FBI. Tﬁat meant that if the FBI was
a0t guilty of perjury I would be, the head to head thafkapparnn ly
was not within their exverience.

Their defense, which was hardly that at alll because it

did more tm@%than admit the perqu&.

That was in Civil Action (CA) 75-0226. in federal district
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Um agencles opers 1 Hlegally. 'Uhe prob-
lem s Lthab Intee quest for lnw and order,
cnso nller ense afler ense nller case has
been thrown oub beenuse the Inw en-
forcement and Intelllgenco communities
acled Hegally. So I do nob Whink we nt-
Ladicany partieular stalug of necomplish-
menb In conquerlng organlzed crhine, or
nny crime whalsoever for that maller,
with Hlepal acllvitles resulllng In cases
hethg thrown out of court.

T wouwd suggest Lhnf Lhe record speaks

for ilsell. Frankly, I Never thought the .-

1ecord of former Allorney General Ram-
sey Clurlke wos thal pood. But, comparing
hls record wilth that nehleved by succeed-
Ing Allorueys General, he Jooks Hike "T'om
Dewey In his m()"ccutmlnl heyday.

Mr, ITRUSKA. 'That record Is had, bub
do we wnanb Lo make 1t worse by 'ulopl.lnv
Lhlg amendment which threnlens to Ue
the hands of the FBI and dry up thelr
sonrces of Information? I sny, with that,
the soup or the hroth Is spolled, and T
see no use In addipg o few dosnges of
polson,

I'ho pending
rejecled,

Mr. KENNEDY, Mv, Presldent, I do not
recognlze the nmendiment, as tb has heen
deseribed by the Senalor from Nebraska,
0g the nmendment we nre now conslder-
inp. I feel there hag heen p gross misin-
terpretation of the aclunl words of the
amendment and {lg Intentlon, ns well ng
what It would actunlly nchleve and nc-
complish. So'I think 1t Is Important for
Lhe recold Lo he exblremely clear about

amendment should be

~this.

I we nceepb Lhe nmcmln\cnt of the
Senntor (rom Mlchlgnn, we wlll not open
up the communlly to raplsts, muggers,
nnd killers, as the Senator from Mebraska
has almost suggested by hig direct com-
menlg and stalements on the amend-
ment, What I am brylug Lo do, as I un-
derstand the thrust of the amendment,
Ja that 16 he specifie aboub safepuarding
the legltlmate Investipations that would
be conducted by the Federal agencles and
nlso the Investlgative flleg of the I'BI.

As n maller of fact, looklng back over
Lhe development of leglslatlon under the
1966 act and looking at the Sennte report
Ianguage from that leglslatlon, 1t was
clearly Lhe Interpretalion in the Senate'’s
development of that leglslation that the
“Investigntory flle” exemption would he
exbremely narrowly deflued. It wns so
unbll recent Umes—really, until about
the post few months, It 1s Lo remedy that
different Interpretation that the nmend-
ment of the Senator from Mlcehlgan which
we nre now consldering was proposed.

I should like to ask the Senalor from
Michlgan o couple of questions.

Does Lhe Senntor’s nmendment in ef-
feet overrfde Lthe court declslong In the
coutt of nppeals on the Welsberg agininst
Unlled States, Aspln apnlust Deprrbiment
of Delense; DItlow against Brinegar; and
Matlonal Ccnl,m' apninst Welnberger?

As T understand 1t, the holdings In
Lhose purlleulnr eases are of the grentest
concern lo the Senator from Michigan,
As T Interpret 1t, the Impaet and effect
of his amendment would be to override
those partleular declslons, Is thabt not
Ceorrech?

"
.ok

B ..':_'» '

- Ol course,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr, HART. 'The Benalor from Mlch-
fgan 1g correct. ‘That Is Ils purpose. That
wns the purpose ol Congress in 1866, we
thought, when we enacted this, Untll
about 9 or 12 mouths apo, the courts
consistently had approached 16 on o hal-
anclng basls, which Is exaclly what thils
amendment secks Lo do.

