
PREFACEPRIVATE 


Oliver Stone's smash Hollywood success, his movie mistitled JFK, created an enormous interest in assassination records. He led the people to believe the government was behind the assassination and had records of that it was still withholding thirty years after that assassination.


The probability is that Stone believed this, too,


The certainty is that it is not true.


Stone began with an idea he believed would be a commercial success--make money and add to his reputation. He was correct on both counts.


His idea was to make a hero of former New Orleans district attorney Jim Garrison and make the movie of what he imagined Garrison had developed by way of assassination evidence.


When Stone announced his movie, he said that it would, and these are his words, tell the people who killed the President, why and how. 


He announced his movie as a work of nonfiction.


I believe that, as we all do, Stone has the right to write what he wants to write, whether or not it is true.


But with the years I have spent working on that assassination and its investigation I did not believe that Stone or anyone else has the right to lie to the people about anything as important as the assassination of their President and the investigation of that most subversive of crimes in a society like ours.


Most do not think in these terms but it is inevitable in this country that the assassination of a President is a coup d'etat.


All presidential candidates select as their running-mates those they believe can add to the ticket, can appeal to voters to whom the presidential candidate believes he does not appeal as he would like. This means that to a large degree the vice-presidential candidate holds to beliefs that are not the same as the presidential candidates.


There were major differences between John F. Kennedy and Lyndon Baines Johnson as men and in their beliefs, although there also were broad areas of their agreement.


While there is much controversy about it, the record is clear, there were major differences between them on Viet Nam and what United States policy should be and what it should and should not do.


Stone decided to use Garrison's book, On the Trail of the Assassins (which was the one trail Garrison never took) and that of Jim Marrs, Conspiracy, as the alleged basis of his script. The Marrs book is not about the assassination. He wrote about the innumerable conspiracy theories and nice a fellow as he is, with his background as a reporter, he still could not and did not get them straight or write about them with a factual correctness.


I knew nothing of Stone other than that he made movies. I did not assume that he was aware of these things and I did assume he was an honest and a conscientious man. So, after reading what he said in announcing his movie, I wrote him at some length. I told him he could not possibly do a nonfiction movie based on these two books.


I went into some detail and promised him more if he wanted it. I told him about Garrison's plan to commemorate the fifth anniversary in 1968, when two members of his staff enlisted my help in trying to prevent the utter irrationality he had told them he planned. He was going to charge two men with being the actual assassins on that Grassy Knoll!


One of them was Edgar Eugene Bradley, the other Robert Lee Perrin. Bradley was the west-coast representative of the far-right Cape May, New Jersey, political preacher, the Rev. Carl McIntire, the man who through his ownership of a radio station in Media, Pennsylvania, a Philadelphia suburb, was so partisan, so blindly, resolutely one-sided he led the Federal Communications Commission to promulgate the Fairness Doctrine. 


Perrin was, I knew, to Garrison's knowledge, a corpse. He had killed himself in Garrison's own jurisdiction in New Orleans, more than a year before the assassination.


Garrison's alleged proof of Bradley as one of those Grassy Knoll assassins was a fictitious "identification" of him as one of those men who after being photographed by Dallas news photographers were called the "Dealey Plaza tramps" by assassination theorists. They had nothing to do with the assassination. I was confident that I could prove that readily, as I did when I had to, but how could I handle Garrison's invention that the long-dead Perrin was an assassin worried me. In the end, however, I was able to do that.


I was able to prove that those “tramps" had no possible connection and I did wind up with irrefutable proof that Perrin had killed himself. (I had in fact, earlier forced an FBI investigation of those men. The results of that investigation were later disclosed to me in two different FOIA lawsuits I filed against the FBI. Those records were seriously misused years later in a mistitled work of assassination fiction, Oswald Talked, which he didn't. (I attach the first of this series of FBI reports that identifies me as causing that investigation, as Exhibit 1).


On a Saturday night, after several weeks of difficult effort in New Orleans, I gave Andrew "Moo" Sciambra, the youngest of the assistant attorneys and the one who spent the most time with Garrison, the investigative report I had put together that I believed would make it impossible for Garrison to file those charges.


This is an abbreviated but accurate version. I do not want to relive more of that!


Garrison recognized he could not do as he had planned but he had to do something so he fired William Wood, who used the name Bill Boxley, a man he hired and paid from private funds and a man devoted to him. Garrison alleged falsely that the CIA had infiltrated Boxley onto his staff to wreck the investigation from inside.  


The details make quite a story but this is not the place for them.


With my letter and an account of this, with some of it detailed, I sent Stone some documentation. I offered him more if he asked for it, and told him I would answer any questions he might have.


He did not respond.


About two months later he began to shot his movie in Dallas.


Among the reporters there was the Washington Post's assassination expert George Lardner. When Lardner returned he told me that Stone had for all practical purposes taken possession of public property, like the Grassy Knoll. He placed private guards there, and even when there was no movie activity there, these guards had removed Lardner from that knoll he went to examine and understand better.


Meanwhile, one of the many copies of the script Stone had to distribute for various purposes ranging from raising the money he needed to interest actors and actresses into working on the film, was mailed to me. 


I regarded it as a childish script, full of inaccuracies and entirely unreal. It was the script of a movie that, if taken as non-fiction, Stone's advance billing of it, would deceive and mislead many people. So, I offered Lardner that script and the file I kept on preventing what could have been more of a disaster than Garrison's charging Clay Shaw with being an assassin when he had no evidence of that at all. 


Lardner and I knew that the attention drawn to the coming movie would be helpful to it but I wanted to make the record Lardner's story did make, that the movie was not non-fiction.


Stone exploited the attention to his movie that began with that Lardner story to make himself out a persecuted man. I emerged in his propaganda as some two hundred hawks flying over him for the CIA to pick apart.  

He knew what he was doing and he did it ably. He did promote his movie with that controversy. But despite the fact that in advance it was made clear that the movie was fiction, not non-fiction, many people were led to believe that it proved that the government had assassinated the President and that its files would hold the proof.


In the wake of the movie, the attention to it and its success, there was a demand for the release of what Stone and the movie led people to believe was the truth about the assassination that was allegedly hidden in the government's files.


The truth is, as I began NEVER AGAIN! documenting that the government never investigated the crime itself and never intended to. There was a de facto conspiracy as soon as it was known that Oswald was dead and there would be no trial at which evidence would have to be produced, examined and cross-examined, to hold Oswald the lone assassin.


With the success of the movie and the continuing clamor the demand grew for the release of all those government records that so many people believed held the secret to the assassination, as none did.


Under the pressure the Congress passed an Act in 1992 to require that all possible assassination records be disclosed. The Act provided for a board to supervise the staff that would do most of the work. Under the Act President George Bush should have appointed that board. He, former CIA director that he was, did nothing. Neither did President Clinton for a long time.


But, finally the board was appointed, sworn in April 11, 1994, and the hiring of a staff was begun. 


Meanwhile, the CIA which is politically more cunning than most agencies anticipated that the Congress would do as it did in response to public demand and started frustrating the intent of the act that was coming. 


After withholding a vast amount of records for so many years the CIA suddenly started disclosing them. Those it wanted to unload and those it could anticipate it would be required to disclose under the Act that was certain to be passed and made the law of the land. It did this under what it called its Historical Records Program. That enabled it to withhold much that under the law as passed it could not withhold. Much was kept secret on hundreds of thousands of pages. The CIA knew very well that no bureaucrat and no court was going to order it to go to the great cost of processing all those pages all over again just to have some names and paragraphs that had been withheld not to be withheld.


For some thirty years after the assassination the CIA resisted almost every effort to get it to disclose any piece of paper at all. More than two decades ago I filed several requests for all the records it had on Lee Harvey Oswald. It acknowledged receipt of that and a couple of other requests I made. The law then required action within twenty days. The CIA then did nothing until the next year, after I filed a few more FOIA requests. It then notified me in writing that several of the overdue requests were subsumed in the later requests. And there they stayed, without anything being done about them ever. Under the law that states the people have the right to know what their government does, other than records that are within the exemptions of the law, the people are entitled to receive copies of these records.


In theory any way, with this its record of three decades the CIA suddenly started flooding the National Archives with records, mostly relating to Oswald. I do not know how many there were but in writing his Oswald and the CIA, which appeared in 1995, John Newman stated that one CIA personality profile file on Oswald or one of its 201 files that had been disclosed was a quarter of a million pages. 


Those disclosed Oswald records he used in that book do reflect what seems like a great interest in Oswald, although it may be the same interest reflected in other defectors, real or pseudo-defectors. They do not really connect Oswald with the CIA.


It does seem to be extraordinary that an agency like the CIA, which has virtually limitless money to spend, would spend so much on so many largely meaningless records relating to a man those records do not connect with it or with any espionage activity.


In any event, the wily CIA, with its long record of successfully regarding the American people as an enemy and withholding extensively from it what is well known elsewhere in the world, particularly to the spookeries of other countries, can seem to be making great disclosures, disclosures that are so regarded by the major media. Yet it did not disclose what most of those with a genuinely academic interest in CIA disclosure have been looking for. 


If Stone and those many influenced by him, if those in the Congress in particular did not fear the political consequences of not doing what those misled by this Stone approach were clamoring for, the disclosures of all those government records they believed would show that the government assassinated the President, more could have been released and on a more orderly basis, one that enabled more and better use of what was disclosed . Much of what appears to be the most valuable of the disclosed information could have been started on its way to public disclosure almost overnight as early as in 1993.


The House of Representatives created a Select Committee on Assassination. That is a special committee whose life has to be renewed every session. It was created largely under the influence of having the amateur film of the assassination taken by Abraham Zapruder shown over and over again to groups of members. Once that committee got started and what it was doing -- and not doing -- became apparent, I began referring to it and still refer to it as the House assassins committee. It assassinated any real investigation of the assassinations of the President and Martin Luther King, Jr., and with each bent itself on making the official assassination mythologies seem to be real. It departed from the course only when it had no alternative. From its public records it began with this intent and never really abandoned it.


Robert Blakey, its chief counsel and staff directors -- in plain English that means its dictator -- began each public hearing with what he referred to as a narrative of what the day's hearings would show. He did not outline part of the story of either assassination, Rather he summarized what one critic after another -- and he named them as he mentioned what he said they said -- had reported. It was not that committee's legislated responsibility to undertake to put all the critics down. (All but one--he never mentioned me or any of my work, not in any one of his "narrations"). It was that committee's responsibility to investigate these crimes, not writers.


In its public record it did not do that. Its public record is what televised from coast-to-coast and was reported, every word of it, by National Public Radio -- what many of the people could see and hear as it was happening. Its public record largely, anyway, is what was printed for the House by the Government Printing Office in so small a quantity the supply was soon exhausted. This means that most of those who could not study what the committee had done as soon as its hearings were published could not really study it at all.


The Congress had and has a special and a proper rule. It prohibits for 50 years the disclosure of personal information about individuals that did not come up and out in public hearings. The purpose is to protect the innocent. In effect it can also protect others who may not be innocent, but that is the cost properly paid to protect those who are innocent.


That is the standing rule. Either House can, by a simple resolution, end the applicability of that rule to any records immediately. All that is required to make records withheld under that rule available for disclosure immediately is a simple rule of that House. Neither the House nor the Senate requires the concurrence of the other House and neither requires the agreement of the President. It requires no more than a majority of its voting members to decide to disclose information on any subject withheld by any committee. 


Under the vast pressure Stone and his partisans developed this could have been done overnight if they had not all been armed with blunderbusses. A simple resolution could have gotten any number of House members to introduce could have resulted in the immediate disclosure of all the assassination records withheld by that House assassins committee and its chief honcho. Robert Blakey who, according to unconfirmed reports I received from inside the committee, had hoped to parlay his work there into his being appointed attorney general of the United States. 


Instead he became and remained a professor of law at Notre Dame University. 


Because that was not done the disclosure of what turned out to be a rather large quantity of withheld information collected by the House assassins was delayed in being disclosed until the final Act was agreed on and enacted and then signed by the President. Who then did nothing to implement the Act.


This means that because records to be disclosed do require processing to be certain that what is not subject to disclosure is not disclosed and to protect personal privacy and for other legitimate reasons, like preventing interference with law enforcement, all disclosure was delayed further. 


At some point just how much has been disclosed will be known and known accurately. There have been large numbers circulated from time to time but there is no way of knowing how accurate they are.


On its part the FBI also announced that it, too, was making withheld information available under the Act. On reading this I wrote the FBI asking for copies of this newly disclosed information. It replied that what it had sent to the Archives for general disclosure were merely copies of records I had because had sued the FBI and obtained those records from it.  I do not believe the FBI on this but as a practical matter there is nothing I can do about it. I had obtained about a quarter of a million withheld pages by means of about a dozen Freedom of Information (FOIA) lawsuits.


The result of the Act, once it began working, was that a great quantity of paper was made available almost at one time, more than anyone, even those who can afford to move to Washington and live there without income while they went over those records, could dream of doing.


The Act has provisions that entitles each American to get one hundred pages of copies at no cost. But after that the cost if the Archives makes and mails the copies is twenty-five cents a page. If the researcher does the copying on the Archives' copier the cost is only ten cents a page. 


With the CIA's initial Oswald disclosures from its Personality Profile file on him is said to be a quarter of a million pages, for anyone outside of Washington obtaining that should entail a cost of more than eighty thousand dollars, and that would be only the beginning cost.


Also required would be file cabinets to hold these records, file folders to put and keep them in and space for all these file cabinets, space the average home does not have.


As a practical matter it remains unlikely that most Americans will ever see any of these records relating to the assassination of their President. 


When assassination records were first available at the National Archives I drove there almost daily and examined them. That was more than thirty years before this writing. In the interim I was lucky to survive many serious medical problems and surgeries. My doctors did not expect me to survive three of them. Among the results is that travel is not safe for me and I have not driven out of Frederick, where we live, for two decades as of the time of this writing.


The year before this writing I was hospitalized locally twice for congestive heart failure. The second time the local critical-care specialist did not expect me to survive. He rushed me to the Johns Hopkins Hospital in Baltimore; I was there for three weeks.  In the month before this writing he told me how surprised he was that I have been able to survive all the many medical problems I have been identified as having and surviving.


So I am limited to copies of these newly-disclosed records that others in their kindness provide. Most helpful in this have been Dr. Gary Aguilar, popular opthalmalogist and Professor of Opthalmalogy in the San Francisco area, and Anna Marie Kuhns-Walko, originally of Pittsburgh and of the time of her helpfulness living in the Washington area where her husband was a professional member of the military. Much of what they provided me is included in the Afterward added to my NEVER AGAIN!

Examination of it discloses that most of the information had been withheld by the Blakey House assassins committee--and that none of it required withholding under the law. It was withheld by that committee -- meaning Blakey and those carrying out his orders, because it was information that contradicted the preconception with which Blakey began, to support the official assassination mythology. What I was able to use and some of what I was not able to use have the exact opposite effect -- and as a result was withheld.


There was no other apparent reason for withholding that information. 


Some of the most valuable and most informative were transcripts of committee hearings held in secret. Some were the statements and affidavits by some of those involved in the investigation as employees of the FBI and the military.


Under someone other than Blakey it is likely that the withheld information relating to the shooting and the withheld testimony that affirmed the perjury of the chief autopsy prosector would not have been withheld. 


In an honest investigation it and more information like it would not have been withheld and would have been used in open hearings. 


As the result of the powerful campaign spearheaded by Oliver Stone this great flood of records is being disclosed. While it is a sound argument that all assassination information should be made available to the people, there is no agreement on what an actual assassination record is.


It is assumed, it having been the preordained conclusions of the Warren Commission, that Lee Harvey Oswald was the lone assassin, that for the purposes of this Act he is the lone assassin and that all records relating to him and to the investigation of him are the records to be disclosed.


There are problems with this, aside from what may surprise most people, that Oswald was not the assassin, according to the misrepresented information of the official assassination investigation. We go into this in a limited degree in what follows in this book. Another problem is the vastness of the Oswald records because he was ordained the lone assassin at the outset, before any real investigation was made. We document this.


I have not been able to go over most of those Oswald records  but did examine those of the quarter of a million pages John Newman used in his book. I do not recall a single page that related to the assassination itself, even if Oswald had been the assassin. I do not recall a single page that connected Oswald  with the assassination or with the CIA. 


In short, with this selection by Newman representing what in his opinion are the most important of those CIA records, those CIA records do not tell us anything about the assassination.


Newman is a University of Maryland history professor. He spent twenty years in Army Intelligence. Between these qualifications he should be able to recognize what can or does relate to the assassination.


I followed the releases of the board created under the Act, the Assassination Records Review Board. I do not recall a single record among those it identified in its releases that relates to the assassination itself.


Meanwhile, having gone to all the trouble to make what amount to Oswald records available without any disclosed records that tell us anything about the assassination itself the board had broadened its activity. It is seeking to take possession in the name of the government of the content of other official repositories and of private property. It has sought to take from the Dallas assassination museum some of its records and it has decided to take possession of the Zapruder film for the government. In neither case is it making anything new available. The Dallas museum is public and I've been using the Zapruder film going back three decades.


One problem with the Zapruder film is the cost of getting copies to use. It is profitable to the Zapruder estate, to which Time/Life reverted the rights it had bought from Abraham Zapruder. But I examined it in the Archives more than thirty years ago and then began reporting what I observed in it. Others have claimed to report what they believe they see in it. Some of the fiction invented to seem to support the theories with which those others began.


Paying the Zapruder estate what that film can be worth can be costly. It can be valuable for the government to be the owner of it if the government charges appreciable less than the Zapruder estate does for copies and puts fewer limitations on its use. But to continue to use it in support of theories that have no basis in fact does not inform the people and does tend to make the truth about the assassination even more remote.


Having brought no real assassination information to light this board is seeking to make it seem as though it has fulfilled its function by trying to grab every available record said to be on the assassination.


Like those of the late Jim Garrison. They, alas, do not hold any real assassination information.


But all the attention it is getting it makes it look as though this board is really out to do the job it has not done and from all appearances will not do.


To be able to get all the assassination information the board has to decide what assassination information is.


Beginning with the official assumption, with what the actual official assassination information refutes, that Oswald was the assassin, it will not be obtaining and it will not be disclosing actual assassination information and it will be creating still another reason for the people not to trust their government.


The board itself is composed of professionals all respected in their professional careers and lives. Not one is any kind of expert in this kind of inquiry. Being a professional historian does not qualify one for investigation.


It does, of course, qualify one to decide what a historical record is. But the supposed purpose is to bring records relating to the assassination to light and that kind of function is not really served by the preparation of a professional historian only.


Meanwhile, the greater the volume of records disclosed the more unlikely it is that if there is anything of any real value in them that it can be spotted. There is a limit to the number of records anyone one person can critically examine, particularly those not in Washington or the Washington area.


Going over all the records already disclosed is something that for almost everyone is a practical impossibility, with more records not on the assassination itself continuing to pour out.


The truth is that the greater the volume of records disclosed the greater inaccessibility there is. There is a limit to the number of records anyone can examine; the volume itself can deny access.


More, when there is this greater volume of records than anyone can expect to be able to go over, even selecting those to be examined becomes more difficult. 


This is particularly true because they are processed by the agencies, not by the professionals at the Archives.


What all of this, beginning with the entirely uninformed Stone blunderbuss approach, means is that if there is plenty, and the prospects of that range from light to nonexistaet, there will be assassination starvation in the midst of it because all the innumerable records being disclosed are not records relating to the assassination.


Their relationship is to Oswald and no matter how it may shock people, the actual truth of the actual official investigation is more than that he was not the assassin. It is that officialdom knew he was not. We see some of this. All of what is known of that official evidence cannot be repeated here. A little will be to be illustrative. It is in detail scattered throughout all the many books I have published. Those books are severely critical of the Commission, of its staff in particular. Those criticism go back more than thirty years. In all that time not a single one of those of whom I was so critical has written or phoned to complain that I was unfair about him or inaccurate in what I wrote about him.


