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Fetzer presents his collection as & work of scholarship,
including those he describes as Jthe best-cualified in the
country. Yn the first page of his preface, in the first pema
S z
gzzgggggéEg%ﬁ%es—sentenue, he states thag "during the ppkt
decade - especially since 1992 - enormous advances have been

made in unravelling one of the greatest crimes of our time,&%ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁi%jgz
the assass%nation of President Yohn F. Kennedy." He follows
this witg%e know vastly more now than we ever have before and
we are learning more every day. ...Indeed, unravelling the
has providgd an access route to understanding the conspiracy "
(page ix). " 50/3 j)q/(/u_
Before addressing what Fetzer said it may be helpful to
have in mind what the definition of scholarship is:"learning;

kmowledge acquired by study; 4the academic attainment of a

scholar."
"
That "aftainment of a scholar is something IFetzer and
M
his essayists avoid. To /6gt that they have to show that
alvtd St e 2ITLAA L
they have estaBII§H§E‘fac%7§héf had not been established,

and none of them do that. It can be argued that they came to
the same conclusions by other %paqs, but that does not ﬁ7%bt%ﬂ
us more "about the death of Pre*IE‘"f“ZKEEEFE’W, the pfﬁSHME&
opurpose of the book, s quoted above.

Fetzer says that "enormous advances have been made in
unrzvelling the greatest crime of our time"” but after reading
his book I known of no "enormouétlédvance," nonﬁ_toward &

solving the crime, none that helps understand it. Nothing #d

along this line i s new. That Fetzer can say this and that his

essayists do not disagree with it means that the%ére ignorant



FZTZQVJ’
In terms of the purpose of bh?’giggﬁk, not a word of
this is true, dnd even without the limitation of the purpose
of the ©book, this also is not really true.‘igﬁggztzer to wr}te
this he is, and there is little limitation on thé, use of thewords,

Ae=ts either a world-class subject-matter ignoramus or he is

being untruthful for his own purposes. e
& Fetzer states of his book, sdntitle and on the cover,(f% tells

feople,"What We K¥now Now ZggmAbout What Haypened That We Did'nt

“now Then About The Death of JFK." There is nothing new in this ,

book #"about the death of JFK." Jhewis muhThet @t - gid wlmj "

N
L( St%&%ﬂg z&n and clos e to evermre, the same quessk questions,
is ke tié/ignorant or is he that dishonest.
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#
?fwhat was and had been public long before, to use tha* same

2
hrace, they haf d been bitten by the, assassination . bu or
g Y £ J a,pf,%/r g and 2-\4?/1“ mgy,’

they are less tﬁ%%&han honest in g ‘making Fetzer's
boastful claim.

It also should be under sfdood that there is nothing in
Fetzer's book that qualéfies as "vastly more" knowledge of
the crime" or that provides # anything new in "unravelling the
ocover-up, " mogt of which is entirely ignored in the book
aggﬁgé% a.s&mé&% word %%them provides any more"understanding

of yﬂ* “qméplrévy," of which they reflect no understanding a}all

Wlth this much from Fetzer's first two paragraphs it is
obvious that he is a subject-matter ignoramus;wéﬁ as stated

earlier, dishoﬁest, or both,

For a professor,who boasts endlessly of ¥4 his Ph.D making
allegations:ﬁﬁhich—éféazs=z€=;3 really boasts, without the most
elemental knowledge of what was know%)améﬁunts to deliberate
dﬁtonesty. Whether it is to puff himself up,?%ive himself
a SLandlng as an assassination expertﬁ’tha*he does not have

4/{/{._
anter wr&%&égﬁwm books qllege y on . of‘to sell books
by serious misrepr:tation - to defraud those who buyf,he books.
dUnaware of his sub3ec7—matter igmorance he again boasts
that he served as a catalyic agent by -nwrturing these by
nurturing, promoting and directing many of these effortsTbage X)e

That is qui?é an accomplishment when he hed no idea what
he was d@doing when from the depths of his dénorance, and it
is certain than none of %ris can apply to those he says correctly
are mst important in his book, doctors Aguilam aMd and Manti;;.

After more boasting tha%t is not in accord with the fact,

the well-kmown fact, again raising the question does he speek
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from his omnipresent< igncrance or is it another of his enless
A

exaggerations and falsehoods.