Mr., Presldent, while several Senalors
are In Lthe Chamber, I should lke Lo ask
for the yens and nays on my amendment,

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. KENNEDY. Furthermore, Mr.
Presldent, the Senate report language
Lhat refers to exemplion 7 In the 1966
report on the Freedom of Inlormation
Act—and thnt seventh exemplion Is the
target of the Senator from Mlichlgan's
amendment—reads as follows:

Fxemptlon Mo, 7 denls with “luvestigntory
flles complled for Jaw enforcement purposes.”

~I'heso nro tho flles prepared by Government

agenclen Lo prosecuto law violators. ‘Ubolr
disclosure of such files, except to tho ex-
tent they avo- nvnllable by law to n privato
party, could harm the Uovernment's case In
court,

1t seems to me that the Interpretation,
lhoe definltion, in that report language
fs much more restrlcllve than the kind
of nmendment the Senntor from Mlchl-
gnn ab this timo Is ntlempting to achleve,

1966 report was embraced by a unani-
mous Sennle back then,

Mr. ITARVL. I thinlke the Sennbor from

Mnssachuselbls Is correct. One could nrgue
thnt the nmendment we ore now consld-
erfug, If adopted, would leave the Free-
dom of Informatloh Ack less ayallable
to o concerned clitizen that was the case
with the 1066 language inltially,

Agnin, however, the development In re-
cenb cnses requlires that we respond in
somo fashion, even though we may not
nchleve the same breadth of opportunity
for the nvallablity of documents thab
moy arguably be sald to apply under the
origlnnl 1967 act.

Mr. KENNEDY. 'Thab would certalnly
bo my waderstanding, Furthermore, 16
seems to me that the amendment itsolf
has conslderahle sensltivity bullt In to
proteot agalnst the Invaslon of privacy,

and to protect the ldentitles of Infor-:

mants, and most generally to protect the
legitlimate Interests of a Inw enforcement
ageney to conduct an Investlgation Into
any ono of these crimes which have been
outlined In such wonderful verblago hero
this afternoon—treason, esplonage, or
what havo you.

So I Just want lo express thab on these
poinls the amendment Js preclse and
clear and I3 an extremely positive and
constructive development to meet legiti-
mnto Inw enforcement concerns. "I'hese
are some of the rensons why I will sup-
porb the amendment, and I urge my col-
lengues to'do so.

The PRESIDING OFFICEIL ~ (Mr.
Domrnicen) . 'The Senalor from Nebrashn
ling 6 minutes remaining,

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. Presldent, I should

Ilke to polnt out that the amendmeint:

proposed by the Sendtor from Mlcldgan,
preserves the right of people to a falr
trlnl or Impnartlal adjudleation. It is
careful to preserve the ldentity of an In-

! Full toxt of lfona,rress_u.onal Record of
which this is part in top drawer of"“
JI‘K appeuls file cabinet. ' :

‘former. 16 1s careful to preserve the lde

!
formers and who are nobt accused of:h il
i

“them? Wil they be protected? It I8 a real 7

that interpretelion in theo -

- and procedures would ‘be threatened, them

“(contrary to the Burenu's lotter,- this 18 a ,,n'.
'determlnatlon courts make all the time; in-
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of protecting tlie Investigatlve techniques:!

and procedures, and so forth, But what

aboul the nnmes of those persond that: f_
nre conbnined In the flle who are not In-'% }

crime and who will not be trled? What'
aboub . the protectlon of those people;
whose names will be In there, together H%;
with Information having to do wlthl

questlon, and 1t would bé of greab Inter-.:
est to people who will be named by 1n-‘
formers somewhere along the llne of the f
Investigntlon and whose name presumes-, »‘l‘,
bly would stay in the file. - N