It will be new to most who see this but it is also a fact that three of the members of the Warren Commission did not agree with its most basic conclusion other than that Oswald was the assassin -- and that was not a conclusion but the beginning preconception. Two of those members, Senator Richard B. Russell of Georgia and John Sherman Cooper of Kentucky, went to their graves refusing to accept the so-called single-bullet theory that is basic to the Report. It is not a theory. It is a fabrication that has no basis in fact. Without it Oswald could not have been the ordained lone assassin. 


What was done to hide this strong refusal to accept that fabrication on which the official report on the assassination of the President is based is, I hope, without precedent in our history, it is that corrupt, and it is something I hope will never be repeated.


Some of this follows. More of it exists in greater detail in other of my manuscripts. However, as will be seen, the proof of this is official and is in records left by those respectable Senators for our history.


If this board does not have a satisfactory definition of what an assassination record is, it is not going to see the disclosure of assassination records because it is latched to Oswald records; and to a simply enormous amount of trivia. 


There is another and a serious problem unknown to the Oliver Stones and those supposed assassination experts he had around him. That is the fact that the crime itself was never investigated and was never intended to be. So, there is no reason to believe that there exists in government files records that will tell the sorrowing people what happened when their popular President was shot down and consigned to history with the dubious epitaph of a phony and intended dishonest official investigation that was not an investigation of the crime. 


If something that does tell the people more about the assassination itself does get disclosed, that will be as wonderful as it is unlikely.


What is the most likely result of this large effort is more disillusionment of the people with more justification for that disillusionment; more disenchantment with government and more reason for that disenchantment; and the spawning of even more literary garbage said to be about the assassination and said to be coming from all those newly-disclosed records.


Of the five members of the board the one who has the most difficulty keeping his mouth closed is the respected educator and university dean, Kermit Hall. As part of his work on the board--and it should be clearly understood that for the members their work is of but a couple of days a month, part time--he has undertaken to be critical of writing that is critical of the official explanation of the assassination.


The strange fact is, strange for a man so ignorant of the subject matter, that in addition to the strong campaign he waged that is addressed herein he even sought and got major space in the February Newsletter of the Organization of American Historians (OAH).


Even there his ignorance was conspicuous, his ignorance of the history he teaches. The May issue of the OAH publication devoted considerable space to criticisms and corrections of some of Hall's mistakes that would not be acceptable from a student in American History 101. Dr. Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., who is a professional historian and had been in the JFK White House corrected some of Hall's errors, particularly about Operation Mongoose, which Hall said was part of the Kennedy-mafia plot to assassinate Cuba's Fidel Castro when no part of that was correct. Dr. David Wrone, Professor of History at the University of Wisconsin, Stevens Point, was severe in his criticisms and also corrected many Hall errors at great length.


Why Hall campaigns as he does and makes a spectacle of himself in doing it is not apparent but doing it, for a professional historian, he is asking for a private corner and a big dunce cap with what he says and writes.


This anti-scholarship professional scholar, especially in carrying his argument to his peers among historians, is actually arguing that his board will not do much because the Commission really did the job expected of it.


Hall argues, without at any point coming into contact with the actual legitimate criticism of the official "solution" to the assassination, that there is no basis for that criticism.


He is in effect preparing the country to disappointment with the work of his board, other than in the meaningless volumes of meaningless records it can claim it brought to light--records that tell nothing at all about the assassination itself.


Why else should he argue at all?


Especially when he has to know that he does not know a thing about the assassination and after all the time he has been on the board he displays incredible ignorance of the subject matter--and the shockingly unfair and dishonest nature of his criticism of criticism of the Commission -- the real criticism not what he pretends and not the meaninglessness he took from that other subject-matter ignoramus, Max Holland.


In this he also sought to prepare the major media to accept whatever his board did--and did not do, and with that to prepare the nation for it.


The board held hearings to which it invited those who wanted

to be heard to come and tell it of the records they believe exist and should be obtained. 

 
In practice this has been, to a large degree, a public forum for attracting more attention to assassination nuttiness, the wildest of what are not even theories, theories requiring some contact with fact and reality.


This makes it look as though the board was trying hard to learn what it could but that was not a way to learn and the board in fact learned nothing about the assassination from it.


Hall's flapping jaws, so to speak, provide a means of evaluating the thought that lies behind the board and what it is doing. His concept is to destroy all criticism of the official assassination mythology, apparently in the belief that his and his board's effort to enforce it may thereby be more acceptable.


Until it is all over we cannot know how it will end. This study of a law review article by Hall gives us a means of examining into his thinking, into his knowledge of the work for which he accepted that public responsibility several years after he assumed that public responsibility, and thus into the board and what it is and is not doing and how it thinks and does not think.


It should not hit the reader by surprise: this respected educator who is a member of the board remains what he began, a subject-matter ignoramus.


There is not much on any aspect that can be expected, other than perhaps by accident, from one who is so ignorant of it and as this study shows, and so dishonest in that. So smug and scholarly omniscient when in no sense is a word written by this professional scholar on this subject at all scholarly


It is a work of propaganda, not scholarship, not history, and it is legitimate to fear that it is a forecast of what can be expected, albeit not so grossly faulty, from the board of which he is a member and from which not a word of disagreement with this outrage of his has come.


On this subject the wheel has, indeed, turned full scale. The only legitimate scholarship comes from amateur scholars.


It is a self-indictment by professional scholars of professional scholars, and of these Hall's self-exposure in the Maryland Law Review is an outstanding example.


This may seem harsh to those without experience with such controversial subjects. I urge them to withhold judgment until reading all of what follows.


This is a subject like no other subject in my experience.


It is a subject on which most professional scholars have abdicated and the majority that had not abdicated has not informed itself and has come to realize that self-interest lies in agreeing

with what the government said and from time to time says and wants believed.


It is a subject that can present professional dangers to scholars who publicly disagree with what the government said and wants believed. 


Most seem to feel that they are better off separating themselves from any public discussion of this subject and for most that is probably true.


There is an interesting and a provocative aspect to all of this. Why did Hall say anything at all in public?


He has to know he really knows nothing at all about the subject. He knows he has done no real work on it. He may have read an article or a book he liked but, professional scholar that he is, he knows that is not a sound basis for becoming the partisan he has become. It does not make him as expert.


With ignorance and insensitivity his only real qualifications for it.


Why Hall did this is, of course, a mystery. Why he dared,

ignorant as he knows he is, deliver the prestigious Simon Sobeloff lecture. Why he then did this lengthy article for the Maryland Law Review.


It is almost as though he is in advance campaigning against opposition he expects his board to face. If so, that is a political and not scholarly method. If the board had completed its work and he anticipated disagreement that would be different , but as of the time of his article his board had sought and got an extension of its life.


What is particularly striking about this is its lack of originality and its endless demonstration of both ignorance and dishonesty.


These are not the usual means, efforts and interests of professionals who have reached the position he holds in a major educational institution. It also is not the usual behavior of anyone who is supposed to be impartial and who is part of an official body that is also supposed to be impartial.


It is, however, something that in one form or another has happened ever since President Kennedy was assassinated and the federal government pre-empted the state which alone had jurisdiction in that crime, has happened every time some development was or could be expected.

CHAPTER ONE


A TIP-TOP SCHOLAR AND AN ASSASSINATION EXPERT

Assassination is a political crime. The assassination of President Kennedy is, inevitably, a coup d'etat, whether or not that was the objective of the assassin or assassins. It is the most subversive of crimes in this country. It nullifies our entire system of freedom through self-government. Inevitably, too, it means changed national policies, other than those for which the people voted and expected of the President they elected. 


It is, as it should be, a matter of great national concern. The people do care, do express themselves as under our system they should, really must, and if the government that comes in as a result of any assassination does not satisfy popular concern over the assassination, popular desire to be fully and accurately informed about it, that government sacrifices some popular support and that, too, is as it should be.


Traditionally, presidential candidates select their running-mates those who add to the ticket by appealing to voters who are not attracted to the presidential candidate. This means the vice-presidential candidate has policies and holds views that are not those of the presidential candidate. 


Whether or not the assassination is the end product of a conspiracy is not a matter of theory but of fact. With the assassination of President F. Kennedy the official investigation did devlop an enormous amount of information , misinformation, and disinformation. But it also developed some absolutely solid fact about the crime. Most of the writing about the assassination and its investigations have not mastered this available official fact.

Most of those writings supposedly about the assassination avoid mention of this proven official fact. They do this by ignoring it to begin with and they avoid it, if they learn any of it, in their writing.


If the people are not fully and accurately informed our system cannot work as it should.


If the people are misinformed or misled in any way about such an assassination, and in some ways, more about its official investigation, our system is by that corrupted so it cannot work as intended by our founders.


Other than my books I know of no book supposedly on this assassination that restricts itself entirely to the official evidence, what was proven to be correct, what was not correct, and much too often what was not relevant. The most common method of those who defend the Warren Report is to pretend that any reference to conspiracy is a matter of theory. This is a false pretense. Many of those who make this pretense know it is false. This is particularly true when the false pretense comes from those in official positions.









What is little understood and none of those anti-conspiracy theory writers tell their readers is that the Warren Report itself is a matter of theory, of only theory at best, and calling it theory may in fact praise it.


In keeping with this posture, this false pretense, that any reference to whether or not there was a conspiracy in the JFK assassination is only an untrue theory, Dr. Kermit Hall says he 

titles his article in the Maryland Law Review (Vol. 56, No. 1, 1997), after H. L. Mencken, "The Virulence of the National Appetite for Bogus Revelation."


This is a propaganda title. It labels all who do not agree with Hall and all the beliefs other than his as bogus and, of course, it castigates any reference to any conspiracy as "bogus," too.


What is really bogus in all this is Hall and his writing.


Hall is Dean of Humanities, executive dean of the College of Arts and Sciences and professor of history and law of the Ohio State University. He and other members of the Assassination Records Review Board serve only part time, a couple of a days a month. Given the volume of the information they cannot do much themselves in no more than these few days a month on the job. They begin with little knowledge of the assassination. 


After his appointment Hall told a Columbus, Ohio TV station that his ignorance about the assassination was his greatest asset. Serving on this board, which is to see to the disclosure of all official assassination information, Hall's assets are undiminished, as this article of his demonstrates.     


That he writes about the assassination and its investigation without any reference to the fact developed and what is surprising for a lawyer and a historian, without any reference to fact that should have been developed and wasn't or to the obvious misrepresentations of what is officially presented as fact,  
misrepresentations made obvious and without any question at all by the Commission's evidence itself.


Hall circumvents his subject-matter ignorance, as do his favorite sources like Max Holland, by this total ignoring of the established and official fact of the crime. With this he and they assumed all the Commission did, said and wrote is fully correct and not subject to question. 


In this way, Hall and his Hollands hide their determined ignorance of the established fact, to which they make no reference 

at all, and spout their beliefs and theories, their preconceptions and their political views.


Basic in this permeating ignorance of the actual and established fact of the assassination, which is not limited to Hall among the board's members and staff, is their need to identify what is and is not an assassination record when their ignorance denied 

them this knowledge.


They thus have no choice, they must assume that no matter how wrong it was the Warren Commission was absolutely right.


This is perforce true of all the board. Hall is merely the most slack-jawed of them, witness his boast that his subject-matter ignorance was his greatest asset when he has to decide what is and is not an assassination record based on that ignorance.



What is particularly surprising for a professional historian who is also a dean of his college is his misrepresentation of history he lived through and that when the truth is well known.


Whether or not the "national appetite for bogus revelation" Mencken saw and wrote about exists so long after Mencken, with what came to be known as The Watergate long after Mencken's death, in the Hall treatment of it he limits it to his representation of the JFK assassination and to his selection of some of the literature on it. Hall credits a number of others for their research support and sources used. It is obvious that Hall could not have done all the research, as it also is obvious that those who did the research were indulging in preconceptions, a point of view, and even then were selective in the bias sources and in what they used and did not use of those sources.


Not one of these assistants addressed the official fact of the assassination in order to be in a position to know and understand whether what they evolved was fair, reasonable or even rational. Their work is, in Hall's rendition of it, biased and in pursuit

of the preconception all seem to share.


For either a lawyer or a historian to write about whether or not there was a conspiracy, for either to write in any way critically of those they say theorize that there had been  a conspiracy, those making the criticism must have a firm grasp of the established official fact and use it to address whether there 

had or had not been a conspiracy and whether those of whom they are critical know or use or misuse that established official fact, without this they are no more than--no better than--propagandists.


Whether or not there had been a conspiracy is not a matter of opinion, as Hall has it; it is a matter of fact. This established official fact of the JFK assassination makes fairies and needles stuff of the pseudo-scholarship of Hall and his brigade of assistants. Their reasoning, their approach, is a modern equivalent of the medieval conjecture of how many fairies could dance on the point of a needle or perhaps go through the eye.


It is entirely unreal and it simply is not honest.


Conspiracy under the law is a combination to do wrong.


In its simplest formulation, if the crime was beyond the capability of any one person, on that basis alone it was a conspiracy.


The crime outlined by the Warren Commission was, by the Commission's own evidence, impossible for any one person. This is beyond any question at all, whether or not reasonable. It is also the Commission's unrefuted best evidence--in fact, the only actual evidence it had on whether any one person could do the shooting to which its Report and conclusions are limited.


Before Hall's article I had published nine books on the JFK assassination and its investigations and had filed and fought a dozen Freedom of Information lawsuits to obtain withheld official assassination information. As it relates to the JFK assassination, the volume or records yielded by that litigation is about a quarter of a million pages. Some of these lawsuits were precedential. One is credited in the legislative history of the 1974 amending of the Act as requiring the amending of its investigatory files exemption.

Hall refers to only two of these books, all of which come from the official evidence and none of which theorizes any conspiracy. His reference to those books are simply not honest.


However, for him to have referred to them at all as he does, he is required to have read and understood them. If he did not he either accepted the prejudice, if not also the ignorance of another, or he was a propagandist, not either a scholar or a lawyer.


The most recent of my books to which he refers was published in 1966. That was thirty years before his speech and article. How he and those on whom he depended could have missed or ignored the other seven books cannot be explained; if not his board some of its staff does have them all. He did dredge from the literary swamps to be able to impressively argue a point of view but even the most casual consultation with such standard sources as Books in Print
disclose the existence of those seven later books, and of others that are relevant. (see Exhibit 2).


It is thirty-two years since the first of my books was 

published. They are all critical of the Commission, of its staff of lawyers, of the FBI and many of its agents and the medical staff of the autopsy, and in all those years not a single one of those whose work these books criticized has written or phoned me after reading what my books say of him to complain of either unfairness or inaccuracy.


The Department of Justice and its FBI have bestowed unique credentials on me. They did that under conditions that are in themselves rare and in the assassination are unique. 


Faced with official mendacity in the efforts to use the law to bring withheld information to light I eschewed the usual practice of having allegations made in lawyers' pleadings. Instead, I made myself subject to the penalties of perjury by stating under oath that the FBI agent who filed an affidavit was a perjurer. 


If I were not truthful, when I made this charge, my opposing counsel being those who place criminal charges against others, I deliberately made myself subject to a perjury charge and indictment

if I were not truthful and accurate.


That first time was in C.A. 5-226, it was the first case filed under the Act as amended in 1974. As stated above, the legislative history affirms that the earlier version of that lawsuit was responsible for the amending of the Act to make the FBI and the CIA and similar records accessible under it.


The FBI's response, in its Opposition filed by its counsel, the Department of Justice, is what has to be the most unusual and unprecedented defense against a proven charge of perjury, proven 

under oath itself. I am the plaintiff in what is quoted from the Opposition: (see Exhibit 3).



In a sense, the plaintiff could make such 


claims (sic.) ad infinitum since he is perhaps


more familiar with events surrounding the 


investigation of President Kennedy's assassination


than anyone now employed by the FBI.


I knew more about the crime and its investigation than anyone in the FBI and for that reason and for that reason alone the FBI is licensed to file perjury with the federal courts--and that with immunity!


(In fact that court threatened my lawyer and me instead of acting on undenied proof that was before it).


The FBI did the Commission's investigations for it and provided the Commission with its scientific testing. The nature of some of this "science" follows below.


None of this and none of the actual contents of any of my nine books was relevant to Hall but he did find relevance in the denial of the holocaust.


He found relevance in the career of Joe McCarthy, too.


Hall insults me and my writing. That, I believe, gives me a right to respond in kind--with one difference: I will be factual and correct and will not lie.


It is as wrong and ignorant as any writing about the assassination literature can be to give my Whitewash (which he here spells correctly as he did not in writing the newsletter of the Organization of American Historians)as one of those "propagating theories of conspiracy." 


That in fact is a lie. There is no theorizing in any of my books, of which Hall's scholarship included but three and one of them is not on the JFK assassination. Whitewash is what its subtitle says it is, "The Report on the Warren Report." It comes entirely from the Report which it analyzes, and from related testimony and documents the Commission published in its twenty-six volumes. 











It was the first book on the subject by far. It remains the basic book on the subject. In all the years since its publication in 1965, I repeat not a single one of those who are criticized in it has written or phoned to complain that I was unfair to him or inaccurate of what I said about him. (This is also true of all my books in not one of which has any major error been alleged not even by the government agencies that went over them seeking just that).


Hall is further critical of Whitewash in quoting out of context two sentences of its conclusion: "In writing this book, the author has had but one purpose. That was to show that the job assigned to and expected of the President's Commission on the Assassination of President John F. Kennedy has not been done." 


He also states falsely at this point that I was "propagating theories of conspiracy" in that same first book on the subject, Whitewash, "stating that the Warren Commission did not consider any alternative to Oswald as the lone assassin."

  
The Commission's own records prove this beyond any question. How the man could be dean of his college and a professor of history and law and can have served on this board to see to the disclosure 

of assassination records and flaunt this kind of ignorance is staggering. So also is what is inherent in this continued criticism, that we are all to Seig Heil! when the government states what on its face simply cannot be believed.


It is not the function of historians to ask questions?


Is it not the function of lawyers to see to it that there is justice?


Are not both to see to it that truth reaches the people so representative society can work as intended by our founders?


What is wrong with a journalist undertaking to "show that the job assigned to and expected of" the Presidential Commission on the assassination of the President "has not been done"?


This is not the function of journalists in a free society?


Hall does not state that Whitewash failed to do precisely this. It did that.


He criticizes me for undertaking to meet the responsibilities of a citizen, of a writer, the responsibilities no historian undertook to meet, and who can name a lawyer who did?


The staggering ignorance and the no less startling insensitivity of the man when he does not know that the expected job was not done, when he does not know that the government immediately, with the decision on the highest levels, eliminated all other possible assassins. (We come to and document this).


This man does not know what an assassination record is yet he sits on a board that is to see to their fullest possible disclosure.


I return to these statements with documentation, not his distorted footnotes that are a Hall specialty. As in his criticism of my second book. His text on this also is false:
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Because of the enormous Cold War paranoia, as well


as the requirement to maintain tight security around


the sources and methods used to collect this infor-


mation, the Commission could not argue its case fully to 
the American people. When the research community [which 



is nothing at all like a community so this is contrived


to make all appear to be alike, to write and think alike]


asserted that the government itself had been implicated


in the assassination.


The actuality is that with regard to information about the  assassination itself there was no real "sources and methods" problem. That is and has been the stock dodge of the agencies like the FBI and the CIA. There likewise was no real "national security" problem with information that relates to the assassination itself. This and Hall's line about cold war paranoia, which he takes from Max Holland and not from fact, could be true only if there had been an international conspiracy to kill the President, or a legitimate basis for suspecting this.



All of that relates and related to official distractions from the Commission's own and irrefutable facts of the crime itself, some of which follows.


Hall's note on this quotation from his flaunting of both prejudice and ignorance reads: "see, e.g., Harold Weisberg, Whitewash II: The FBI-Secret Service Coverup, 125 (1966) concluding that the FBI and Secret Service are not innocent in the Warren Commission investigation."


It can perhaps help understand Hall and what he is up to-- either his subject matter ignorance or intended dishonesty or both-to continue with this corruption of his of what I said that the point he quotes. Remember, he has accused me in what is quoted of 
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"asserting that the government itself had been implicated in the assassination."


This is neither stated nor even suggested in what I wrote and this eminent historian/lawyer says I did to this particular captive audience of his.