As he baéles along he says that "T*e present volume
deepens our past findingg‘b,ﬁahich it d%ﬁﬁ no;'gdo'in ﬁ?
any sense ab%ﬁt the assassination. He then égégégés-that new
evidence to which they hgqd access "substantﬂ%és our previous
fijdings," those ?indings not stated but they are not about
the assassination itself.

Much of this book id on the alleged "fabrica%dioﬁ diof
%?ays... photographic fakery and the deéTfuction and alteration
'of other critical evidence.”(E%iﬁ%ifPfageéwggihgurEPSe may be
presumed but it is not state. Nor does the book state that
these alleged tricks with the evidence altered the Warren
Commission's conclusions.

While “he alleged purpose of this zlleged tricxery can

be presumed, it is not, to the best of my recollectioq,

spelled out.

#% Nor is there any proof that whaf is in +this book, if
that
true, was needed for tboese alleged purpose.

As it was not, whether or not these outstanding
scholars were aware of it./(zix/t/,vm’f fiun ﬂ/\_zwgd’ /'fn j’g,t’kz,
‘ Mext he says that the disclosures forced by the;992
Act enables us to understand in rather precise detail h@é%
the eowerwp cover-up was conducted.”
Again tnis is amPesRer anesher unintended admission of
subjed}-matter ignorance becsuse many years a earlier the
details of the cover-up were dug out by other than historians,

!
other than professioral scholars were published and then and



since taen the Fetzers wereand they main ignorani of thak.
# gi‘i\.“v/[/\i"vlc 4/1&‘1 At e b o
But the aore than adequately rexposed cover-up, to .

(‘Liéj” 21 @ W-v J\ ;7 “% v]f. ) j‘f&-@f
" which onl;‘ﬁBijhe etzers claim knowledge does nof] Feizer's
4o

p romise ir his book/ﬁell us "what we didn't know aboui the
i
death of JFK."
But in t&eir claim Yo be reporting on the covéﬁﬁi for the
fies first time, a reasonable conclusion when Fetzer mekes
L e

# ref=rance to any earlier mp resorting of it, the Fetzers

do not ga close to the nature %f lrvidy disclosed
J/

Qe
cover-up that was, as was repo?fzﬁLpr' Eg:gggs,ﬁji the highest
levels,
Yo wp

In the Fetzer belated view the cover: pswas by a virtual armyj?

( page g).

In his own field, wfe , %= where he gu his Ph.D., Fetzer slips

up 1m saying that ”mﬁe principle of scientific reasoning known
/ |

as Occam's Rauopﬁays that. simple theories should be preferred. :

YN el

Occam's Raz or is ?novelﬂ

— 7 e

William Occam, also spelled Ockham, was a pedieval British

philosopherge 3iq not write any novels, did rot fgorporare his
thinking in any novels, and he referred to thinking, not thsories.
Seek thﬂéimplest solutions is an encapsulation of his
philoscphy/ (page xi).

| Fetzer then pontificates g Shat "What properly counts as
evid¢nce' in shis case, however, turns out to be a complex
&t question, wheré\ar most imporiant conclusions%ave involvd

discriminating between authentic and inauthentiec evidence/...

where gufxmNsXzZizRoXLZANEXERNXXIEMX®EAE much of the evidence is

a blend.... (page xi).
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Again the unintended flaunting of subjeci-matter ignorance.
Fetzer is not he first 50 expose wha® he efers to as "inauthentic"
evigernce, as he and his were far from the first to expose what

_ the
0 &
can be called fraud" in thé ¢fficial evi%nce, For *‘hss-kind €
of Fetzerism quoted his boast is nothing but hot air unless he
does whaﬁhe does not try to do, what he and the other Fetzers
@&cannot do, sAow'ZTEhat whal he says heg Hf%$g i) lighf was
/’V‘]" ':m&, 23 [77 .

in any way new. The most %= can be said for)it is that it is @

different form of ths already thoroughly exposed "inauthentic

It
evidence.,

If as he does not. Feizer knew his stuff he would have
L
known t&at k;;g before him and his)the RePort of the Warren
Tl
Comnission was thorouzhly destroyed, prove /tc be false, even
that Oswald was not any "lone assassin."
Still again he bpasts in ignorance
AMNd still again his boast does not in any way report
"what we didn't know %out the death of JFK."
He reFrepeats what nmuch of the more serious but also
1%
dated and not new in his volume\gays, ég; the Zapruder film
"was faked." Not yhoew, if true. But what none of his thinkgérs aﬂW{ﬂW'
YWJTJZW/IMK/{ Qahldn Y
/ . 5
i (?aces or in any wzy addresses, wha} was accomplished by/ this
) " e . i w i~
alleged faking of t-the film beezus=2@n its alleged K”faked"