Mr. President, by way of summary, I- ~.
would Ilke to say that 1t would distort? ,
the purposes of the FBI, imposing on: “*
them the nddded burden, lu ndditlon to % 3
Investigating cases and get,tlng evldence,
ol serving as n sesearch source for every J4:R
writer or curlous person, or for those, ¥4
who may wish to ind o basls for sult ¥%
elther agalust the Qovernment or“ i
agoinst someone else who might be men- _'; v
tloned in the flle.” :

Second, 1t would mpose upon the FBI:
the txemcn(lous task of reviewing each iy
page and each docuinent contalned inlxg#
many of thelr investigatory flles to make:
an Independent Judgment ns to whether |
or not any part thereof should be res*
leased. Bome of these flles are very ex-. ,~‘
tensive, partlcularly In organized ‘crime -
cases that are sometimes under consld- "
erntlon for n yenr, a year and o Half, or
2 years.

Mr. HART. Mr. Presldent wm !.he
Senator yield? &

The PRESIDING OPPICER. All time",
of the Benator has expired. %

Mr. KENNEDY. I yleld the Senator B
minutes on the bill,

Mr. HART. Mr. Presldent, I‘mk umm-
fmous consent that n memoranduwm let- 3

-
e _s..'ﬁ.:

‘.\.‘
&
L

ter, refevence to which.has been made 'z

In the debate smd which has been dls-: b
tributed to each Benator, be printed h;_. ,]
the REcoORD, B4

-There betng.no objectlon, the letber
wag ordered to be printed in the chonn,
‘as follows:

" MPMORANDUN LETTRR

A question has been relsed ns to whether
my ocmondmont might hinder the Federnl:
Burenu of Investigation In the performance;
of its Investigntory dutles. Tho " Bureau
strosses tho meod for confldentinlity in its’:
investigatlons, I ngreo completely, All of us (
recopnlzo “the crucial law enforcement role .. .,q
of tho Burcau's unpurnUeled hxveaugntlug*q
capabllities,

"However, my amendment would not hlnder ¥
the Burenu’'s performance In any way, The | N
Administrative Law Sectloi of the Amerlcnn“ 2
Bar Arsocintion langunge, which my amend- 2
ment ndopts verbatim, was cnrefully drawn;
to preserve every coucelvenble reason the../3f
Buwrenu might have for resisting disclosure z(#$
of material In an investigntive flle: .

If Informants’ nnonymlity—whether pald °
luformers or cltizen volunteers—would .be 7
threatened, there would he no dlsclosures;

1If tho Bumnus confidential techniques’

would be no disclosuro; .. -

If dlsclosure 18 an unworranted mvulon
of privaey,

there would bo mno dlsuloaum}" ;
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m &y
gacourt for the District of ColulblﬁThe FBI 'defense" was that I

' could make such claims ad infinitim since he is perhaps nore
familiar with events surronounding the investigation of Presidents
H el ;sa351nation than anyone now employed by the F.B.I."
| Or, because i knew more than the FBI, it was not guilty
of the #¥pproven perjury.
I say this not to boast and I #rarely mention it. But when
Fetzerﬁ who boasts of his scholarship, says that Mantik ZF -
dis "the most quallfled student" of the JFK assassination heﬁz’z4$’
given us an/indlcatlon of his subject-magiter 1gnorance, of
the dependence that can be given anything he says, especially
when he represents fact and, in general, what his word on
anytﬁing can mean.
Or not mean.
We also c;zz{ig an eva;q?tlon zﬁmZ??Esggimp%aizéizgp%img&ﬁ
historian whose like is tdiat- , aad $that means (hey—can
be regarded as‘;eal experty, ps=me prime source tat that he is ;ﬂl
ﬁ& the Fetzers. He)in effect claims to own the field and as we
see, he is sometimes ludicrous and is anything but a real expert.
We also spend some time with Fetzer and maybe we'll be
able tolearn whether what he says he fgot from reaading some

of the ignorant, erroneous and in many ways far-out supposed

assassination literature.