It is from my chapter titled "Strange Inquest." Reference is to the apology for an autopsy performed on the President at the Navy hospital at Bethesda, Maryland. Calling it a "strange inquest" is to praise it. It has been and it forever will be the subject of the most legitimate criticism. I note again in this connection that while I have published more extensive criticism of those pathologists, their autopsy and the glorification of it and of them in the Journal of Medical Association in 1992, I have not had a word of complaint from any of them or from the journal or from the medical association itself.


My book NEVER AGAIN! is based on that series quoting those pathologists. 


It is not possible to be more explicit than this writing was in stating what it was about which "The FBI and the Secret Service are not innocent." Consideration of this should begin--and again we are addressing Hall's honesty, his competence or both--with the book's subtitle, something Hall did get straight: "The FBI and the 

Secret Service Coverup."


The book addresses what the agencies covered up, as without any question they did. Hall says nothing about that because it is 

not possible to deny that there is much they did cover up, some 
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included herein.


What at that point was referred to was not the assassination itself. This could not be more obvious, regardless of what Hall states and published. What is referred to could not be stated more

explicitly. To leave this without question, rather than using 

footnotes to which Hall has just given a bad name I include that page and the preceding page. What we referred to of which the FBI and the Secret Service were aware is perjury by the chief prosector. (see Exhibit 4).


There was the material question the Commission had asked him, when did the chief prosector learn of a tracheostomy  on the President's neck. Under oath Commander James J. Humes swore that it was not until some time the day after the assassination, that being the one time, well after daylight, that he spoke to the Dallas doctor, Malcolm Perry.


On the preceding page I quote other Commission testimony stating that Humes had phoned Perry more than once and had told him what he denied to the Commission that he had mentioned.


It was because of their knowledge of this and their silence about it that "The FBI and the Secret Service are not innocent."


Subsequently I learned and published more about this, without mention of it by this eminent historian and all those who did his 

research for him although it was published several years earlier and I had given the board a manuscript copy of it long before it was published. 
 


Two FBI agents and two Secret Service agents were present 
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throughout the entire autopsy except for the short period one of the FBI agents phoned the FBI's laboratory.


The important question related to the incision or the tracheostomy in the front of the President's throat that bisected a bullet wound. Humes had sworn he had no knowledge of that until 

on Saturday he spoke to Perry for the one and only time and for that reason did not know that there was a bullet hole when the incision was.


The importance related to the number of shots fired and their point or points of origin and to Humes' knowledge of this when he wrote the autopsy report.


As we see--and this is another reason why the Halls and Hollands, if they know the proven official fact of the assassination avoid it like the plague--because it was a physical impossibility for Oswald to have fired three shots in the time the investigation permitted, he could not have fired any more than three shots.


Along with the rest of the medical staff and these federal agents the radiologist, Dr. John Ebersole was in the autopsy room. He was questioned under oath by the medical panel of the House Select Committee on Assassinations of the 1970s. For its own reason, and perish the thought that it also was a "cover up," that  committee suppressed this Ebersole testimony. It was disclosed under the provisions of the 1992 Act which created the board on which Hall sits, if decorates is not more precise. Ebersole testified repeatedly that from the autopsy room, during the 
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autopsy, Humes phoned Perry. Originally Ebersole placed the time at between 10:00 and 10:30 p.m. When those experts in covering up, most of the members of the panel, undertook to press Ebersole on this, he insisted, under oath, that it could not have been after 11:00 p.m. the night of the assassination and from the 

assassination autopsy room and in his presence--along with that

of the federal agents--Humes did phone Perry. (See NEVER AGAIN!, pp

476-77). (see Exhibit 5).


The historian in Hall can accept this perjury about what was so important in the autopsy performed on a President of the United States?


The Professor of Law (and indeed, the dean of the College of Humanities) is content, finds the law satisfied, finds the country protected by the laws intended to protect our country, when there is repetitious proof (not all of which is cited here) that the chief autopsy prosector was a perjurer?


Again, instead of a note with the value of notes degraded as Hall has just degraded them, I attach two pages, 466 and 467, of NEVER AGAIN! that includes verbatim quotations of the suppressed Ebersole testimony.


It is obvious that in their silence over this felony of 

perjury in the autopsy of the assassination of the President "The 

FBI and Secret Service are not innocent." 


It is also obvious that in this I did not, as Hall states "assert" or even suggest, his words, "that the government itself had been implicated in the assassination."
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With this insight into Hall's speech and this published amplification of it we return to two previous criticism of me. Again, rather than using notes the dependability of which has rarely been undermined more than by this eminent professor of both history and law, I used documents that have been available to anyone after they
were first disclosed to me the end of 1977 or in early 1978 and of which I gave copies to some of Hall's staff several years ago. I also cite them in the beginning of NEVER AGAIN!

Hall's criticism of me and of my writing and that in the sense of my being a theorizer of conspiracy when I am alone among those writing on the subject who is not, as is known to all who have any knowledge of the subject, is based on what was obvious in 1964 with the first materials the Commission published and I stated in my 1965 book, that the Commission began with the belief ("considered") that only Oswald was the assassin.


There was a de facto conspiracy on precisely this that was engaged in as soon as Oswald was dead and it was known there would be no trial at which evidence would be examined and cross examined. I go into this in further detail at the very beginning of NEVER AGAIN! It was out two years before Hall's article. I have the documentation the publisher elected not to include.


I do not name who may have been part of this de facto 

conspiracy because with some of them I lacked absolute proof. There is in the records referred to above, particularly in disclosed official transcripts of President Johnson's and other phone conversations the day Oswald was killed, which was the first day 

they were taped, indication of the possible involvement of others, particularly the hawkish, Dean Eugene Debs Rostow. There is, however, no question about the involvement of those I do name.


Nicholas Katzenbach was the deputy attorney general. In the absence of Robert Kennedy for the funeral arrangements, Katzenbach ran the Department of Justice. When he returned Kennedy did what is proper, because of his personal involvement, he separated himself from the assassination investigation. Records I published in 1975, in Post Mortem, established that even when the Commission undertook to involve him he refused and remained properly detached. (See my chapter "Hades, Not Camelot").


The day Oswald was killed was a Sunday, November 24, 1963. Katzenbach had no secretarial service available to him at his office after he had engaged in all those phone calls and decided to put what needed to be done on paper. I have and attach what I have obtained from the files of the Department's Criminal Division after years of stalling, the handwritten draft of what Katzenbach proposed. This and the Department's file copy are from its file 129-11. (see Exhibit 6) Although it is dated the day after Katzenbach wrote it and discussed it with others, November 24, 1963, it was not sent to the files for the use of others in the Department for a year and a half from the stamp quite visible on it. The additional stamp indicates that the department lawyer who held it up was Howard P. Willins, the "HPW" on the file notation. It was Willens who sent to work for the Commission and be its liaison with the Department after Katzenbach stated, and I have 
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that record, too, that he would send someone to be his "eyes and ears" on the Commission.


What Katzenbach wrote as soon as Oswald was killed and he knew there would be no trial, nobody other than Oswald by then being a suspect, begins: 




The public must be satisfied that Oswald was the 

assassin; that he did not have confederates who are 



still at large; and that the evidence was such that 



he would have been convicted at trial.


There was no way in the world for anyone to have known this the day before the first working day after the assassination with investigation barely begun, with the official results of the misrepresented official investigations it simply is not true, it is the exact opposite of the sorely misrepresented actual official evidence.


Katzenbach's memo's last recommendation became the Warren Commission: He recommends "the appointment of a Presidential Commission of unimpeachable personnel to review and examine the 

evidence and announce its conclusions." This, as we see in the attached official transcript of a November 24, 1963, phone conversation between Rostow and Bill Moyers was Rostow's idea, not Katzenbach's. (see Exhibit 7).


Also attached and bearing on this in the memo by assistant FBI director Courtney A. Evans to the man above him, that being the way inside the FBI memos were sent to Hoover without being addressed to him. It forwarded the FBI's file copy of the Katzenbach memo and states that on Sunday Katzenbach and Hoover had discussed it. (see Exhibit 8).
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That Moyers got through to Johnson the first moment Johnson was free is established by Secret Service phone records made before Johnson was in his White House office where the phone calls could be recorded. Moyers phoned Johnson just before 9:00 p.m. Sunday night. Immediately after that Johnson phoned first Hoover and then Katzenbach, each call lasting less than five minutes. (see Exhibit  9).














Among the records stating that this was agreed to is the disclosed and attached transcript of one of the conversations between Johnson and Hoover at 10:30 a.m. Monday, November 25, 1963. In its second paragraph Johnson states, "We believe the way to handle this as we said yesterday . . . . " (see Exhibit 10).


There are several other disclosed transcripts in which this is explicit. it is the official record, and it is without possibility of question, that is precisely what was done.


These calls include the stated agreement of Hoover and Katzenbach that they are doing as agreed Sunday, November 

24. 


It is not possible to read the Warren Report without knowing that the Commission never ever considered any other assassin 

possible.


The night of the assassination, when Johnson was President, he directed Hoover to have the FBI made a definitive investigation. We come to a bit of that. It could not be more obvious that then, before Katzenbach recommended it as policy, whether or not that was Rostow's idea, Hoover decided that Oswald was the lone assassin and 
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a "red" one at that.


And so we can see, if not as completely as would be possible were my health and physical limitations not what they are, what it is that makes an eminent scholar of the "Dean of Humanities; Executive Dean, College of Arts and Sciences; Professor of History and the Law" at the Ohio State University, as well as a suitable member of the board that is to see to the disclosure of all 

assassination records possible.


  It is, as it should be, a matter of great national concern. The people do care, do express themselves as under our system they should, really must, and if the government that comes in as a result of any assassination does not satisfy popular concern over he assassination, popular desire to be fully and accurately informed about it, that government sacrifices some popular support and that, too, is as it should be.
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CHAPTER TWO


THE PROFESSOR OF HISTORY AND LAW 





NEEDS LESSONS ON BOTH

We see a trifle of what Hall can drawn on to criticize me for stating that there was no consideration of any assassin other than Oswald (and there are FBI records on this, too) from his reflection of his role as historian and his concept as a professor of law of the way the law works. This when it is simply beyond any question at all that from the moment of the crime nobody other than Oswald was considered officially and as soon as Oswald was killed there was this de facto conspiracy to freeze this conspired-on concept in our history. And this regardless of the truth and the inherent intent to exculpate the actual assassins.


Hall also assumes Oswald's guilt. He does not even pretend to prove it.


As a historian and a lawyer, given Hall's reflected concept of the proper function of historians and lawyers in a society like ours, it is not necessary for him to make even the most perfunctory showing that there is something wrong in my having written in the first book on the JFK assassination that the expected job had not been done. Nor did proper scholarship require Hall to go a few 

lines further and quote what I have there said, that the job remaining to be done should be done by Congress. Hall criticizes me for what I wrote with partial, incomplete and unfaithful quotation yet he does not note that a decade and a half later the Congress came to agree with what I write as many years earlier and in its conclusions it disagreed with the Commission by holding that there was a conspiracy. (In this conclusion I also stated the Congressional investigation should be entirely in public. That  one was not. Witness the suppression of the Ebersole testimony  above--and that is far from all that was suppressed and could be suppressed because some, if not most sessions, were in secret, with none of the public or the media present.


In passing (and perhaps this should be above) I note that Hall also begins as did the government on whose board he serves, by

assuming that Oswald was the lone assassin. He states, "Many factors were undoubtedly involved in Oswald's motivations for the assassination." Scholar of eminence that he is, lawyer sufficiently steeped in and schooled in the law and the American concepts of the law that he is to be able teach it, having said this found no need to illustrate this. That is fortunate because other than as fiction it cannot be proven or even illustrated. 


In this it seems that Hall confesses that in the remote possibility there are records that suggest another assassin or assassins they will not be disclosed so far as he is concerned because they are not relevant.


Before returning to what Hall stated that is of more 
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substance and has to do with the concept, not original with him, that one thing not needed for the job he accepted is knowledge or the fact of the assassination, there is another of his unwarranted lumpings of me amidst some of the most outrageously false  and dishonest writings about the assassination. There he does include  Gerald Posner and his mistitled book, Case Closed, But oddly Hall does not include my refutation of it, Case Open. So much for his concept of scholarship, and the thoroughness of his research and citations--if not still again of his honesty. But at the end of that catalogue of his alleged conspiracy theorizing, he writes:



Harold Weisberg, Frame-Up; Martin Luther King/James Earl 

Ray Case (1971) (drawing a parallel between the 

JFK conspiracy  and "framing" of James Earl Ray 



in the King murder)."


For this, eminence of history and law and of education that he Hall needs no authority, no quotation of a single word.


There is no "parallel" of conspiracies in my JFK and King assassination books. Although it cannot be apparent  to those who get their information and understanding from Hall. Frame-Up was based entirely on the public domain. It was written to inform people, not to allege any conspiracy of any kind, and to make a record for our history. Despite the Halls of history that remains the basic and quite correct book on the subject. In fact it provided the basis for a Ray effort to get the trial he never had. Yes, in these United States, it is possible, particularly in a crime of this magnitude, for a man to be put away for the rest of his life without a trial. That happened to Ray.


After the book Frame-Up appeared I became Ray's investigator.
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I even got him free counsel to replace the right-wing racists he had. I conducted the investigation for the two weeks of the evidentiary hearings in federal district court in Memphis. I produced most of the witnesses and helped the lawyers in various ways.


In the end what I did was take the case alleged against Ray and refuted it. His lawyer had been the country's most famous criminal lawyer, the late Percy Foreman. What had to be proven to get Ray the trial Foreman foreclosed by intimidating Ray into a guilty plea, was that Foreman had not rendered effective assistance as Ray's counsel and that he had coerced Ray into the guilty plea.


Foreman's opinion of Frame-Up was not that of scholar Hall.


Foreman had agreed to appear on New York TV in those days before lawyers could advertise. I had agreed to confront him on that TV show. The station sent Foreman a copy of the book without telling him he would confront we, along with the lawyer he replaced, Arthur Hanes. When Foreman learned from the makeup man that he would confront me, he roared like a speared lion and without taking the makeup off he ran shouting threats of a new kind of libel, the unspoken libel, out of the station.


He had no answer for what Frame-Up says about him.


To prove Ray had not the effective assistance of counsel I decided, and the decision was left to me, that the only way, given Foreman's reputation, was to produce the available exculpatory evidence Foreman had ignored, had not even tried to get.


As happens, the judge decided politically, contrary to 













51

evidence. In his decision he could not entirely ignore the record before him. So he held against Ray and to do that stated that guilt or innocence was not material to what was before him.He held contrary to the evidence that Foreman rendered effective assitance as Ray's counsel when Foreman had prepared no case, no defense and made no investigation.


It is apparent in this example, too, that Hall and his associated scholars and researchers regard evidence as what they do not want in anything they write. 


There are not all that many books that provide a viable defense for anyone accused of so serious a crime but Frame-Up Hall leaves without recognition in what he says that is not about it or what it did do.


The record is in federal district court in Memphis in the form of two weeks of transcripts of testimony, mornings and afternoons, subject to cross-examination and refutation by the state, and in many relevant exhibits. But Hall needs no knowledge of the fact of the JFK assassination in order to decide what government records are relevant and should be disclosed. He also needs not know a thing about the facts of the King case or a word about the actual content of Frame-Up in order to express his criticism of it.


And it surely does make for an impressive collection of impressive footnotes which is how scholarship is measured today--not by contents, by their volume. Regardless of how irreelevent and worse, how dishonest they are, as we see in this Hall diatribe presented as scholarship. 
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It is not easy for one of the many whose reputations Hall undertook to damage, secure in his ignorance and supported by his prejudices and preconceptions, but in the effort I state that he does not tell the truth in saying: "This article addresses the Kennedy murder, generally, with the work of the Assassinations Records Review Board."


Hall does not in any way "address the Kennedy murder" in the "article." Nor, from anything it has disclosed of which I know, has his board. We return to both of these matters later.


Cribbing directly from his fellow subject-matter ignoramus Max Holland, who is cited among Hall's sources, he has the fiction that the Cold War required secrecy regarding sources and methods so the Commission "could not argue its case fully." This fabrication is cited to Holland's article here given as "The Key to the Warren Report," American Heritage, November 1995, at 50, 52." 


(In the lengthy article Holland has not a single fact about the assassination. He argues with seeming scholarship but actually childishly that the Commission was right because it was wrong in what it withheld. He also then announced an enlargement of this pseudo-scholarship in a book to have been published that winter by Basic Books. It did not. The latest report is that his approach to the assassination, which is devoid of fact of the assassination, the only way he can argue his myth, is due from Houghton-Mifflin  (August of 1998).


There is little more worthy of the greatest contempt and condemnation than making the most serious of accusations and 
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attributing them to the dead who cannot respond. This Hall does in stating that ". . .  Attorney General Robert F. Kennedy  failed to reveal information that would have helped identify a motive for a conspiracy."


In this Hall moderated what he spelled out and is here spelled out if anyone checks his sources, which are among the most dubious in any assassination literature. 


Perhaps because Maryland is a largely Democratic state, perhaps because Robert Kennedy's daughter is the popular lieutenant governor, Hall here moderates the charge he laid against Robert Kennedy. It is a variation of this dishonesty of his he liked so much in an article in the February, 1997 issue  of the Newsletter of the Organization of American Historians. His formulation there is that John and Robert Kennedy devised "a covert scheme . . . to assassinate Fidel Castro with the help of organized crime." For the historians, of whom he is one, in that article he required and gave no source notes. That he would flaunt his ignorance about major events in history he had lived through is little short of astounding for a dean and all the other things Hall is. 


He titled it in accord with the Holland mythology that appealed so much to him, such being his ignorance of the established fact of the JFK assassination, and he gave the historians his Mencken line on "the virulence of the national appetite for bogus revelation." (That this incredible pap by Hall could get both published and honored does seem to establish that there is an "appetite for [the] bogus revelation," which Hall delivered).  
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There, too, dean of history and law that Hall is, he attributed this alleged Kennedy-mafia plot to Operation Mongoose. For the historians, many of whose stomachs should have rebelled, Hall added:



When these plans reached the public several years 


later, critics had a field day. The Commission's conclusion 
that a foreign government lacked a sufficient motive to murder 
the president now crumbled. Indeed, the Commission looked 
silly and, even worse, culpable, since its critics could 
plausibly assert that its distinguished members should have 
guessed at such a possibility.


Operation Mongoose came years after the mafia plot. It was not a plan for assassination. It was a plan for an invasion of Cuba. As Defense Secretary Robert McNamara told a gathering of those who had been involved on both sides of the Cuban missile crisis, Moogoose was not an assassination plan. The Church Committee report also states this.


What a booboo for an eminent historian who in addition to all his responsibilities as an educator also writes books to inform people!


And he not only does not know anything at all about this, he makes up what was impossible for the historians and for the Maryland Law Review! 


Some of Hall's staff has been here. It knows in general what I have and it knows I make all of it available to all working in the field. I showed them a special file of documents I keep on my desk to show those who have an interest in the publicly unreported underlying official fact of the JFK assassination. Were this not true, Hall has his responsibilities as a dean, as a historian who 
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teaches history and as a lawyer, and as a member of the board, to 

have at least a glimmer of knowledge of what he talks and writes about.


The truth was disclosed to me by the CIA and I have always made it available to everyone. (see Exhibit 11). The CIA would have withheld it, as it refused to replace an earlier related memo that was stolen from me despite my making our copier freely available to all, but it had no choice this time because it was being processed for disclosure to me by the Department of Justice. The CIA was not about to try to pull on Justice the dirty tricks it has contrived to refuse to abide by the law with me. 


The records disclosed to me state that the CIA's mafia plot to kill Castro was in place even before JFK was elected!!!!


In this memo the CIA dates it to August 1960. The election was the November that followed. And Kennedy did not become President and his brother the Attorney General until the end of the coming January, six months later!


The nature of this memo was such that the CIA did not dare lie. It might stretch things a bit but there was no possibility of an overt lie in what would in the name of the director, be sent by the general counsel to reach the attorney general.