= . - .- o . .
Torm it does refute the official "solutin,” what the Warren o
N

Keport says/%page xii). D(ﬂvuﬂif'f&é jﬂ&

?hot says

These scholarsy who writé about the cover-up
why snyone would fake a fidm to make iT accord with the official
explanation and instead gfake it into the destruction of fthe
¢fficial explanation of the assassinatinyiio (% 04*?¢HQA%/IHU@%ﬁ&AZ€
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this, tos, is subject-matter 1gnorance/uma%d ha*,
ignornce is the basis for the claims for hisAéé;&e,;? that
Fetzer makes. Not one of his contributors knows #mmenough
aﬁit what preceded them by decades %o understand tha # what
they thinkg is new is no? new)with the possible exception
of its form, Bt but it adds nothing gssentislly new to what
was know q}ﬁ published dnll/é& ?ﬁjaggggaood long belfore they
believe they were pioneers.

There is more, much more, tnan an expos.re of Fetzer's
hot air, his baseless claims and his lofty bassi—hoass boasts
and bragging when he does not knNow what he i¢ talking abeut and
dees not and cannot meét“iﬁﬁgaﬁﬁ§5£§§:€¥"his promise on his

(over and in hiS’gﬁEgtitle: he cannot, so of sourcse ne do s
noE}QYh as much as one word ‘4bout Frat "what we didn't kmow "

\

If he and the othes Fetzéfg”ﬁad wanted to go iMto *aﬁﬁ&%

much, very muchg, was long awadfavailable fa #then in books

~

that, in fact, =h¥k-theéy shun. i \

avout the assassination.
‘ O/yh/\)"/l’ )/ y\/tf

What Fetzer's Preface alone warns is that & we cannot take
£
a word of Khis serlouuly withus-without Zovo confirmation, and

neither his word not ,that of his associates can be taken wi%
enousV e Ly Y2
without\ubstantial Confirmatio}i fe=-0Other sourfes, not from
347,

angy & of th} m#ey all nlearly have the same hangups. This
doeéﬂza‘ﬁbt mean thaal tjey always lack truth. But what we have
in these ;sﬁw ges seen of *hzlr "editor” ana what wa we have
gdeen in their writing is all meshed into Fetzer's gears and
that means ﬁmﬁould no% be independent confirmation.

Whloh for the most part is 1mpi§&2ple anyway.

Th e”Fre all out of their depth ?k(

(Chey did not begin g+

&

te begl

Lning.
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Extra Space

2 ;

Writing about tho§ who without ny question avall are
[ G obn aaassm bt I

scholars a6 Johnny-vome-Lateligs and as subject- matter ignor-

anuses may sound IEee excessive but it is the literal truth.

AT

Some of 4=m, like so many others, particularly those who
did come¢ lately, Began with an idea or two that they equa‘sef;l-;';z;é¢1
reality, with fact, when they had no basis for any such judgemsnt,
when all of%gét of what thé¢y knew tEey ceme from earlier

coxmercializations ¢nd exPloitations of th great tragedy of

the assassina-ion of ths Presidentc)faiigueé—ﬁhemﬂm2U&fmore,
A /

& “b..—==}

o
e

little or no knowledge of ths fact %hat had
then been eéEblshed and had been supressed by the media~but
was?ublic and did exist although They knew lit*le or nothing

et st
about iﬂg immediately regarded themSelves as]| Sherlock

Molmes returned. Their améTeur Sherlocking é;ﬁck them as really
hot stuff when 43 its best & it duplcatey, in dif_erent form, L“%L‘f—

was asseeie assassination old hat. Some of them did have som-e

knowledge of ithis but they just ignored it and then they

ad rpmids

gotyaég_barried so far away that they rogarded gﬁaée who has/

spent most of thirti?ive gears sudying the assassination and

to a degree, whathad been writ?en about i=z.