The memo was written by the CIA's honcho on the silliness, 

the director of its Office of Security, Sheffield Edwards. here I quote what goes even further than the secret plot preceding the Kennedy administration and having not a thing in the world to do with any Kennedy. The emphasis I add:
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Knowledge of this project [sic] during its life was 


kept to a total of six persons and never became a part of the 
project current at the time for the invasion of Cuba.


There should be no misunderstanding of this language. That 

invasion plot "current at the time" was the Bay of Pigs. It also was of the Eisenhower administration, as was this misbegotten mafia plot. It without question was an Eisenhower/Nixon plot that not only no Kennedy had anything to do with--not one of them knew of it or could know of it "during its life," the reason emphasis is added above.


The Kennedys' learned about it, as did others, with its exposure. But that is different and in some ways a bizarre and titillating story. Those interested in researching it in my files will find those FBI records in folders labelled with the name of a bungling wire-tapper who got caught, James Balletti.


(One of the mafiosa who was supposedly working for the CIA on the deal, Sam "Momo" Giancana, was having an affair with Phyllis, one of the famous Maguire singing sisters. Giancana believed that she was two-timing him with Dan Martin, of then then also famous Rowan and Martin comedy team. The CIA's honcho on the "project,"

Robert Maheu, asked for help by Giancana, engaged the private detectives who sent Balletti to Vegas to tape the proof and he got caught).


Later in the memo Edwards states that the six to whom any knowledge at all could be attributed were all high officials of the CIA. 


After Hall's article appeared in the OAH newsleter I wrote 
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Hall correcting him, on February 28, 1997. It was not the first 

time I wrote him. As on previous occasions, he did not respond. (see Exhibit 12). 


The law that created the board on which Hall serves requires that the board make all its records available to the public when it ends its work. This means that what I wrote should be included. However, I do not believe that Hall would want what I wrote him to be a permanent record of his board forever accessible to people. So, to assure that it is not memory-holed--or to assure this to the degree possible for me, I sent a copy to the board's director. In the event he also elects not to permit that to remain in the files the board will leave, I have deposited copies with a number of educators one of whom may perhaps see to it that any official 

suppression of this letter, this indictment, can be called to public attention.


Now on the "motive for a conspiracy" Hall imagines, and his imagination of this is plagiarized, that also is a world-class indictment of any professional historian, more one who is an educator, and more still one who is, I believe given his record this cannot be repeated too often, "Dean, College of Humanities; Executive Dean, College of Arts and Science; and Profesor of History and Law, the Ohio State University."


He is actually saying that Castro had the motive to get Kennedy killed, that being the "conspiracy" he visualized, with the source Warren Hinckle and William Turner literary junk in the form of a book.
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(Hinckle was the former editor of the defunct Ramparts 

magazine. He became a San Francisco columnist. Turner was one of the very few FBI agents fired by Hoover. He considered that having to fire an agent reflected on the Bureau so he usually banished them to a post not considered the best. In those days he preferred Butte, Montana. Turner had been a "black bag job" expert. Those black bag jobs were robberies.)


Can Hall have the remotest knowledge of history when he can say something like this?


Can he recall what he lived through, the 1962 Cuba missile crisis?


Can he have gotten his education in history without having learned all about that crisis that could have ended with 

the world engulfed in the hottest flames?


And can he meet his responsibilities in Ohio and to its state university with this remarkable display of the grossest ignorance in the field of his specialty?


There was nobody in the entire world who had less motive for getting Kennedy killed, more motive for wanting him to continue to live, than Fidel Castro.


This is, of course, all the propaganda of those who are dominated by their political beliefs but their propaganda is just that and has not connection with fact and reality.


Regardless of what Hall may believe and does say, Castro could not have wanted any foreign leader, not excluding Khrushchev, to be any safer than Kennedy.
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The Cuba missile crisis is something one ought to be able to 

assume historians have studied and do understand. It was what could have ended the world as we knew it. There were times during this period when that seemed probable. For his share in steering the world around that disaster John F. Kennedy will be long remembered and honored in history, regardless of the stalwart and continuous efforts of those who are dignified by being called "revisionists."


For those who did not live through that trying time and for those too young to have studied it on the college level, it came to pass when Soviet missles were discovered based in Cuba. It was the Soviet position that those missles were there in defense of Cuba only, as we claimed that our missles on the Soviet border 

in Turkey, and those in Italy and England, were in those places only for defense. Robert Kennedy took the lead in achieving the peaceable solution to the crisis. It was that in return for the removal of those Soviet missiles and certain aircraft and troops the United States would guarantee Cuba against any invasion.


This is a guarantee Khruschev could not have given Castro.


But Kennedy did.


And the world knew that his right-hand on this solution was his brother the attorney general.


It requires of Hall, that he have the most militant kind of ignorance in the field of his supposed expertise for him to say that the CIA's mafia plot was of the Kennedys and that it gave Castro all the motive he needed to get JFK killed.


All this in the context of that Hollandaise about tight 
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secrecy around sources and methods and "national security."


The actuality is that after this missile crisis JFK initiated secret talks with Castro looking to the resolution of their disagreements. It is well and amply reported, with even whole books devoted to it, that JFK initiated talks on two levels. Officially he had his ambassador to th UN, William Atwood, talk to Castro's ambassador, Carlos Lechuga. They were brought together at Kennedy's request by ABC News' Lisa Howard, who had interviewed Castro. On the unofficial level Kennedy asked the French corespondent Jean Daniel, who was on his way to interview Castro, to feel Castro out on the hoped-for rapproachment and return and inform Kennedy.


Lechuga wrote a book about this, In the Eye of the Storm. It was published by Australia's Ocean Press.


As soon as he could after the assassination, Daniel wrote a series of articles. In the United States they were published by the New Republic. 


Daniel was with Castro when Castro learned of the assassination. The Daniel description of Castro's appearance when he got the news is of a man who was both shocked and surprised, of a man who could not have had anything to do with it and who was terribly sorry for it.


However, the truth is that there was no connection with the JFK assassination and no rational basis even for suspecting that there had been. 


Quite separate from all of this and totally ignored by subject-matter ignoramuses, including historians, is whether the 
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existing official evidence of the assassination of which those  like the Hollands and the Halls have preserved a resolute ignorance, permits attributing it to Castro or those who liked him. Or for that matter, to Khrushchev, who also did not want Kennedy killed. As even J. Edgar Hoover pointed out in an interview with William Manchester quoted elsewhere herein, Khrushchev and Kennedy were getting along well. The fact is that Kennedy's beginnings of the reduction of military expenditures appealed to the Soviets who were being bankrupted by the cost of keeping up with our own military expenditures.


Moreover, both Castro and Khrushchev, whether or not Hall and Holland did, knew very well that Kennedy had become a dove and Johnson remained and continued to remain the hawkishest of hawks.


Neither preferred the hawk Johnson to the dove Kennedy.


Neither had the motive to get Kennedy killed and neither wanted it, despite the nuts of assassination writing , those with political concepts to support and advance, and the pseudo-scholars like Holland and their myths of required secrecy.


With Holland available for all he imagined that appealed to this professional historian, Hall has Holland as authority for the stupid statement that "in appointing the [Warren] Commission, President Johnson had one goal: to check rumors that the assassination was a Communist plot." 


Repeating it is both stupid and ignorant of Hall.


We have seen what was stated by those who are responsible for the selection of a Presidential Commission approach to looking into 
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the assassination. While they did want all rumors wiped out--they even wanted all "speculation ended"--that was not anybody's primary reason.


It is Holland's because he needs that to be believed to have the book he announced. 


The most important of the reasons was to satisfy the people that the crime was being investigated and that it would be reported to them. There were many other reasons, many needs to be met. One of these needs, as Johnson saw it and talked about it, as also did the FBI, was to see to it that the Congress did not launch investigations of its own. There were a number of committees in each house that could have held hearings, whose responsibilities could have been interpreted as requiring them to investigate. By appointing a Presidential commission Lyndon Johnson foreclosed all of that. 


And kept control.


While Johnson did have what Hall and Holland state as a "goal," it was one of many and it was anything but the major one. Except that the Hollands and the Halls, staying as far away from the established official fact as they do, have licensed themselves to make any political statement they want and to palm if off as real when it is not real at all.


As a matter of fact, in those first days after the assassination there was as much if not in fact more concern that the assassination was by anti-Castros who had come to be strongly opposed to Kennedy and his policies and blamed him for continuing Castro in power.
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As even the Halls and Hollands should have known.


But in Holland's revision, this is what comes out at the point Hall cites, "Attention fixed on the Soviet Union, China, and Cuba as the only governments that could possibly undertake and benefit from such a heinous plot."


"Attention fixed" by whom Holland does not say. Just as well he does not, it not being real on the government level. China is a Holland improvement on the older fiction.


How in the world any government could see "benefit" from killing JFK and suffering the consequences requires a Holland mind because the normal mind cannot grasp that. It simply was not true.


To a mind dominated by unreal political preconceptions this might appear to be true when it was not even reasonable and then the Hollands do not include the consequences of nuclear retaliation such plotter had to have in mind. Whatever the Hollands and the Halls may imagine any country could see as a "benefit"to it could not possibly justify the risk of being wiped out in a nuclear conflagration in retaliation.


Simply it was not true whatever Holland and Hall after him may imagine, and they do not say what any government could regard as "benefit" from the assassination. To get a hawk to repalce a dove?


At what Hall cites Holland also has other fictions that can perhaps help place books and excite those he would like to excite

politically to sell books but is not in any sense real:



The assassination might be the first in a concerted 
series of attacks on U.S. leaders or the prelude to an all-out 
attack. 
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Naturally, Holland has no source for this.


It might have been believed to be possible at the time of the 

assassination and perhaps for a few hours after it, but the rest of this simply was not possible long before Johnson appointed the Warren Commission.


This is Holland seeking to create hysteria to give his silliness about "security" some basis where there was none relating to the actual official assassination information and to excite those who might be seduced by it into buying his book which cannot be about the assassination because he diligently preserved his ignorance of that fact which does not exist in what he has written and Hall cites.


As Hall continues to ramble along writing about what he knows nothing at all about he says:




[As] the science of forensic analysis has progressed 
over the past decades, questions have inevitably arisen about 
the Warren Commission's conclusions involving the President's 
body, n57 the alleged murder weapon, n58 and the condition of 
the so-called "magic bullet," which passed through the 
President and 
Governor John Connally with a minimum of 
damage, n 60. We know that the autopsy performed on the 
President was problematic, both in technique and organization, 
n 61. Yet, the Commission relied on it. on other matters, new 
forms of analysis have been generally supportive of the 
Commission's findings although it now appears that the 
sequence of shots fired in Daley Plaza was somewhat 
different from that described by the Commission. n62 
Ironically, even when the latest techniques corroborate


the Commission's findings, the result has not been greater 
confidence in those findings, but rather, a belief that the 
Commission got it wrong instead of almost getting it right. 
n63


It is not any "progress" in "forensic science," real or imagined, and Hall has no source for this alleged "progress" in his 
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citation, which is to the Report beginning on page 15, that is responsible for any "questions" that "have inevitably arisen" about what the Commission said about damage to the President's body.


All those things were known almost immediately and all that 

were necessary were known as soon as the Report could be read. Also not attributable to any such "progress" is the utter destruction of the autopsy by the Department of Justice panel appointed to validate the autopsy. Which, in the course of demolishing it, that panel did say that it did validate the autopsy.


The panel's report was kept secret by the Department until January, 1969, when it was disclosed, it happens to me, in a lawsuit filed by Jim Garrison the Department was contesting. I was the subject-matter expert in that litigation.


I published that report in facsimile in Post Mortem. That was in 1975. That was not after three decades, as Hall has it. And whether or not he has Post Mortem, his board staff does and 

has read it.


With regard to the fatal shot to the head, which the autopsy prosectors stated was at the base of the occiput, this panel 

of the most outstanding experts the government could get states it was a hundred millimeters higher (page 591 of Post Mortem). (see 

Exhibit 13). That is four inches higher than the prosectors said and four inches is a major dimension on any head. Placing the point of entry four inches higher than the autopsists did is in itself the end of the autopsy and the Warren Report that it is based on it.
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What the bullet did and where it went inside the head cannot be the same if it entered the head four inches higher that the autopsy states. It invalidates all testimony based on entry four inches lower. This includes the testimony, if what the Commission depended on can be called testimony rather than conjecture or imagination, on the point of origin of that bullet. Surely the professor of law, which Hall is, knows that if the Commission decided that the dispersal of fragments of bullet depicted by the autopsy X-rays is correct with the bullet entry so low on the back of the head it was almost in the neck, that dispersal of fragments cannot possibly be the same if the point of entry was at the top of the head.


The autopsy report also states that what came to be known as the magic bullet struck no bones in the President's body. (We have more on this later). But this same panel report, under " Neck Region", which in the autopsy that bullet is said to have entered, states straightforwardly that "several metallic fragments are present." This means that the magic of the magic bullet has to be increased enormously first not to show the loss of these fragments and then not to have that loss reflected in its weight. (Post Mortem, p. 592). (see Exhibit 14).


In addition to the facsimile reproduction of that part of the panel report, Post Mortem there cites Humes' testimony at 2H361 that the same X-rays showed no metal fragments. Moreover, regardless of what Hall and others imagine, that bullet, which I held in my hand and examined with care and of which I have pictures, lost no fragments. We have more on this later, too. 67


Later the prosectors were taken to the Archives to examine the autopsy film and they wrote their own report on it. It was disclosed along with the panel's report but neither attracted much attention. They did get attention from the assassination nuts, whose imaginings were refuted by this science that was, I repeat, three decades earlier than the time of the Hall article, not his imagined more recent "progress." 


The language of the prosectors is tricky and has to be read with care. The note at the bottom of that page of Post Mortem, page 578, should be read with care. (see Exhibit 15). These prosectors state that there is "no evidence of a bullet or a major portion of a bullet in the body of the President . . . ." This language virtually states that there were minor portions of a bullet or bullets visible in the neck region. But the autopsy report prepared, filed and sworn to, and on which the Report is based states specifically that no bone was struck in that region or anywhere other than in the head.


The President was not born with metallic fragments in his neck region. Nor did he get any during World War II.


This tricky language to hide the fact that the language of the autopsy report is not true and yet the entire official investigation was and had to be based on it.


So also is all Hall stated in his Sobeloff speech and in this law review article. 


At this very point in his article almost all those notes of his use the Report as his authority, and if the Report is wrong, as 
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it is, he cannot be right, as he isn't. In addition, he in effect argues in those notes that the Report is right because it says it is right and nothing else makes any difference.




I have these documents, obviously, but I use them as I published them in Post Mortem for a reason, for the same reason I use selections from other of my books. The reason is that with all the junk and all the citation to the obscure and little-known that Hall and his expert assistants and researches used they did not use basic books that have content not duplicated in any other work and that has stood time's testing and are accurate.


Those writers who campaigned to dig up Edgar Allen Poe and General Zachary Taylor are not typical. But Hall uses and depends on them. He depends, too, on an utterly irrational source whose rationality is in question.


 Not only should those working in the field, as those on whom 

Hall draws have done, but Hall himself should have known of those books of which he makes no mention if he considers himself qualified to write such an article.


This, too, gets to the honesty of his entire project, of his speech under prestigious auspices in Maryland and in his article for the Maryland Law Review which, obviously, trusted him, accepted him on his credentials, and did no checking and had no checking done.


Even if all these people, Hall included, were fresh to the field and began with no knowledge of the available literature, in ordinary, everyday research it is not possible to avoid the 
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existence of the books that Hall omits with all the trash on which he draws. They are all listed in the standard sources, aside from also being cited in the trash and trivia on which he and his do draw.


Books in Print is a standard source for anyone looking for books on any subject. My books have been listed in it for three decades as stated above. All of them are listed under my name. For example, on page 7718 of the current issue.


In addition, we have and for years have had a display of an eighth of an page in it.


Years ago Law Books in Print decided that my books should be listed and they are and have been ever since. (see Exhibit 16).


Why Hall et al did not check these standard sources and do not list or mention Post Mortem is obvious from the illustrations  68 above and there are innumerable other illustrations of it. A few more will follow.

 
They prove that Hall's speech and article are untruthful.


It did not take those "three decades" of Hall's or the "science of forensic analysis" to "progress" to where the few questions he acknowledges could be seen. They have all existed from the very first.


Hall quotes Whitewash, the first book on the subject, prejudicially. What he does not do, what is not honest for him to hide, is the fact that the basic forensic criticism of the autopsy and of the assassination investigation are included in it.


This is shockingly true of what Hall next says, nothing 
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omitted in quoting, "the alleged murder weapon, the number and sequence of the shots fired at the President and the condition of the so-called 'magic bullet,' which passed through the President and John Governor Connally with a minimum amount of damage."


With regard to the latter, as was brought to light in Whitewash, all the doctors, including the three autopsy prosectors, did not agree with this. 


To get around that, as again the first book on the subject brought to light, the Commission assistant counsel who did that questioning substituted an imaginary bullet, "not this bullet, any bullet, doctor," and then he asked them hypothetically questions about that hypothetical bullet that in the Report are stated as relating to that "magic bullet" and which is the exact opposite of the doctors' testimony. (See the chapters "The Doctors and the 

Autopsy" and "The Number of Shots," pages 155ff and 167ff).


On the number of shots nothing is more basic than the Commission's testing on this. For that testing, at the Army's Proving Grounds at Edgewood Arsenal about thirty miles north of Baltimore, Maryland, the Army got the best shots in the country through the National Rifle Association. All were rated as "Masters" by it. Before they used that rifle it was overhauled. It needed overhauling. After it was overhauled, for the telescopic sight--and the rifle was not made for the use of a telescopic sight--had to be shimmed to be used. Those "master" riflemen, the best in the country if not the world, were not firing from behind a window the bottom of which was only a foot from the floor. They were on a 
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sturdy platfom. They did not fire from as high up as the sixth floor window. Their platfom was half that height. Thus the angle of their shooting was half as steep. They did not fire through a densely-leafed tree and in great haste. They took all the time they wanted for the first shot. They did not fire at a moving target not going in a straight line. They fired at fixed targets, with all the time they wanted to adjust to them.


In leading into this Whitewash uses the best authority in the world for the shooting of which Oswald was capable, the United States Marines. Even though it had been years since he fired a rifle and firing is a mechanical skill requiring constant practice. (As it also stated elsewhere in Whitewash, with a former Navy expert as the authority.) The Marines evaluated Oswald as "a rather poor 'shot'" in the words given the Commission "by direction of the

Commandant of the Marine Corps." (see Exhibit 17).


That letter is published in facsimile in Whitewash on page 30. Whitewash is one of Hall's sources, at least for deprecating it and me and misrepresenting the entire subject as he does. If he used Whitewash as a source, as he states he did, instead of taking the undependable word of a less than honest assistant, he had to know that Oswald was indeed a lousy shot at his best and that was years earlier.


Hall also should have known the results of the Edgewood Arsenal testing because it is also reported in Whitewash, on page 26, with, as with all that book, the Commission's published evidence cited. 
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It cannot be repeated too often, that book is one of his sources! (see Exhibit 18).


And what was the result of the testing of the overhauled rifle with those vastly improved conditions and by the best possible professional shooters, all rated as "masters."?


Not one could duplicate the shooting attributed to the duffer Oswald!


Not a single one of the country's best shots under vastly improved conditions! 


Now that was before the Warren Report was out, months before. 

So, obviously, Hall simply is not truthful, to put it modestly, in saying that "three decades" of "advances" in "forensic analysis" was required to answer questions about the "alleged murder weapon, the number and sequencing of the shots. . .  the condition of the so-called 'magic bullet' which passed through the President and Governor John Connally with a minimum of damage."


While literally Hall here says that the alleged "minimum amount of damage" was to Connally, he means to the bullet--and the actual evidence, the actual official evidence is that no damage was done to it and that it could not have been fired during the assassination. These is no proof at all that any  metal missing from that bullet other than taken by the FBI.


This may not seem credible to those familiar with all that has been said in support of the Report and who are not familiar with the official evidence rather that the official and most unofficial representations of it but it is that fact that is in many different 
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ways scattered throughout my books, with the official evidence as the source. We see some later.


Hall and those on whom he heaps such fulsome praises and use Whitewash as a source cannot have used it as honest scholars use sources and not seen what I quoted above and so very much more like it.


They omit it because it refutes what they began intending to say and then said to desecrate the Sobeloff lecture and the Maryland Law Review.


And not a word, not a single word of this is new. It all dates to what the Commission published at the end of 1964 and what Whitewash reported of what the Commission published in early 1965!


It is simply not possible, from the official evidence cited above, for that so-called "magic bullet," which had a magic 

unequaled in science of mythology, to have done what Hall states, as the Commission made up and stated it did.


We have seen from the Edgewood testing that it was not possible for that rifle to have fired those bullets, magic or otherwise, within the time permitted, so on that basis alone, as the scholar and lawyer Hall should have known, what he says and writes was and is totally impossible.


This is far from all and what follows will also be far from all, but the most deliberate dishonesty (if not by Hall by those on whom he heaps such fulsome praise and without whom he could not have dreamed of this lecture or his article) is apparent in this alone. 
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It will be even more apparent.


He follows this with another untruth, "We now know that the autopsy performed on the President was problematical, both in technique and organization."


And only "in technique and organization"?


In plain English, and it is past time for bluntness," this is a lie and it is a lie that cannot be accidental.


We have just seen that the Department of Justice panel of the finest experts in the country, using the autopsy X-rays and pictures, say other than the autopsy doctors say about the same autopsy evidence. We have also seen that the autopsy doctors all but confess that contrary to their protocol and sworn testimony there was metal in the President's chest when they swore there was none and that after studying the very same X-rays based on which the panel and they said the opposite.          



"Technique" is a way of saying that the prosectors were ordered not to perform a complete autopsy.


Only "Now"?


For shame!


It could not have been more clearly established than in Whitewash for an early book, and that was more than 30 years ago, not only "now."


It was carried much further in the Louisiana v. Clay Shaw case
of Jim Garrison's.


Until I learned the basis of that case I had agreed to be Garrison's "Dealey Plaza" expert. When I learned the nature of his 
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case I withdrew. But before then I had been preparing his lawyers for this area of questioning, on the medical evidence in particular.


There was a strange and little known and never or almost never reported development in that case. The United States government sent an autopsy doctor, Colonel Pierre Finck, down there to be a defense witness. Finck testified that the government did that. He also testified under the brilliant cross-examination of Alvin Osner, later a judge, that the prosectors had been ordered by a general not to do a complete autopsy. 


I reported this and more in Post Mortem from the transcripts

of his testimony there, which I have. (Post Mortem pages 234-7 attached). (see Exhibit 19).       







In that secret House assassins committee hearing by its medical panel from which we quote the radiologist's proof that Humes lied and the FBI and Secret Service knew it, I also quoted Finck's also suppressed testimony. There he corrected what he swore to in New Orleans to identify the one who ordered them not to do a complete autopsy as Admiral C. B. Galloway, who was in charge of that entire naval medical installation. (Pages 480-3 attached). (see Exhibit 20).


He persisted in the falsehood that orders were given Galloway. Galloway not only told the House assassins committee that he never left the autopsy room but he and the rest had unlimited authority for a completely unlimited autopsy signed before the autopsy by Robert Kennedy acting for the widow. (Post Mortem, page 507 
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attached). (see Exhibit 21).


So the autopsy was incomplete, not what the law required and not what the Navy's own regulations required.


But what the hell!


After all it was only the President of the United States!


After all, when a President is assassinated we have a coup d'etat!


So why do what would be done for an unknown, a bum found with a fatal bullet wound?


The official explanation for this is additionally indecent because it blames this unpardonable departure from all requirements including those of the Navy, on the grieving family. The word was put out and repeated that word came down from the hospital's  seventeenth floor where the family was, not to cut the body up as a real autopsy required.


This was not true. In the Afterword of NEVER AGAIN! the House assassins interview with Admiral Galloway is published. he stated that he never left the autopsy room and never got any such instructions. Direct quotation of what he told that committee follows the above quotation of Finck in NEVER AGAIN! 


But even if this were not true, and this I made public by printing in facsimile in Post Mortem, which appeared in 1975, prior to the autopsy Robert Kennedy, acting for the widow, signed a form giving the Navy the right to do anything it considered proper and necessary in that autopsy.


There was and there could have been no restriction on what 
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could be done in that autopsy and the Navy's own regulation, which controlled, required what was not done. There is no support for the added indecency of blaming the family for what was not done on military orders not to do it.


But again for emphasis, there is nothing new, not a thing new that required those mythical three decades of Hall's and the non-existing "progress." 


Hall makes it up of nothing but need.


It does not exist.


He presents no indication of the existence of any relevant "progress."  












78















CHAPTER THREE


"SEQUENCING" AND LIFTING HALL'S 






"VEIL OF SECRECY"

At this point, in the very same paragraph in which he states so much in support of the Commission and its Report, Hall again demonstrates the depth and scope of his knowledge of our modern history and his lawyerlike skill in addressing evidence. He states that on other matters, "new forms of analysis have been generally supportive of the Commission's findings; although it now appears that the sequencing of the shots . . .  was somewhat different from that described by the Commission."


For this he has as his authority a Texas article coauthored by the would-be digger-up of Poe and Taylor, based on their conjecture that under the law that created the Hall board new evidence would emerge.


It is all impossible, every word of what is quoted above, and what those two make up or imagine.


There is no way in the world that the Commission's findings, which are not that at all but are baseless conjectures rebutted by its own evidence, can make possible for the lousy shot Oswald was,

what was not possible for the best shots in the country. This we have seen, the Commission's own and irrefutable evidence.


There is no way in the world, other than in new mythology, 

that any change in the "sequencing" of the shots can make the absolutely impossible at all possible. There is no Hall citation of whatever he means of can mean by those "new forms of analysis" or by this change in "sequencing"  but one cannot "analyze" into truth or possibility what is not true, not possible. This is what Hall pretends he does. He does not!


There is much Hall does not say about this cockamamie effort to make the Report seem to be possible. Much that he does not say that is public and is to a degree in some of his sources. In one in particular, Gerald Posner's mistitled Case Closed.


In its five-volume report that the new President ordered of it as one of his first official acts the FBI's statements rule this made-up fiction out. The Secret Service agreed on that with the FBI. The FBI's conclusions are stated in that report, in the Commission's files known as CD 1, and we do  go into that briefly.

This is restated in many FBI records I have, even in those of its Exhibits division, which made an elaborate model of the assassination area on which it posted where in its belief each shot impacted. There are a number of disclosed Secret Service records in which it agrees with the FBI on the shooting.


Aside from the credible testimony that makes this fiction impossible, the testimony of the victims Connally and Tague, of Connally's wife and others, the actuality of the impossible case the Commission's lawyers make up are that it is essential for the first acknowledged bullet to have been the one that got to be known as the magic bullet and that the second of those admitted three 
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shots be the one the Commission said missed entirely and hit on the far end of Dealey Plaza. The entire Report's based on this "sequencing." It permits no other "sequencing." Nor does the official evidence.


It is not possible to have any change and have this still even seem to hang together.


But if there is any change that alone means the Commission was wrong and those supporting its conclusions cannot be doing that because they in fact refute those conclusions.


What Hall bases this above quotation on and he is careful not to say (which is true of much of his writing, he hints and states without detail or proof)was made up as a sales pitch to lawyers by Failure Analysis Associates (FaAA) in 1992.


Posner plagiarized it and made a big thing of it in his Case Closed and his many promotions of it on TV and in interviews.


There need be no quibble about my use of this and another unpleasant word. Plagiarize means to "the appropriation or imitation of the language, ideas and thoughts of another author or representation of them as one's own work or something appropriated and presented in this manner."


Posner presented a dishonest account of what FaAA did as done for him so persuasively that the prestigious Philadelphia Inquirer actually ran an editorial praising him for it.


For that and for more of what Posner did and got away with I also referred to him in Case Open as a shyster and as one who has trouble telling the truth even by accident.
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A shyster is "a lawyer who uses unprofessional or questionable methods; one who gets along by petty sharp practices." 


If in referring to him as I did  I was not truthful Posner could have hailed me into court. A lawsuit often promotes books and is used to do that. He could have promoted his hardback and his coming paperback reprint. 


In fact, Posner was embarrassed. He had to, grudgingly as he did, admit that the work was done not for him but for the bar association convention, to show lawyers how those techniques could be used (as used they were really misused) and he inserted a long footnote of belated reluctance and incomplete admission of that on page 317.


He proved the truth of his having trouble telling the truth even by accident in the short Author's Note at the beginning of the reprint. All he could say of me, and it bears no relationship to the content of the book, is that I was the author of Case Open and with it "found" my "first publisher." I had become a publisher to open the subject up after more than a hundred international rejections of Whitewash, without a single adverse editorial comment, such being the fear of reporting the truth about what the government had done. But Case Open was in fact my thirteenth commercial publication. As Posner knew, Whitewash and Whitewash II were both published commercially, with the first of four printings of Whitewash by Dell having been for a quarter of a million copies.


This gives us an idea of Posner and his writing, of him as one of Hall's sources and on this the source of all who copied it.
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In this Posner mythology, adapted from what he cribbed from FaAA, it was that somehow Oswald fired at that live oak tree rather than at the President. Neither he nor any of those who copied from him provide the details missing above about what they believe that bullet hit to turn it both hard right and deflect it into the air with Oswald firing from more than 60 feet up, so it could traverse the length of the plaza. 


It does not seem as though a mere twig or even a branch could do this. Not that it was done because it wasn't. It was made up to try to make the impossible seem to be possible.


The alleged change in sequencing, which would be contradicted by all the Commission's testimony on that point and is a mere conjecture Hall interjects without text, still can't make the impossible possible. It also requires unimaginable magic of a tree or limb of a tree, or a twig of that live oak. That tree or part of it would have had to change the direction of the imagined shot in two ways, so separating the core from the jacket of the bullet, with the jacket disappearing and the core blooping its way to the other end of Dealey Plaza and their impacting on a curbstone, leaving a visible hole in it and wounding Jim Tague with a spray of that concrete.


In addition, in that Posner account, all of this would have had to happen beginning on the side of that stout oak opposite the far end of the Plaza. So that had to be an extremely powerful bullet, to go through that tree, too. And with its unequalled magic to have left no hole in it and then turn so sharply to the right. 
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Hall is wise not to offer the law review's readers those new techniques he says are ignored even though they support the  official assassination mythology--he says.


His source note, to the conclusions of the House assassins committee, actually means there is a conspiracy because it concluded there was a fourth shot and as we have seen, nobody in the world could have fired three shots in the time available to Oswald from the official evidence itself.


 Hall has a very lengthy source note in which he pretends he is addressing fact about the "magic" or "single-bullet theory." In it he makes no mention, many books as he does mention, of the book that brought this to light, the first of the Whitewash series, or of Post Mortem, which addresses it in the greatest detail, all with official evidence, or Case Open, which refutes Posner's Case Closed, or NEVER AGAIN!, all of which the board staff at least has.


 He even quotes his favorite source, Professor Michael Kurtz, Crime of the Century, 175-6, 180-1 without mention of Kurtz's testimony to the board in New Orleans.


There Kurtz testified that as a student he saw the New Orleans private-detective who is so prominent in so many assassination myths, Guy Banister, with Lee Harvey Oswald. Hall, the lawyer as well as the historian, failed to ask Kurtz if he had reported that to the FBI after the assassination when that would have been hot 

news if not an important lead. According to the FBI records, which I got in CA 78-0420, he did not.






Hall states that Kurtz is critical of the "deficiencies of the 
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neutron analysis tests." That seems to introduce more Hall magic, if not also a smidgeon by Kurtz. The FBI did not admit doing the neutron activation tests. It did not inform the Commission that it had. It was evasive on this. But in my C.A. 75-226, which sought, among other evidence, the results of those tests, which I had learned had been done at Oak Ridge by a contractor for the then Atomic Energy Commission, the FBI stonewalled giving me a single piece of paper about them. However, I had joined the successor to the Atomic Energy Commission in that suit, and it did not want to be dragged into court, especially under those circumstances. So, it gave me copies of its records. Those records, which were not public and Kurtz did not have in writing his book, say the opposite of what Kurtz says they say.


In addition they exculpate Oswald, as I reported in Post Mortem, page 437. (see Exhibit 22).


The paraffin casts of Oswald's face made by the Dallas police were tested and the new test including firing the rifle and again making paraffin casts of the faces. 


The Oswald face paraffin tests did not include the chemicals that are the byproduct of firing a rifle. Those made of the test-firings at Oak Ridge did pick those chemicals up.


Paraffin tests need not be incriminating because a variety of other substances can leave those deposits. Even some soap and inks. But when there are no deposits it is exculpatory because the discharge of the rifle held to the face does leave those deposits.


(Deposits were found on Oswald's hands but there they mean 
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nothing. They could have come from the boxes of books he handled or from soap if he washed his hands.)


We have a professional and independent evaluation of Professor Kurtz and his book to which Hall's board expressed so much indebtedness. It is in the Journal of American History, a prime source, by a lawyer who had almost completed a master's degree in history before he decided to become a lawyer, Jim Lesar. He was my FOIA lawyer so he also knows what we obtained in all those lawsuits and what we faced in them and used in them. (see Exhibit 23).


Kurtz, as we see, is, among other things, an expert in the impossible. He gives the number of pages of the Warren Report in saying "all 888 pages of it," as Hall also says. There are, in fact, nine hundred and twelve pages.


Hall goes into what has to be imagined, Oswald's motivation for the assassination. To begin with this assumes he was the assassin. It will and undoubtedly shock many but the actual official evidence is that he was not and could not have been. But Hall begins assuming the Report is correct and Oswald is the lone assassin and, lawyer that he is, he does this without offering any evidence at all.


Oswald's alleged motive was as a Communist. It was known he was not a Communist Party member, as J. Edgar Hoover told William Manchester when Manchester interviewed Hoover for his book on June 4, 1964. Hoover's note-taker, Cartha DeLoach, prepared a lengthy 

memo on this for Hoover of which we use a few pages. It is filed in the 94-48768 file, as best that FBI file number can be read from 
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the copy provided me, and in 62-109060. In the former the serial number is illegible. In the latter it is a duplicate or "not recorded" copy. So meaning Communist, and often saying it, Hoover and then others refer to him as a "Marxist."


Although the Commission did not dare hide it, nobody picked up from what the Commission published the fact that Oswald was virulently anti-Soviet Communist and anti-American Communist. Thus there is no possibility that his alleged "devotion" to either Soviet of American Communists could have provided any motive. The fact is that had he that "devotion" they both very much preferred the dove Kennedy to the hawk Johnson, which the assassination made inevitable.


Because this is so important among the many deliberate misrepresentations in the Report and by those who enlarge on it or theorize,use Oswald's alleged "Communism"as a motive, as Hall does, and because that was in the first book on the subject, which Hall misuses and in that reveals his knowledge of it, I here quote directly the relevant citations of the Commission's own published evidence from pages 120-23:



Having by its approach and method precluded any 
meaningful analysis of Oswald's politics, relationship with 
the government and his motives, if any, the Report then makes 
even more certain of the worthlessness of its conclusions by 
falling for the ploy of 
the police and engaging in semantics. 
It uses political words 
out of context and gives them a 
meaning diametrically opposite to reality. Throughout the 
Report are references to Oswald's "commitment to Communism." 
To most Americans this means the belief and philosophy of the 
American 
Communist Party and the Soviet Union. Above all, 
it 
connotes an attachment to the Soviet Union. 



This was the opposite of the truth. The Commission knew 
it. All of its data proves that Oswald was not, either 
philosophically or by membership connected with the Communist 













87


Party. He hated it and the government of the Soviet Union with 
passion and expressed his feelings with what for him was 
eloquence.



While seeking to mitigate this forthright 
misrepresentation with equally vague and undefined references 
to "Marxism" which most Americans equate with Communism, the 
Report leaves itself with as much intellectual integrity as 
the boy with his fingers crossed behind his back denying 
he 
was in the cookie jar.



Almost from the moment of his arrest, the police knew all 
about Oswald's background, for the FBI's Oswald, expert, James 
P. Hosty, Jr., participated in the first interrogation. Oswald 
discussed what he considered his politics without inhibition. 
Insofar as he 
or they understood what he was talking about, 
it is, to the 
degree they desired, reflected in the report of 
the 
interrogators. Appendix XI consists exclusively of these 
reports (H5998ff).



The moment the police heard Oswald had defected to the 
Soviet Union and heard from his own lips that he was a 
"Marxist", they ignored his frank statements about his 
disapproval of the Soviet Union, and the diversion and "Red 
Scare" were launched. It received the widest dissemination. 
Editorial and headline writers needed no encouragement in 
their speculations and inherent accusations of a Communist 
plot to kill the President. From that moment on, Oswald was 
even more friendless, the trial of any conspiracy was brushed 
over, and the hounds were off in the wrong direction. To this 
day, even in the Report, the only really serious consideration 
given to any possibility of a conspiracy is restricted to the 
involvement of the Soviet Union or Castro Cuba.



If those among his acquaintances who told the Commission 
of Oswald's political beliefs, such as the Paines and George 
de Mohrenschildt, understood correctly, Oswald did not 
understand Marxism. Not a single witness or fact showed him 
either a Communist or pro-Communist. Every scrap of evidence 
from his boyhood on proved him consistently anti-Communist. 
Ruth Paine told FBI agent Hosty when he interviewed her in 
early November, that Oswald described himself as a Trotskyite 
and that she "found this and similar statements illogical and 
somewhat amusing." (R439). De Mohrenshildt at the time of the 
assassination occupied with a business relationship with the 
Haitian government, was apparently the only member of the Fort 
Worth Russian-speaking community for whom Oswald had any 
respect (R282). De Mohrenschildt was described by the 
Commission and some of its informants as provocative, non-
conformist, eccentric, and "of the belief that some form of 
undemocratic government might be best for other peoples." 
(R283). He was an agent for French intelligence in the United 
States during World War II. The Commission's investigation 
"developed no sign of subversive or disloyal conduct" on the 
part of the De Mohreschildts. (R383).
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Oswald is not known to have ever had any kind of personal 
contact with any party or any official of any part of the 
left, except by correspondence, and then of his initiative and 
of no clear significance. The total absence of such contacts, 
in person or otherwise, is in itself persuasive evidence that, 
as a matter of real fact rather than conjecture, he had no 
political affiliation. The searches of the Committee appear 
thorough and its facilities and resources of the investigation 
agencies are extensive.



As a 16-year-old, Oswald wrote the Young People's 
Socialist League asking information (R681). This is an old and 
well known youth group whose anti-Communism has been almost 
religious in its fervor.



Thereafter he wrote the Socialist Workers' Party, seeking 
literature, including the writings of Leon Trotsky. the 
Commission prints 14 pages of this correspondence (19H567-80). 
Again, this is an anti-Communist party and Trotsky is perhaps 
the best known of the former Russian Communists who fought the 
Soviet regime. Some of Oswald's correspondence with this group 
and all of his correspondence with the Communist Party 
(20H257-75) and Fair Play for Cuba Committee (20H511-33) make 
sense only when the possibility of Oswald being somebody's 
agent in considered.


  
The Report finds "Oswald had dealings" with these 
groups(R287). He did, in the same sense that one who writes 
the White House and gets a reply has "dealings" with the 
President.



Referring to the Communist Party U.S.A. alone, the Report 
states, "In September 1963, Oswald inquired how he might 


contact the party when he relocated in the Baltimore-
Washington area, as he said he planned to do in October, and 
Arnold Johnson suggested in a letter of September 19 that he 
'get in touch with us here (New York)and we will find some way 
of getting in touch with you in that city (Baltimore).'" 
(R288)



The Report is correct but incomplete, for on the same 
date Oswald made the same request of the Socialist Workers' 
Party (19H577). The Report's authors considered it expedient 
to ignore the letter to SWP. The reason for this omission and 
the reason for similarly false letters from Oswald to both 
historically antagonistic groups are worthy of consideration. 
In omitting all reference the SWP, the Report gives the false 
impression of a non-existing affiliation with the Communist 
Party, else why should Oswald want to get in touch with both 
parties, antagonistic as they are, especially because of his 
own clear antipathy toward the Communist Party? One of the 
obvious reasons is that he was trying to penetrate them as 
some kind of agent. He could not have found political sympathy 
in or from both. It is this possibility that completely 
escaped 
the consideration of the authors of the Report and 
it is the most obvious consideration. Especially when thought 












88


of in the light of Oswald's relations with the Cuban refugee 
groups, detailed elsewhere in this book, could this line of 
reasoning have led to a meaningful analysis and conclusions.