Indeed, some of the nore étense of these scholars éﬂgot

carried so far bﬁout that?ﬁey regaréed thoﬁfﬁﬂ who had been

workirg injhe field all those years as government agensts'
a,%ﬁﬂArimﬂszvgfa?p'ei\ﬁfizijﬂﬁiigyith much better than asrage educations.
T arfiéﬁﬁ—Eaﬁa?d—fivtﬁg§fé%?2ghen he Corfrmt &9 faced from me

what destroydestroyed his favorite assassinayion mythlogy, one

<&a§ that was ruinous to two successful bock he had writsen,
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W
then wrot? a book in hich I and others were national enemies.
‘/\// L\N(/k W
One of his manufacted lies and_fhal is necessary when tese
people face @ #h rezlity, that they were out of tAeinepth and

L
not in conkct with aﬁsassinati’§ reaﬁity, is tiat the late oil

Y \ IL"/Z
magnate, H.L.Hiﬁt;\was the chief assassin and <$kat I worked
Lo L2 has

for hima neither trus, nlther wih/ the slightess connection

with reallty.

Another and a more recen® on was raported to m€ by ny
NI
l%yg+1me frlen%@ nmy friend of more than thirty-gfive yezrs =

(W NAAYS
=d one of thv errgest 1o research the assa381nd ion, Hal Verb,

o%’San Francisco. It is what one the Fetzeryﬂ Dr. Gary Aguilar,
o %)
asked him, which is a @&rm of ptelling him, what borders on
N

the irrational.
Gary
@By is a fine and successful ~dogfor in San rancisco
uhe

and, as indicated abov%b is one of &hose Johnny—bome—LatelL S

110: l\lﬂ-
who pay no attention to N\hat was pugbllb and&ésﬁpﬁIi:" Jbefore
QTN

they deve’oned t@irassa831nauloq 1nd+eres<§32ﬁ:h§ve thelr )1

p

N

judgement 9verwhelmed ¥y their high opinion of whau they are
o AU ed by 2 Len g 'l
' ' Hal told me that the las®t time he and GIF§_§f%Eé% Gary

im i xi 5 I'BI. -
asked him if he was working for the I | uuéaffqu

Many of the assassination nuts have £&& opiniong(Ei—in ;
Livingsone is so far sone, for e#& illustration, that alth&ah

he knew I had sued the go==r government a dozen or more vlmeS«AWiLﬁtﬂ
fame ga am

axl had seen ths 81m vy flle cabinets of a third of a million (\___:éfZTH!
Pug%'thaunad beensecret)&orked in Thse files and sent pait—end B

&
sent another to do tbau for hlm\\yas actually crazy pﬁenoug p yuﬁ»+[
5[/1/‘4 J/tvf' (W 7
o actually believ: (1;a+ I ws was an assistent to the Gh&—te—h&m

o f T
e “chief of th¢ assassina.

There is not much thar can be don: to bring hese people
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Unless they begin by considering Livingstone crazy, if
they believ: him, how can they not bep cinfused when he says
that the man who wrote nine assassinatvion books and sued‘;ﬁ%
the governmnt at least a dozen +time to force it to disclose
assassiﬁtétion ricords it was kegping secre%, was nctually/qf

an assistant assassin?
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M

back to r%}1+y bécddt they not s—=¢ love whoreTﬁey are, the%

do belit¢ve that they syalone understand what they write and
Speak about, that they alone are in ¢ act with reality.

And when a respecsed and successfu/ or can agk one
N L,mn/k’) f:
oftfthe firstcritics of the Warreb Report i

f hé\lsﬁan’TBI-agent hoae—

¥ far gpne otherwise responsible people can get when *hat

:;\: “iiSEE HE‘
£ v

f91ﬁLen~ﬁy“nnﬂTﬁnQ;1n~f%ﬁm—thUse—whe—ééé—no%—ea%eh—thE‘—

assassination but bites them should be asparent

tafection frem—tirem—
These Fetzers and wéat they wrivte zbound in illustrations.

It will not be possiblie for me to detail all of “hem but
there will be enough to make it

apparent ‘hat these scholars,
rather

then being responsible critics of the greas tragedy that

S0 was a coup d' etat/ which none or fhemiﬁé:n s41idJ have
o

1nflat ted a.éz%a ~deas of whathey have done, whaf fhey think
and what they writ e,,cwvt( M{Mfﬂ\h{ ﬂl/w /("r/l/iﬂ&d/m

.. r
En terms of what serves :he ?ovrnmentﬁﬁnterest because of

ﬁbzfat‘igzafsgent did and did not do . at fé time of the agses

A
sa881ﬁa+1oﬁ“srna”“tﬁ“n,,nohlLg nlps the government nrgs&*

(g2 _confuinag e Le,
what it made
Thute f=.

up and valmed ofI on the people an ‘*Hfonfﬁis 0Ty,
ers
’\~”"’Lféggﬁéi;?7the government by confusing the caring ceople even

A
mors than th governmont fdid. j;g;

Some of the Fe* nerian

scholgyrs re Fus oay atten*mon to
[M LM@
dmslosed documentation that dggﬁzzi;es

th 1r » except
when, as the Fetzners do in this book, they adopt it an

d present
it as their own work.