There was "no plausible evidence that Lee Harvey Oswald 
had any other significant contacts" with any of these groups, 
the Report concludes, evaluating then Oswald-initiated 
correspondence and requests for literature as "significant."



But Oswald's real attitude toward the Communist Party and 
the Soviet Union were well known to the Commission. He made no 
secret of them and the Russian-speaking community in Fort 
Worth reported his dislike. Oswald himself was well recorded 
in letters, drafts of speeches and notes and, in fact, in 
public speeches. A number of such appear in Volume 16. They 
are part of the Commission's record.



Toward the end of their stay in New Orleans, the Oswalds 
went to Battles Wharf, Alabama, to participate in a seminar. 
He unburdened himself of his anti-Soviet feelings. Marina got 
a thank you note form Robert J. Fitzpatrick of the Society of 
Jesus, in which she was asked to convey "thanks to your 
husband, too, for his good report to our seminar. Perhaps we 
do not agree with him regarding some of his conclusions but we 
all respect him for his idealism . . . ."(16H243).



Oswald's hatred of the Communist Party and the Soviet 
Union exude from 150 consecutive pages of his notes in the 
same volume, as well as from other exhibits (16H283-434). For 
example, in Exhibit 97 he raged, "The Communist Party of the 
United States has betrayed itself! It has turned itself into 
the traditional lever of a foreign power to overthrown the 
government of the United states, not in the name of freedom or 
high ideals, but in servile conformity to the wishes of the 
Soviet Union. . . (the leaders) have shown themselves to be 
willing, gullible messengers of the Kremlin's Internationalist 
propaganda . . . The Soviets have committed crimes unsurpassed 
. . . individual suppression and regimentation . . . 
deportations . . . and the murder of history, the prostitution 
of art and culture. The communist movement in the U.S., 
personalized by the Communist Party, U.S.A., has turned itself 
into a 'valuable gold coin' of the Kremlin. it has failed to 
denounce any actions of the Soviet Government when similar 
actions of the U.S. Government bring pious protest." (Spelling 
improved).



The Report quotes some of this as well as " . . . I hate 
the U.S.S.R. and Socialist system. . . ."(R399). 



He also described himself as one with "many personal 
reasons to know and hate and mistrust Communism . . . . " 
(16H442).



Even his oft-mentioned notes on Russia, widely discussed 
but unquoted in the press, are a narrative full of the kind of 
information intelligence agencies, including our own, seek 
about other countries, especially the Soviet Union. It 
includes such items as the location of an airport, the layout 
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of a city, and all sorts of intimate details of the 


electronics factory in which he worked, including what it 

produced, its rate of production, the number of employees 

engaged in various pursuits and other such non-travelogue 
data.



It is abundantly clear that the Report distorts and 
misrepresents the Commission's information on Oswald's 
politics. It both says and implies the opposite of the truth. 
It pretends a man whose hatred of the Soviet Union boiled in 
his guts was a protagonist of that political system and 
perpetuates a lie foisted off on an innocent public by the 
police. In such a Report, by such a Commission, dealing with 
such a tragedy, this is unpardonable. Can there be any reason 
for this except a desire to 'fool the public'? How many more 
people, here and abroad, were willing to accept what might 
have otherwise been unacceptable conclusions, how many were 
less critical than they might have been of the Commission, 
because of this pretense that Oswald had a "commitment to 
Communism," that he somehow was an agent of a hated political 
force? The Report concludes that he was serving no foreign 
government and that he was the agent of none (R21-2). But the 
Report repeats the false representation of Oswald's 
politics. The Commission instead should have 



inquired into who created and broadcast this deception and 

with what motives. As a result, the Commission's own motives 
are suspect. 


Can Hall or those he used to help and on whose work he drew have possibly read Whitewash and concluded that Oswald was any kind of "red" or could have that kind of motive.


Can a concerned historian or a caring lawyer be silent with this the actuality, this and so much like it? Hall is silent other than in support of the official assassination mythology.


But reason is not a consideration with the Warren Report or those who like Hall support it.


(In that same interview Hoover volunteered that Kennedy and Khrushchev were getting along rather well and that he had entered the assassination case illegally and immediately because killing a President than was not a federal crime. That of course gave him 
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control and control is what he wanted and needed).  


There remains the obscure but irrefutable fact, from the Commission's own evidence, that Oswald was not and could not have been the assassin. So on that basis also he had no such imagined motive. Hall and the Report do imagine it.


Here Hall goes heavily for Holland on that myth of his about secrecy about how the Commission was right because it was wrong in withholding the secret. 


Which as fact, rather than as myth, had nothing to do with the assassination itself.  


In making this phony case Hall actually refers back to his footnote that as we saw above could not have been more dishonest when he took out of context what I wrote in Whitewash about the federal agents being present at the autopsy and being silent when they should not have been, the line he misused being "the FBI and the Secret Service are not innocent. Without any checking those words seem to be appropriate as he uses them but with checking they are the most conscious dishonesty. They do not relate in any way to what Hall says here.


Hall deliberately misuses it as proof of what it is not and was not, of the imagined "veil of secrecy thrown over the intelligence sources and methods to prevent the Commissioners and their defenders from rebutting their detractors."


This because I write with complete accuracy that when the four federal agents were aware of perjury about the autopsy and were silent, "the FBI and the Secret Service are not innocent." Hall 
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adds to this quotation what I did not write or even hint at, "in the Warren investigation." As we saw above and I have repeated, that referred to the lying about what happened at the autopsy, to those four federal agents only, and to nothing else at all, and it was a week prior to appointment of the Commission. 


There is no reasonable or honest way of interpreting what I actually wrote as referring in any way, as they do not in any way, to the alleged "veil of secrecy thrown over the intelligence sources and methods to prevent the Commissioners and their 

defenders from rebutting their detractors."


That imagined "veil of secrecy" did not, in any event, relate to the assassination itself. But the truth is that Hall is deliberately dishonest in this.


It is not honest in another way that cannot be accidental. He is talking about the intelligence agencies and the assassination when in actual fact there is no real connection in the actual assassination evidence. What he then says is that "the Church Committee probed matters that touched on matters relating to the assassination and provided, most spectacularly, information about Operation Mongoose" and under it the "murder of Castro and other leaders . . . . " 


As we have seen, after the solution to the Cuba missile crisis there was a better chance of cows jumping over the moon than of Castro getting Kennedy killed. Historian that Hall is, he should have known this. He also should have known what the Pulitzer historian, Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., wrote the OAH after he read the 
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version of the article Hall used in its newsletter.


Schlesinger wrote that, as we have seen with the CIA's own internal records, "The Kennedy brothers did not concoct the scheme to assassinate Castro with the help of organized crime. As the Church Committee report . . . shows, the scheme was concocted in the Eisenhower administration . . . As for Operation Mongoose, that was a foolish and futile effort, but it was not a assassination project." (OAH Newsletter, May 1997).


To Hall this is all "matters relating to the assassination," which is totally false, and that "most spectacular." What is really "spectacular" in this is that Hall could be, dean and all that he is, and lawyer, too, this dishonest, this ignorant, or both.


(Actually, he had Mongoose a scheme "to murder Castro and other leaders of hostile nations," or he is even more "spectacular," if that is the word.)


Soon Hall goes into the Rockefeller Commission. He is still on that Holland concoction that has no relationship to the fact of the assassination, intelligence agency secrecy. This forms a natural link to his not mentioning my Photographic Whitewash. Remember, he is arguing that the Warren Report is correct and all who do not agree with it are indulging "the national appetite for bogus [sic!] revelation."


Gerald Ford, who appointed the Rockefeller, selected to run it the most slack-jawed of the Warren Commission assistant counsels with whom Ford in those days had close contact. He developed a respect for David Belin. Belin thus ran the Rockefeller Commission. 
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As Hall fails to mention here, that Commission was also directed to look into  the CIA and the assassination. While there is much that can be written about this, I restrict myself to a probable reason for Hall and all those fine people on whose work he drew failing to mention my Photographic Whitewash. One of the best of possible reasons in that in it I reproduce in facsimile what Belin and his Commission got from the CIA and suppressed from their report. It disproves the Warren Commission's conclusions that depend on the first shot having been fired at Frame 210 of the Zapruder film.


Without wasting words and letting those CIA records Belin et al suppressed speak for themselves I introduce those pages of that book by stating that the National Photographic Interpretation Center of the CIA is the best such institution we have. It examined the Zapruder film, which the Commission used as its timing device and as its clock on the assassination. The NPIC made its own analysis and used that of others. In not a single instance did anyone agree that the first shot was fired at Frame 210 and, without that, the irrefutable Commission evidence is that Oswald could not have fired it. (see Exhibit 24).



Hall is a historian? A lawyer who believes in our law? Dean in a major university and a professor who teaches the coming generation that includes our coming leaders?


He describes himself with this record he makes for himself as a professional historian, as a lawyer and as a person.


And, of course, as of sufficient subject-matter expertise to sit on his board and decide what is and what is not related to the 

assassination of President Kennedy.
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CHAPTER FOUR





     "OH, TERRIBLE!"

Much of the rest of the first part of Hall's article deals with the House assassins committee. What he says of it is not worth the time or space, it is devoid of all significant information that the committee had and suppressed, information that bears directly on the honesty and competence or lack thereof of the Warren Commission. My previous citation to this in the Afterword of NEVER AGAIN! is not to all of what I learned that the committee suppressed and was forced into the public domain by the same law that created Hall's board.


Hall's concept of scholarship and of law is that he should ignore all of that because it undermines and at points destroys what he says in his article.


In getting to this point I skipped over some matters that are relatively minor and some that are complicated, which can use more time and separate treatment. They all, those that follow, are the offical evidence that was used, almost always exclusively used, in those of my books Hall did not include, great as is the number of  books and articles in his notes. 


We have included a few, a very few of the relevant parts of Whitewash of which Hall should know, having used it as a source. He also used Whitewash II as a source, for the sole purpose of deliberately misrepresenting what I said about the two FBI and two Secret Service agents at the autopsy, and, with regard to them, in a very limited sense, as we saw above, to destroy what he enlarges into my having made those words apply to the entire FBI and entire Secret Service, and into intelligence "sources and methods" and into "national security." This, as is true of much of this Hall article, is not true. 


However, his having used Whitewash II as a source, and with that we have the not unreasonable presumption that he is familiar with it--a presumption that should represent a certainty with an academician and a lawyer with Hall's qualifications and positions--we here use but one of the innumerable facts not previously reported and based entirely on the official evidence that invalidates what Hall writes and spoke and very likely believes.


The Commission's Report is based on its conclusion that the first shot was fired at Zapruder Frame 210. The surrounding evidence as collected by the Commission precludes any alternative to this and with any later first shot the shooting attributed to Oswald becomes even more impossible. 


The Commission used the Zapruder film as a time clock. It disproves the Commission's basic conclusion that the first shot was fired at precisely Frame 210. Not a bit before then and not a bit after then. Except at Frame 210 that tree blocked his vision.


Part of its timing on this was the amateur photographer Phil Willis and the fifth of those of his pictures he sold as a kit. They are in the Commission's evidence. 
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As we saw above, the CIA's National Photographic Interpretation Center disproved this. NPIC and what it studied eliminate any picture taken at Frame 210; but this did not get to be known until 1976--and then only to the limited audience that bought the reprinting of my Photographic Whitewash.


It should be understood that the CIA did not have the original Zapruder film. Life magazine had that. The CIA had a copy. In making copies, more than twenty percent of what the camera and film capture and record are automatically eliminated. That is the part of the film that holds the sprocket holes that move the film when the tiny cogs engage these holes.This film, the sprocket-material, ordinarily is in the original only. The machines used in making copies also use those sprocket holes to move the film and eliminate that part from the copy. 


It happens that to be helpful to the Commission Life magazine made duplicates of each of the key Zapruder frames one by one. It enlarged them into 35 millimeter positive slides. From those color slides the FBI made black-and-white prints for the Commission to publish; publication not being in color. But the slides made from the original could be examined at the Archives and the black-and-white prints are published as Exhibit 885 in Volume 18.


I studied both and I asked my good friend Matt Herron, a professional photographer, to make me prints of some that I could use when I was on TV. I used them from coast to coast and down in New Orleans where Matt then lived.


Here I refer to page 196 of Whitewash II, although more proof 
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follows it. Remember, it dates to 1966. (see Exhibit 25). It explains some of the foregoing.                             


Willis is seen in the marginal material that is eliminated when copies are made, with his camera to his eye and, as he testified, as he walked into the street after taking his picture. The camera can be seen down from his eye by Frame 204. This means,  without possibility of question, that with his Argus C-2, the camera he used, he had taken the picture the Commission said he took at Frame 210.


It means that the first shot which the Commission and Willis both agree in what caused him to take the picture before he was quite ready, was prior to Frame 210, prior to Frame 204, and from other evidence, prior to Frame 202, and on that additional basis alone the Report is disproved.


Each frame took a eighteenth of a second, according to the FBI's examination of the camera and the FBI's testimony.


We do not know how long or how fast Willis took to take 

that camera down from his eye but if we refer back to those NPIC records the Rockefeller Committee/Belin Commission had and suppressed, the first NPIC panel postulates that first shot at Frame 188, with another at possibly Frame 198. The next that is considered possible was after Willis had the camera down from his eye.


Now if we look at the hand written record the NPIC provided, with what the CIA believed in the first column and what its interpretation of Life's work in the second column, we have the 
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identical conclusions for the CIA and one very close to them by Life. Life's is between Frame 188 and Frame 196. It is Frame 190.


The time between 188 and 198 is less than a second. So, while 

we do not know the precise instant Willis has taken that picture of the pivotal evidence we do know that it was before the Commission says, before Frame 210, and that disproves the basis of the Report.


NPIC, remember, is the country's best authority.


Is it necessary to suggest that this, without so much more like it, can explain how Hall and his honchos managed to use Whitewash II and not to include this which, if they had used it, would have invalidated just about all Hall said ?


The FBI was well aware of the possible problems it could  fake if it had the Zapruder film and had to use it. Eventually it got a copy of the copy the Secret Service had but when patriotic Zapruder offered the FBI a free copy its Dallas Special-Agent-in-Charge, Gordon Shanklin, decline it. That was approved at headquarters. Imagine the FBI said Life was paying $40,000 for the right to that film--and he actually got immeasurably more--and the FBI turned it down! (see Exhibit 26).


It was DeLoach who save for one was next to Hoover, who told Shanklin to hold off, not to get the film. Hoover agreed. (62-109060-453). 


The FBI has turned out manuals for other police departments of which it let me have one. That manual makes it clear that pictures can be best of evidence and that the police should grab them, but not the FBI? 
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That they are the best evidence is precisely why in this case the FBI avoided all of them it could.


Take for example, one of thousands of records I got suing the Dallas field office for records it had not sent to Washington or records it had and Washington had and withheld from me. One of several that were not sent to Washington is the attached report by Dallas SA Milton L. Newsom. He had earlier taken a call from Walter Bent, of the local Eastman Kodak plant. Bent offered the FBI pictures taken of the assassination by the engineer Charles Bronson. That was as soon as Eastman Kodak opened for business the first working day after the assassination. Newsom went there, taking another agent, Emory E. Horton, with him. (see Exhibit 26A).


This is the key paragraph of this second Newsom report:



Films taken by Mr. Bronson at the time of the President's 
assassination including 35 mm. color slides which were taken 
with a Leica Camera, and 8mm. Kodachrome film were reviewed. 
These films failed to show the building from which the shots 
were fired. Film did depict the President's car at the precise 
time shots were fired; however, the pictures were not 
sufficiently clear for identification purposes.


What Newsom says is that the 8 mm. color pictures "failed to show the building from which the shots were fired," a conclusion long before the end of the investigation, were there a real one, could have been finished. It is also not true. Far, far from true!


When I got his report in C.A. 78-0322 and copies reached my Dallas friends
Gary Mack and Earl Golz, Gary was then with a radio station and Earl the Dallas Morning News' then instigative reporter, they looked Bronson up. Honorable men they are and honorable as the paper was they first of all protected Bronson by 
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copyrighting his film, all of it, and then getting him a lawyer to protect him further. Bronson gave them the right to examine the 

film and to use it. The paper made it the major part of its issue dated Sunday  November 26, 1978. It printed two pages of enlargements from the tiny eight millimeter and a print of those 35 millimeter pictures Bronson took with his Leica. There were almost a hundred pictures of not only that building but that very window  the FBI and others in the government said all the shots were fired from and only the briefest time before the shooting there was nobody in that window.


It is correct, as Newsom says, that the Leica picture, which the paper enlarged considerably and the people in it could easily be identified, did show the President being killed. As Newsom put it,"at the precise time shots were fired." 


Newsom's reason for declining copies of all this free was that "the pictures were not sufficiently clear for identification purposes." 


That is totally false.


Save as Newsom intended it.


As enlarged and made much less clear that one print can be used to identify quite a few witnesses to the assassination. They can be readily "identified," perhaps fifty, perhaps more if the picture was cropped,


What Newsom was saying without making a record that could be embarrassing is that the picture could not be used for "identification" of Oswald with a smoking gun!
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The FBI wanted nothing else. (This record is 89-43-493 in the Dallas main assassination file).


It did not get to headquarters until 1978, when the records 

were sent there for processing for me under FOIA in C.A. 78-0322.


The FBI is long on its special uses of language. Yet it is remarkable what it gets away with. This is but one example of so many.


While we are on this there is what can be used in several places that I use here to make it clear that this Newsom avoidance of what could have been the most vital evidence was not all that exceptional for the FBI.


As Hoover told Manchester and was and is well known, before he appointed his Commission, President Johnson directed the FBI to make a definitive investigation and report on it. (see Exhibit 27). That FBI report is five volumes. The first is text on the assassination. Perhaps a more accurate description would be that it is a virulent, uninhibited diatribe against Oswald . The last in on Ruby. The others are of alleged evidentiary support for what was written.


Now remember, the Commission said and never changed, that three shots and only three shots were fired, that the first caused the seven non-fatal injuries it acknowledged were suffered by the President and the governor, the second missed entirely, and the third hit the President alone and was fatal.


To this day the FBI has not acknowledged that a shot missed. It has the proof in reports to it, in pictures of it, even in the 
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police radio logs which it transcribed for the Commission. It has the names of the police and the sheriffs who saw and reported this 

missed shot but the FBI refuses to admit that there was one. 


The reason is simple: When the best shots in the world could not duplicate the shooting attributed to the duffer Oswald with three shots, doing that would have been even more impossible with a fourth shot and the FBI knew that would be required. It did not for and would not be embarrassed by endorsing the fabrication of Arlen Spector that was eventually adopted by the Commission, that the first bullet was of that unprecedented magic.


However, this gave the FBI a real problem. It should have been of interest to a concerned historian, if Hall were a concerned historian, and to a concerned lawyer, if as a lawyer Hall was concerned. And then he did not have to read Commission Document 1 of CD 1, the Commission's first numbered record, which that FBI report is.


No, Hall had and used Whitewash, which I repeat was the first book, so none of that imagined three decades of new developments in forensics of his was required. And he had it--cites it in misuse of it.


There are but two references to that shooting in all of CD 1. With those two shots the FBI does not account for all the shooting of which it knew and had proof, for all the injuries of which it knew and had proof--and it does not even mention cause of death when not only did that investigation require it, it had those five volumes to hold it!
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I published these two and two only FBI references to the shooting in Whitewash on the attached page 195. Hall and his scholars and assistants of other description could not have used Whitewash  and missed that! (see Exhibit 28).


The attached pages of the index the FBI provided for CD 1 make it clear that quintessential as the autopsy is in any investigation it ignored the autopsy entirely and the page on which the shots, also of vital importance in such an inquiry would be indexed, and shots also are not mentioned. (see Exhibit 29). I repeat without any index page because there are many ways in which it could have been indexed, there is no mention of the cause of death! In a murder investigation!


The Commission was terrified of the FBI. Those who want more than what follows will find it in the transcript of the executive session from which quotation will follow, and that is still another book suppressed by Hall et al in their cataloguing that includes assassination junk, some of the most arcane and least known. 


There was an emergency executive session after the end of work on January 22, 1964, in response to the Commission's learning that what it had been sitting on for more than a month was attracting attention in Texas, the report that Oswald had had some connection with the FBI or the CIA. The full text as disclosed to me under FOIA is in facsimile in Post Mortem. That is another first-rate reason for Hall et al to ignore that book. It begins on page 475. I use here only the last two pages, the first to show one expression of this terror and to reflect the Commission's 
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preconceived determination, and this was before it held its first hearing, to conclude that there had been no conspiracy. This before it took any testimony, made any investigation. (see Exhibit 30). 


The second page reflects that although the Commission had decided that for history's record it would record all of these sessions, it then decided, on former CIA director Allen Dulles' suggestion, to send the court reporter packing and to destroy that record. 


They thought they destroyed the record, as Dulles suggested, but they overlooked the stenotypist's tape. When I was able to pinpoint that, the government did not get the court reporting firm to transcribe it. It used the Pentagon, which was not familiar with all the Ward & Paul stenotypist's codes and made a few minor mistakes.


Rankin was so cheap about all of this he paid the court reporting firm only $25 for the night of its court reporter's work.


The Commission, which lacked the authority to classify anything, had been classifying the transcripts of its executive session, even the transcripts of the testimony it was going to publish, as "TOP SECRET." I had already defeated it on that in court so it did not try to pull that "TOP SECRET" dodge on me to withhold that transcript.


Those wanting to get the full sense of fear and horror of the FBI that dominated the Commission before it began its work will find this in full in Post Mortem. Such confession as "they are concluding there can't be any conspiracy" while "they haven't run 
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out all the leads," which is precisely what the Commission did not do either.


If the Commission complained to the FBI it could say "It is 

not our business," although the Commission supposedly was in charge.


On the first of the pages included here, "They would like us to fold up and quit" one member the transcriber could not identify said. Boggs added, "This closes the case. Don't you see?" Dulles said, "Yes, I see that." 


Rankin added, "They have found the man. There is nothing more to do. The Commission supports their conclusions, and we can go home and that is the end of that." 


All this and much more based on the Commission's horror of having read that report, CD 1.


With this and more like it, ever so much more, Dulles, who had headed the CIA until its fiasco of the Bay of Pigs, for which Kennedy took responsibility, and then eased Dulles out after enough time had passed to cushion it, said, "I think this record ought to be destroyed."


When there was agreement on that, one whose name the transcriber did not get reminded them, not that it made any difference, that "We said we would have records of meetings."


Besides the short reference to the FBI concluding there had not been any conspiracy without making any investigation, one without a name but probably Rankin stated that he and Warren "were just briefly reflecting on this," the report that Oswald had some 
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CIA or FBI connection, and "we said that if it ever came out and could be established, then you would have people think there was a conspiracy to accomplish this assassination that nothing the 

Commission did or anybody could dissipate."


Boggs wailed, "You are so right."


Dulles added, "Oh, terrible."


Boggs lamented further, and these are his exact words, "Its implications of this are fantastic, don't you think so?"


One whose name was not gotten exclaimed "Terrific!"


Hall and his many helpers ridicule the notion that there had been a conspiracy and then condemn all who write critically of the Commission as conspiracy theorists, without knowing what they talk about, without knowing whether there had or had not been any conspiracy, with sublime ignorance of the actual official evidence that proves there had been a conspiracy. evidence the Commission could not avoid but did ignore and misrepresent, but here the Commission itself expressed, when it expected perpetual secrecy, its determination to conclude that there had been no conspiracy without any investigation made or by then even possible.


The FBI, too: "The would like to have us fold up and quit."


This should not be lost sight of: the FBI dominated the Commission from the very first. The Commission did not dare, did not dare think of doing, other than what it knew the FBI wanted and the FBI spelled that out in the report ordered of it by President

Johnson, that five-volume CD 1 that the Commission acknowledged did nothing at all to solve the crime but demanded that the Commission 
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agree with it anyway and then "fold their tents and go home."


There is so much wrong with what Hall put his name to, regardless of where and how and from whom he got all his 

information, misinformation and, if it came from anyone else, his prejudice and preconceptions, many books could be written about it and as this does, use it to call the truth, the fact, the reality to public attention.
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CHAPTER FIVE

                  "THE SPECTER OF CONSPIRACY"                             

On the matter of conspiracy and the Commission's determination

at the outset, before it did any work at all, to state there had been no conspiracy, the grim fact is that when he also expected perpetual secrecy the Chief Justice himself laid the no-conspiracy line down to his staff. That was at his first meeting with his staff. It was on January 20, 1964.


Howard Willens who, as we have seen, was intended by Katzenbach to be his eyes and ears on the Commission, wrote a memo on that meeting in which what Warren said about this is omitted.


(Referring to Willens as Katzenbach's "eyes and ears" is much more modest than the role Commission Member Gerald Ford had. He was an informer on his associates for the FBI!It disclosed and I have a separate file of FBI internal records on this. His reward was not only favors from the FBI. It also gave him an agent's brief case with a combination lock. Although there was no official transcript of that January 22 session referred to immediately above, disclosed FBI records reflect the most detailed knowledge of what transpired there.)


However, Melvin Eisenberg,who had no special "eyes and ears"

role, did record in plain English Warren's telling his staff that it had to conclude there had been no conspiracy. Otherwise it "could conceivably lead the country into a war which could cost 40 million lives." (see Exhibit 31).


Hall and his assorted scholars attribute this to Holland, who provides no source on it. In fact it was brought to light long before Holland's mention, which was long after I obtained that record from the Commission's files, in Whitewash IV, published in 1974.


This is only one of the reasons--one of the many reasons, some without precedent in our history--Hall and his assorted scholars

whose scholarship is of a character this suggests, had for not including Whitewash IV among the multitudinous works they refer to. They are, however, long on the trashy trash and trivia.


The fact is that Lyndon Johnson used this argument, what Warren told his staff, to bamboozle Warren into serving on the Commission when that was so very wrong for him and when the entire Supreme Court had told him not to. How Johnson pulled this on Warren is in disclosed transcripts on Johnson taped phone conversations.


The truth is there is no basis at all for it.


That many casualties could come only from a nuclear holocaust caused by both the United States and the Soviet Union exploding their vast nuclear arsenals. But the fact is that after the 1962 Cuba missile crisis Khrushchev and Kennedy were groping their way toward peace and disarmament. They exchanged an admitted forty letters on this. The last published report on their withholding attributed that to the United States. As Hoover himself told 
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Manchester, as we saw above, Kennedy and Khrushchev were getting 

along well. And as we also saw, there was no chance at all that the USSR or Khrushchev or the Soviet hierarchy preferred the hawk Johnson, who they would get automatically if Kennedy was killed, to the dove Kennedy. 


There was no chance at all that the Soviets were behind the assassination. 


But the point here that should be kept in mind other than by scholars of the Hall stripe is that Warren began not only determined to conclude that there had not been any conspiracy but he laid that line down to his staff when he first met with it.


During the Cold War there was nothing too irrational to be credited, particularly if, whether or not rational, it intended to enflame that Cold War.


But after the 1962 missile crisis, there was no reason at all to expect that Cold War to heat up or for the President to be assassinated as part of it.


There was, however, much evidence that the President was killed as the end product of a conspiracy. With the kind of scholarship reflected by Hall and practiced by those to whom he gives his fulsome credit, all the deplorable books, all those based on fact only, all those that came from the official evidence only, are excluded. With that exclusion those special kinds of scholars to whom Hall expressed his appreciation and the special kind of politics of scholarship that is Hall's, all the actual, official evidence of a conspiracy was automatically excluded in favor of the 
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endless collection of trivia, trash, irrationality and assorted kinds of craziness they list as the end product of what have been unprecedented dredging of the intellectual sewers. 


Perhaps this should not be surprising but to me it is.


Perhaps it should not be surprising that a law journal would publish an article that is so critical of so many and publish it without any competent peer review. Or believe that Hall read all those books. Evan a tiny fraction of them.


What is most surprising of all is the fact that the law review published an article of this nature without any statement of fact about the basis of it at all. That has two parts. The first is fact about the assassination of the President. The second fact about whether or not there was a conspiracy.


Hall does have impressive credentials but he had no knowledge of these matters before he was appointed to the board and the couple of days a month he worked at the board was not enough time for him to become an expert--if he had intended that. His record is that he preferred the bliss of ignorance.


He makes no showing or claim to any subject-matter expertise in his speech or his article; perhaps that was also assumed. Yet without that showing, quite separate from his virtuoso showing of subject-matter ignorance, which perhaps the law-review editors had no way of perceiving, that he does not even claim subject-matter expertise should, at the very least, have raised some questions in their mind before they published what first deceives, misleads and misinforms all who read it and do not have the subject-matter 
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expertise that is not common; and second, defames so many people.


That a man is a first-rate carpenter or electrician does not qualify him for brain surgery and that Hall is a dean and a 

professor does not qualify him to write about and offer opinions about what he neither knows nor for that matter understands or has made the slightest effort to begin to understand. 


For him to refer to me as a conspiracy theorist is, in this field, as gross an insult and defamation as is possible. He can do that only because he preserved the most determined ignorance of the field in which he assumed such serious responsibilities. If this defamation came to him from one of those to whom he extends credit,

then that alone raises the most substantial questions about their suitability to be used as authorities of any kind on this subject.They may be superb on Ming China or the flora and fauna of the Antarctic but as Hall's disgrace of traditional scholarship establishes, they are propagandists, not scholars in this field.


Perhaps this is an appropriate point for the recording of Hall's credits to those to whom he expressed indebtedness:



 My thanks to Barbara Tarzian, Jeff Marquis, and Kenneth 
Wasserman for their research support and to John Johnson, 
Donald G. Gifford, and Howard Leichter for their comments and 
suggestions about earlier versions of this Article. I am 
especially grateful to Sheryl Walter for her suggestions about 
sources and her willingness to share her extensive knowledge 
of the secondary literature on openness of and access to 
government records.


There is here not a word about any of these people having any 


kind of study of the official assassination information that has been available for three decades to be able to evaluate what they 
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read on the basis of their knowledge of that evidence. There is not even the claim to any subject-matter knowledge or expertise. With Hall quite obviously having none, there is no visible basis other 

than that prejudice for the opinions offered and presented as fact.


There is no way the reader or for that matter the editor has 

any way of knowing what originates  with Hall and what he adopted 

from his "research support" or what he accepted from "comments and 

suggestions" or from what he was told about "sources" because of 

the serious professional degradation and most profound 

misrepresentation of my work. Because the baseless assault is also 

personal and because what Hall spoke and wrote is infamous 

propaganda that comes from a marriage of prejudice and ignorance I 

return to what is a slander of me, mentioned above.


This begins with a lie that there is a "research community" of which I am a part. It has none of the qualities of a "community" as only a subject-matter ignoramus would not know and even if it did, 

only subject-matter ignoramuses would not know that I am the one who writes other than those many listed, the only one whose work is limited to the official evidence and in whose work there is no theorizing of any kind, of conspiracy or any other kind.


Much of my work is of criticism of many of those others and of their inventions they seek to palm off as theorizing.


Not a few of them have denounced me for that.


Some have written the most wretchedly evil accusations against the innocent yet I am lumped with them. For example, while these special experts and authorities to whom Hall is so indebted give 
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the work Mortal Error as Bonar Menninger's, he is the ghost writer for Howard Donahue, an authentic firearms expert and  an 

exceptionally good shot. Donahue made up a story that one of the President's Secret Service escort shot JFK, shot him by mistake. Donahue and his wife visited me and I explained to him and cited authorities for proof of the impossibility of what he believed. Earlier, when he had been responsible for similar newspaper stories I had written refutations of them, as he knew. Yet, and there is more that I do not include because this is in court, these supposed scholars lump him and many like him  and me as "conspiracy theorists."   

    Hall has but a single footnote for this:




When the research community asserted that the 
government itself had been implicated in the assassination, n 
43, the evidence that the Commission had used to discount such 
a possibility was available only to the government charged 
with having abetted the crime. The cost of secrecy was 
uncertainty that gained legitimacy simply because they could 
not be tested against the appropriate evidence. 


As reported above, n 43 is, "See e.g., Harold Weisberg, Whitewash II: The FBI-Secret Service Coverup, 125 (1966) (concluding that "The FBI and Secret Service are not innocent in the Warren investigation." Because of the added uses I now make of this statement, I state that all parts of what is quoted above is a lie. It is not normal to use such words as "lie" in writing but both professionally and personally it here is more that justified.


So there can be no misunderstanding, the first definition of "lie" in the Oxford American dictionary is, "a statement that the speaker knows to be untrue."
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There is no question about it Hall and the one he uses as his source or authority knew that to be a lie, as quoted above, because at that point the matter referenced was perjury at the autopsy, (which without any question, there was, but that is not the point here.)


That the federal agents were silent about this perjury and that the FBI's reports were less definitive than they could have been does not say or mean or suggest what Hall says, "the government itself had been implicated in the assassination."


Hall is off and running on that utter nonsense of Max Holland about intelligence-agency secrecy. There is and there can be no such issue in what I wrote or in what it means or can be taken to mean. Obviously, there is and was no secrecy about it when what I wrote came from and is cited to what the Commission published.


There was no theory about the assassination involved in any way in any of this or in any interpretation that can rationally be placed on it.


And rather than what I wrote and Hall quotes not being "tested against the appropriate evidence" it comes and can come only from that "appropriate" and officially published evidence.


There was no other source for it, no other possible source for it. 


Yet look at what Hall does and says based on that total fabrication as he seeks to make the intellectual nonsense of another subject-matter ignoramus his own!


Hall put his name on this. That means he read what he cites 
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and that means he is a liar in saying about me and my writing what he here does.


And all of this, mind you, all twenty-one thousand three hundred and thirty five words, the count of the Review, without any evidence of the crime at all--and that by a professor of law, among  other things, and in a law review.


Both defame me, neither with any legitimate basis for it, and for a law review that surprises me.


I digress for several personal observations that relate to this infamous departure from common decency and normal scholarship by the professional scholar and expert on history and law.


When William Manchester'd book The Death of a President appeared it shocked me that he actually said that if the President's driver and his associate had not been so old the President's life could have been saved because that is not in any sense true.The limousine was in a veritable cul de sac. It could not turn in any direction. It could do only what the able driver, who was the President's preferred driver, did, tried to get away in the one direction in which he could go.


Washington then had a radio station that was largely talk shows. I asked the Bob Raeford show to give me time to respond to Manchester on that. I never asked for time for myself but for this outrageous assault on two of the most dedicated public servants I did ask for that time. Raeford gave it to me and I used that time to give the audience a detailed account of the actualities, of the truth. 
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I received several anonymous phone calls from those who identified themselves as neighbors of those Secret Service agents thanking me.


I also spoke at the University of Maryland when that came 

matter came up. I was as forceful and as vigorous in defending those men, more than those two, other men on that detail, as I could be because of other such defamations were going around.


After speaking I sat a table to sign books and to answer questions of those who did not want to ask them before the entire audience. I noticed a tall young woman dressed in conservative good taste kept on giving up her place in the line to those who came later. She did this until when she got to the table there was nobody else in the line.


She said, with tears in her eyes, "I want to thank you for what you said about my father." She was Roy Kellerman's daughter. Kellerman was the Secret Service agent in charge of that detail. He sat in the limousine next to the driver, William Greer.


Greer was so upset by having lost the President who preferred him as his driver, he had to take a medial retirement.


For another Secret Service agent who was defamed I not only arranged for him, after his retirement and when he was ill, to have counsel, I provided counsel with information he could use in the litigation.


This is not quite what Hall says and the Review printed.


Nobody asked any of that of me. And they are the men about whom Hall has me in the opposite role, of making accusations 
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against them and against their agency and of conspiracy against the government itself.


Hall has defamed me. His defamation is also professional but the defamations by the FBI in particular are much more serious and 

even more dishonest.


It even filed my Freedom of Information requests in "national security" files!


As "subversive matter."


Freedom of Information requests are filed under a federal law. They are a universal right established by that law.


I have prima facia cases of interferences in my rights, including my supposedly Constitutionally guaranteed right to publish, by both the FBI and the CIA. This writing is about the JFK assassination. Mine, remember, was the first book on that subject. I was informed by the friend handling it for me that when a major British publisher of the day decided to do the book subject to a reading by an eminent scholar, that scholar killed the book. He was connected with British intelligence and he was, from government documents I have, an "asset" of United States intelligence.


That same friend, a professional man well-known in his field

internationally, introduced a copy of that manuscript to a major German publisher of that day. He liked it. Wrote me immediately and then, getting no answer, wrote me two more times. On getting

no answer either of those times, mailed the manuscript back to me. 


Not one of those letters reached me and neither did the returned manuscript!
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That coincided in time with what the Church Committee exposed, the interception of foreign mail by the FBI for the CIA.


My friend also got me a respected British agent. I sent him chapters of Whitewash II as I completed them. I heard nothing from 

him and working with the intensity required I did not phone him. Then, out of the blue, I got a cable from him telling me all the mail that I had sent him and had not reached him for two months got there that one day.


The board of which Hall is a member is supposed to be bringing to light all the information that relates in anyway to the assassination and its investigations. From the board's definition of what is an "assassination record" that it published in the Federal Register it defined out the violation of the Constitution and all American principles in the federal government's interference with publication.


I sent it government documents proving some of what I alleged above several years ago. The board had done much that yields no information about the assassination and gets its name in the papers. It has accepted and makes freely available all the defamations of others and of me by many agencies, in my case without response when I sought to invoke the Privacy Act. But if it has done a thing to make the records of the anti-American federal acts that are part of the assassination investigation, certainly as much if not more than some of the existing deposits the board is raiding to make itself look good, the board has not let me know, has not responded to those letters.
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For looking into those things Hall has not time.


For defamation from the depths of his ignorance in lengthy articles, for that he has ample time.


All, and this cannot be repeated too often, without a word of fact about the assassination or any evidence in the assassination or in any investigation of it.


Scholarship at the dawn of the twenty-first century?


Law as it is taught in Ohio to those who become lawyers?


With this better understanding of Hall we return to the first words of his introduction, words designed to lay a basis for the preconception with which he begins his article:





The specter of conspiracy has haunted Americans 
throughout the second half of the twentieth century. 


Having said this Hall then says it is not limited to that half of the century, and that "this phenomenon is not unique to the modern era." If what Hall refers to as "the specter of conspiracy" is a "phenomenon" that is not unique to the modern era, how about the actuality of conspiracy?


That has not been commonplace throughout man's history?  Going back to the earliest recorded days? It has not been commonplace during Hall's lifetime that includes The Watergate and a wide variety of political and criminal conspiracies?


The actuality is that conspiracies are as old as man. They exist when they are conceived as yielding what those who conspire want.

 
Not having a small mind to be hobglobined by consistency Hall next refers first to Senator Joseph McCarthy and then to holocaust deniers.
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Neither has a thing to do with whether or not there had been a conspiracy of any kind in the assassination of President Kennedy.


This is a topic that in all this verbosity of irrelevance and defamation of more than twenty-one thousand words Hall never does get to.


Yet without establishing that there was no such conspiracy how in the world can he as dean, historian, professor of law or writer write all he wrote saying there was no conspiracy and ridicule and denounce all who do not agree with him?


Does this reflect how he teaches history and has others teach it?


How he teaches the law to others who will practice it?


Fact has no relevance in history?


None in law?


Instead--and as he substitutes for fact--he launches into his account of the Rosenbergs, the holocaust deniers, the bonus march (of the first half of the century), Oliver Stone's movie JFK, the Watergate, odds and ends about the mafia and then an assortment of

books said  to be on the assassination of the President.