A
©0, these rmarks abut them are not prejudice, not exaggrgions
A
and are not intended as insults.

The word reminds me of anothe:-

" indication of -he thinking
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of these people, ﬁiiﬁﬁg; their minds workg when they think QWV4/>/ Abk’
RY
of criticisms of +h1r work.

&

A rfew year: ago what called itsel! the, as best I now‘f=
recall, the Committee or Council on Political Assassinations,
made an award to me, Gary Aguilar made the presentation in my

e

absence. A videotape was made and -scat me. And, again literally,

he referred to my informing those who asked my opinion that

/
they were in errobas "insults." Fact made no difference, even

Yy G et

e as responsible as Dr. Gary Aguilar.

. 7 . ) Ve a-
There will be more that rafers t +these newkxomers who ?ve

tbe infection fromThat ﬁug but thif bit rere %k is to

leluee
give the reader zzs . reason to bliebe that ssbw write
DK/« See ity it jld/a,fyud/ / JZﬁ ”‘] V7
ﬁ@rﬁ ite son to ragard\i’ﬁm record. 1 wrot e }7
M/ o ;T’j"y /%
- 1rs 1ighly orlt;fal oI pople, pqrficularly the Warren

vommigkssion and its stafi and federazl agents, all by name, as

I also de—n in eight later assassinavion books, not one of=dt

has a single '"theory" ox—ernjeetwre in it and, in thirty-five

2 .M
years, I have yet to %t %5 phon:e {all or ~siwgle letter'ébm

any one of them complaining that I had besn unfair or inaccuréé

in what I wrote of thein.
a0 W etk wi,
*‘fﬁgﬁ“there is the fact that the FBI told a federal court
e}
that l knew more about the assassinatin than anyone wrking for

it.
' )
And I was able to obtain =211 those thoasands of sunpresed
AN~
governmant assassilnatlon papers ,msw mostly frok the FBI.

Which was mzade 'esible by the Congress's opinion of the
. anx4
l~~~Case I made 1n(6ne of those FOIA lawsuis I filed against

|
the FBI (é:i/v - ﬂ/W i b Loy W2y hodd b a ,r/fl((,/”lb z/ppé?e A
N “"‘“// é{ Wl g plo Ly Méf / AREN Sl
WiBut the assassination was whacpggﬁfbfflclaldsgg professional
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; _L l/r’ld
scholars never have called it,La coup d'evat, the most subversive
crime in a democratic society. History deserves, at the very
. )
leas/, truthful #P sccount of it. I have devo‘ced s
J— . / LC'L%
almost forty years, years £ of the nost 1ntens:.vu work, to
o $ /LL ]
an effort to make an accura% cord for history. I have no
desire for any nart, £ Yo matter dhow minor, %o be otﬁi‘fer than
s accurate as it can be; no desire to undermine any gpart 07{
it, and no ned to build a ¢ putation #rfor ms myself.
For years I haverefused #V invitatvions guwithout the
assurance tha‘) U wikswi wollld now he misuseﬁ to make the
assassination nut seem to be @ as nable and right when they

are ®ennot. M w,jmj/;

The Fetzer books aboéﬁnd in proof @) my references €to

8o many ®& proofs it will not be-#o
possibly o include *“hem &l But ny "opy of {flell“ book 1is
mdusc;i;e underlin;/;{q.wu*h a hléfhligh"‘él‘ )a:aﬂ any who may use that

volume later will hawe =wlgrheir attention drawn to this abunddue o //‘4

2 zerS A P
F &f dubious or incorrect statenment in g M{/F 7ﬂJ’\

esfra S'Oac e
o ' L/ﬂ.[({ld

After his Preface Fetzer has what 4 aklzgrLefa Prologue. He

it and %o the Feizers.

glve s it a thl@ "'Smoking Guns' In hthe Death of JFK"

(iéges 1 ff f)

‘/ Nothing in it is personal. I have nobody to get ever with. There

| ~

is no vendetta. Fact is fact and hifistory deneeds*rgéé'elj History

//

dld not get fact from either extreme. e
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Not a single one of those .."Smoking Guns" does what Fetzer
says he thinks his book does, tell us what "we didn't know"

about the assassination.