All those that have nothing to do with what is required by honesty, by decency, by common sense, by scholarship, all requiring that he prove there had not been any conspiracy before he is critical of what says there had been a conspiracy.


There is as much legitimacy as if he said the world is flat and then criticized those who do not agree, beginning with Christopher Columbus.
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With all of this kind of impressive meaninglessness he runs on for pages, without any point making even the slightest effort to prove what is essential for an honest man to write an honest speech or article critical of those who he says theorize there had been a 

conspiracy (whether or not they actually said it, as not one of my books did.) 


This kind of intellectual trash takes up about the first quarter of his propaganda in which he pretends to be addressing the "virulence of the national appetite for bogus revelation."


This alone is bogus enough but it is only the beginning.


This article is supposedly about theorized conspiracy but in all those many thousands of word for which Hall found time with all his university and board responsibilities, as historian and as lawyer he does not define conspiracy, does not say what it is or can be or means.


That is not necessary for a speech/article when denial of the holocaust is? When going back to Joe McCarthy is?


Not a single element of conspiracy should be mentioned?


How what he condemns does not qualify as writing about any conspiracy needs no mention?


At the end of this part he says what is fantasy:



"This article addresses the Kennedy murder, generally. . . ."


It does not in any way, no matter how remote, no matter how words are tortured.


That is satisfactory to an editor of a law review?


First of all the dean/historian/professor is too ignorant 
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about "the Kennedy murder" to say a word about it.


He is so incredibly ignorant about even the Warren Report that he says it was issued "a year after the assassination." In fact, it was ten months later. 


He is so ignorant of the books about which he spoke, that he says my Whitewash, Contract on America, and Conspiracy, "quickly appeared." 


This is true of Whitewash only. The Scheim book, Contract on America, which is about organized crime, not the assassination, did not appear for twenty years, in 1983. Tony Summers' Conspiracy was seventeen years after the assassination.


Twenty years, or even seventeen years, is "quickly" to Hall?


The first book to follow Whitewash was Inquest. It appeared at the end of June, 1966.



What Hall did like and takes from Max Holland is his fabrication that all that was wrong was secrecy and that while the secrecy was wrong it was the right thing. None of this gibberish has any relevance at all, not to the act of the crime a matter in which Holland rivals Hall in his determined ignorance.
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CHAPTER SIX


WITHOUT THOSE 30 YEARS OF PROGRESS


IN FORENSIC SCIENCE

Hall likes Holland's invention because as it provided Holland with a mans of ignoring all the facts about the crime, Hall uses it the same way.


Hall says, "The government's penchant for secrecy fueled the public's corrosively cynical view of politics and politicians."


That has not a thing in the world to do with the assassination, which is the way Hall uses it.


It was not any secrecy that caused most people not to believe the Warren Report when it was issued. It was what was not secret, the Report itself. 


As the author of the first book on the subject I was on many talk shows. Almost all had people calling in. From the very first, unpopular as it in general was to disagree with the government on this at least half of those callers-in did not believe the Report. With 
the passing of time the percentage expressing such views increased. At least some of that increase was from those who were

ashamed to disagree earlier, until they learned that many others felt the same way.


In his effort to justify the Commission and make up a case that there had not been any conspiracy, Hall Hollands his way along:



[The] Commission had access to an enormous amount of 
information not otherwise accessible to the American press and 
public. This information was secret, top secret, and beyond, 
much of its compartmentalized cryptologic and signal 
intelligence material dealing with the Soviet Union, Cuba, and 
other foreign governments, such as Communist China. Because of 
the enormous Cold War paranoia, as well as the requirement to 
maintain tight secrecy around the sources and methods used to 
collect this information, the Commission could not argue its 
case fully to the American people.


This had not a thing to do with the Warren Report. The only secret I remember from that Report was the name of Yuri Nosenko,

which was public. Having nothing to do with the Report it can have nothing to do with the lack of belief in the Report or trust in the government. That is the way this dean/historian/law professor uses it and that, too, satisfied the editor of the law review.


That there was any information kept secret did not get to be known for three or more years after the assassination. That was not until after researchers had access to the Commission's records at the National Archives. So it does not make the Hall case and is at best inappropriate here, if not dishonest, really false.


Then there is what is sorely missing, again what honesty and scholarship require, again a matter on which a law-review editor

should ask for and see proof, that there was any connection with the assassination of "compartmentalized cryptologic and signal intelligence material dealing with the Soviet Union, Cuba, and other foreign governments, such as Communist China."













126


No connection of any of this with the assassination is shown.


None exists, which is why it is not shown.


There as widespread paranoia in parts of the government and some of the nuttier nuts in the CIA were trying to heat the job up to get a war going but there was absolutely no connection of any of this with the actual established official fact of the assassination!

What the paranoids and other nuts imagined they imagined but that does not make it relevant to the crime. Period.


There was not a thing relating to "sources and methods" that related to the crime that had to be withheld. What was withheld on that claim need not have been withheld and in fact should not have been. It was withheld to generate paranoia, to scare the country, and to protect the CIA from its own dishonest and dangerous political adventures.


J. Edgar Hoover himself ordered that not a word provided the Commission by the FBI, not a name be withheld from what it published in those ten million words in the Report and those twenty-six volumes.


Yuri Nosenko was a minor Moscow headquarters KGB official when he defected. Ahead of him a certified paranoid Anatoli Golitsyn also defected. That crazy Golitsyn was crazy like a fox. He convinced the CIA's Angletonians that any Soviet defectors who followed him were dispatched to undermine confidence in him and would be disinformation agents.


It was a lie that Golitsyn made up to keep himself secure and 
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well taken care of.


Despite those efforts the CIA did bring Nosenko to the United States. There he was questioned by the FBI. The FBI provided the CIA with copies of its reports of what Nosenko said. Once those reports reached the CIA it changed its treatment of Nosenko from princely to unprecedented bestiality for about four years. It ultimately confessed enough if not all to the House assassination committee. It published the CIA's admission of its unprecedented abuse of the man whom was its greatest intelligence asset, the man 

its people deliberated ways to killing ranging from driving him crazy to flying him over the ocean and dropping him into it.


There were nuts in the CIA who tried to make out that Oswald had come back to kill JFK for the Soviets. There was even the notion that Oswald was not Oswald, that the Soviets had replaced him.


There is more but this is enough. So the CIA talked the Commission into not listening to him. Nosenko said he would testify but not in public. The responsibility was that of the Commission, not of the CIA, but it abdicated and did what Richard Helms and his fellow paranoids told it. It thus did not have Nosenko's testimony which turned out to be accurate and dependable.


In fact after its torture of him was over the CIA paid him for the years in which it held him captive in complete illegality (not the lawyer Hall's version when he gets into this poppycock of his and Holland's), gave him a new identity, and then hired him to teach CIA agents!
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This had to do with the investigation of the crime? It had nothing to do with the crime itself. 


What the CIA did qualifies as a conspiracy under the law and if the CIA were not the CIA and were not part of the government that government would have filed charges of conspiracy against it, with an open-and-shut case. 


As Hall does not mention.


It was not secrecy that withheld this information from the Commission. There was no question of those imaginary "sources and methods." As soon as Nosenko defected the CIA made a gleeful public announcement of it. So it was known. 


But if that had not happened, can it be believed that the Soviets did not know of his defection?


The only secrecy, under any circumstances, was from the American people and was without need or warrant.


 What Nosenko told the FBI and it told the Commission and the CIA was not kept secret from the Commission and did not qualify for withholding from the people. There was no question of the usually fictitious "sources and methods" dodge Holland and Hall like so much and there was no question about the content. That became apparent when disclosure was finally compelled. I published the essence at the end of Post Mortem. What the CIA wanted withheld was the short-lived Soviet suspicion that Oswald might have been an American agent, which meant of the CIA or of some military organization but not of the FBI, and that rather than being a "red" he was openly anti-USSR Communist within the USSR.
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One of the other possible intentions in withholding what could not properly be withheld was to promote the idea that Oswald's imaginary and non-existing "Communist" connection accounted for the assassination.


Contrary to the Holland/Hall fiction about much of the secrecy, there was no legitimate reason for this withholding. That 

became apparent when it could be withheld no longer and we could examine it.


The FBI, which interviewed Nosenko, placed no classification on its report on those interviews. The CIA withheld them! 


As more and more of what had been withheld became available it became more and more apparent that there was with almost all of it no legitimate reason for the withholdings.


It was apparent that not a single page of what had been withheld, contrary to the Holland-cum-Hall fiction, had the slightest connection with the fact of, the actualities of the assassination from the official records of it, the investigation of it. Which neither of them took the time to become familiar with. They are enamored of their own brilliance and they substitute their baseless conjectures for reality.


There was not and there was not even any reason to suspect, and Hall does not give any reason to suspect, any Soviet, or Cuban or any Chinese Communist involvement in the assassination, so all Hall prates about them is worse than garbage. First because garbage can be recycled and put to use and second, because it does and is intended to deceive and mislead the people.
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Next Hall gets into his outrageous lie addressed earlier that Robert Kennedy withheld classified information about his alleged mafia plot that wasn't his from the Commission. That a dean, historian, professor of law is capable of so outrageous and defamatory a lie is startling, as it is that a law review editor accepted this without question.


Here Hall in effect blames the assassination of John Kennedy on his brother Robert, that in famous "kickback" fiction. That is not original with Hall but it also is no less monstrous. It is perhaps more so, and this can't be repeated too often, because of his professional standing and responsibilities--remember he is a professor of history and law--and he says these things in a prestigious speech and in a law review article long years after they were clearly and publicly established as lies.


All of this continues with the baseless preconception that Oswald was the assassin and was proven to be the lone assassin.


That is not true.


We come to enough of this.


(If it is argued that Hall has sources he does not give for what he says, then an evaluation of these sources is in order. There is not one any self-respecting historian, lawyer or writer would depend upon. Not if he knew enough about this field to write and speak in it. As, frankly, Hall does not. Also he says this writing is about the assassination but it is not. It has nothing at all about the assassination itself.


What Hall refers to as "the condition of the President's body" 
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is one such item of evidence, not his reference but the actuality, the reality he does not and cannot face. As we saw earlier, he made up out of nothing the invalid notion that "three decades" of "progress" in "forensic analysis" [sic] were required. Next he refers to "the alleged murder weapon and the number and sequencing of the shots." 


Despite this, historian and lawyer that he is, he has not a word to say about what those alleged "advances" are and what he says they mean are, or about the weapon or the number and sequence of the shots. Historian and lawyer that he is, he also says not a word about the dirtiness, the unprecedented corruption of and in the investigation of the assassination of a President, which means a coup d'etat. It was published more than two decades earlier. He should be familiar with it with his board responsibilities and if he was intending to be a responsible authority in his speech and in his article.


The questions about the body were not delayed for Hall's imaginary three decades. They were obvious and inevitable in what the Commission published. They were in the first book on the subject and that was completed the middle of February 1965. In it, for example, I published the body chart in facsimile from the Commission's publication of it in its twenty-six volumes. (see Exhibit 32). I also published in facsimile, from the same Commission publication of them, two certificates by the chief autopsy prosector, Commander James J. Humes. (see Exhibit 33).


I drew the attention of the body chart to a Baltimore Sun 
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reporter who read Whitewash and went to speak to Humes. Commander J. Thornton Boswell told Richard Levine, who printed it in his story, that if he had known the rough notes he made would be important he would have been more careful and not placed the bullet hole in the President's back where Boswell said it wasn't. He said he placed it lower than it was.


I also published in facsimile sketches the Commission used 

to locate those wounds. This one it had in the neck. Boswell had it down about six inches on the back. Obvious that difference made a

vast difference in both the trajectories and the point from which that bullet could have come.


When Boswell said those were just rough notes of no importance and not intended to be accurate he knew he was not telling the truth. He knew the body sketch he used was a mimeographed Navy form that was required to be filled out with every autopsy. Humes was a pathologist. He knew. He and Boswell did autopsies all the time only never this kind. (see Exhibit 34; Exhibit 35 skipped).


The Commission also knew, its assistant counsel in this area, Arlen Specter, in particular. But he never asked any of the prosectors a question about that required body chart.


 Sometime after that book was published, when I was working in the Archives and in the Commission's files, there was the original body chart and other originals the Commission had and should have used and did not use. There also were required records it did not use at all.


Xeroxes of the originals were made and were used to replace 













133

the originals in the Commission's evidence. The originals were where nobody would even look for them. They were filed the only place it was certain would not be searched, with what was sent to the printing office to be printed for publication. The xeroxes were used for that, not the originals. 


There was the best of reasons for not using those originals. If they had been used the Warren Report as written could not have been issued. They would not have dared!


The original body chart that Boswell lied about and said was only rough notes that did not have to be accurate when in fact they are a required part of every Navy autopsy not only locates that back wound about six inches down on the President's back, it has written on the bottom, "Verified, G. Burkley." Admiral Burkley was the President's personal physician. He was present at the autopsy and he "verified" that the bullet hole was actually where the Warren Commission's explanation of the assassination shooting is impossible on that evidence alone.


In the Commission's version it was at the base of the neck, not in the back, where it was.


In the Commission version that bullet allegedly entered the back of the neck, went through the President's neck without striking bone, and exited through the knot of his tie and shirt collar. That was not possible if the bullet entered down on the President's back. In fact it did not happen as the Commission said, as we see in time; at the least it meant there was more than one shooter or, on this basis alone, there was a conspiracy Hall pooh poohs.                                               134


But the point here is that where Boswell located that bullet

hole and the President's own physician also examined it, he wrote "verified" on it.


Those two Humes certifications in their original form also were annotated by Burkley. They were published by the Commission without any indication that Burkley even saw them or even knew about them. But where the were hidden in the Commission's files the first of Humes' certifications is that he "destroyed by burning certain preliminary draft notes relating to Naval Medical School Autopsy Report A63-272 [the President's] and have officially transmitted all other papers relating to this report to higher authority." 


Incredible as it is that any paper relating to any autopsy would be destroyed, that being strictly prohibited in every jurisdiction, it is even more incredible that any evidence relating to the assassination of a President would be destroyed.


On the original that was hidden with what was sent to be printed is written and "Accepted and approved this day, George G. Burkley Rear Adm. M C U S N Physician to the President." (see Exhibit 33 above).


Certainly this is even more unusual, unprecedented!


 That any evidence of any nature relating to the autopsy of a President would be destroyed!

Burned yet.


In his second certification Humes attested that he had handed in all working papers connected with the autopsy, including the 
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notes and handwritten draft of the autopsy report and had kept no 

papers relating to it. Under that Burkley wrote exactly what he had written under Humes' other certification.


Humes certified he handed his notes in, Burkley confirmed it, and those notes have disappeared, with a variety of explanations that are untruthful. That they reached the White House is documented in Post Mortem, pages 525-6, along with the Navy's claim to have gotten rid of every scrap of paper relating to the autopsy.

(see Exhibit 36).


Does Hall or any of those he thanks for their help need any better reasons for not mentioning Post Mortem when they catalogue virtually all the assassination junk and then when there was to be this speech that says what it does and this article that says what it does?


This is not all that was hidden--not their only reason for not mentioning Post Mortem.


The Commission had its Report of more than 900 pages, its twenty-six volumes of an officially estimated ten million words but nowhere did it include and at no point in the testimony was a question asked about or any information volunteered about the certificate of death.  


And Burkley, the President's own physician, the only physician in the world who was in both the Dallas emergency room and the Navy autopsy room, was not called as a Commission witness.


The Commission, remember, had the certificate of death. (see Exhibit 37). I found it where the Commission had hidden it, where 
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nobody looking for it would have dreamed of looking. I published it in Post Mortem, too, still another reason for all those scholars and for Hall to make no mention of it, often as it is cited in just about all other books and listed in the standard sources, as it is.


Because of the colored paper the xerox is not easily read. The key words locate the back wound. In Burkely's own words are:



 ". . .  in the posterior back at about the level of the 


third thoracic vertebra."


Which is precisely where Boswell drew it on the required Navy body chart that is part of the every autopsy.


None of this required three decades or any imaging "progress."

The copies that were hidden I got in late 1966 or early 1967. The copies the Commission published I published in 1965.


The Commission published this in 1964, remember. That required no three added decades to make it available!


The Commission published more in 1964 that I published in facsimile in 1965 and then got the original where they were hidden, as described above. 


It published the holograph of the Humes autopsy.


Substantive changes were made in it before it was typed and some were made in the typed copy that had not been made on the handwritten copy. I went into those matters in detail in what I wrote and published beginning in 1965 in Whitewash and do not repeat them all here but I do report one of the substantive changes made by hand by Dr. Humes, as he testified, at the direction of and in the office of the admiral in charge of that Navy installation. 


It is page seven of the holograph. (see Exhibit 38).
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This was not the original handwritten copy of the autopsy. As I reported in Post Mortem and as Humes testified, he destroyed the handwritten copy of his autopsy report after he heard that Oswald had been killed. Which means after he knew that there would be no cross-examination of it. He then, as he testified, wrote still another autopsy report, the one that exists, the one we refer to.


(He testified to the Commission that what he certified he burned was the first handwritten autopsy report.) 


On this page Humes describes the head wound. As he wrote it, it reads:  



Situated in the posterior scalp approximately 2.5 cm 
laterally to the right and slightly above the external 
occipital protuberance is a puncture wound tangential to the 
surface of the scalp. . . . 


The changes made and visible are to eliminate "puncture" and substitute "lacerated" and to eliminate "tangential to the surface

of the scalp" and not replace that with anything at all.


So, in the typed autopsy, the fact that the fatal head wound was a "puncture" wound is eliminated and so also is the fact that rather than being a straight-on wound it was "tangential to the surface of the scalp." 


The scalp is not part of the head close to the neck. It is the part of the head where the Department of Justice panel experts placed it in saying as they did and we saw, four inches higher than that.


No changes are permitted in autopsies and no destruction of any records is permitted, either. I go into this in chapter 13 of 
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NEVER AGAIN! beginning of page 133 with the expert opinion of Mrs. 

Betsy Neichter. She is a court-recognized medical-records expert and she teaches this on a college level.


If there are corrections, the original is preserved and anything else is written separately.


As the autopsy was typed up, the final copy, the only one usually seen, the original description of that head wound as recorded in the second draft of th autopsy report after the original draft was burned in the Humes recreation room fireplace said only that it as a "lacerated" wound.


Humes's notes do not appear anywhere in the Report or those appended twenty-six volumes. I searched for them at the Archives and they did not exist there.


Does this suggest any kind of conspiracy, the disappearance of the autopsy notes that were required to be preserved? With official silence about that before and after I made this public, as I did in 1975?


Humes did turn his notes in, as he certified and as Burkley verified. Admiral Galloway forwarded them to Burkley at the White House that very evening. Humes testified to taking them there. I published Admiral Burkley's covering memo in Post Mortem. (see Exhibit 36 above).


The Secret Service White House detail prepared a receipt for what Burkely gave it for safe keeping. I published that on the next page. The ninth item is, "One copy of autopsy report and notes of the examining doctor, which is described in letter of transmittal Nov. 25, 1963 by Dr. Galloway."                     139


With those autopsy notes that are required to be preserved having been received at the White House and not appearing in anything the Commission published, great as is the volume of what it published, does this suggest any kind of Johnson White House conspiracy to the history dean, to the law professor or to any of those experts who helped him?


Before we jump to any conclusion, we continue with my investigation of it, the investigation that should have been an official investigation and was not.


Those notes existed when Humes testified before the Warren Commission, when he was questioned by the now Pennsylvania Senator Arlen Specter. That was on Monday, March 16, 1964, almost four months later. As of the time of that testimony those autopsy records, including those notes, were part of Commission Document CD 371 and and were part of Exhibit 397, which was to be published. I attach what I wrote about this in Post Mortem on page 247 quoting Humes' testimony. Those notes did then exist. (see Exhibit 39).


But they were not in the Commission's CD 371 file. They were not printed as part of Exhibit 397. They were not in the file copy of that exhibit at the Archives. They did not exist in any Commission record at the Archives where all Commission records were required to be.


I knew from reading the autopsy report and that CD and that exhibit that factual statements including measurements, were in the autopsy report yet were not in any notes or other available record.


To assure impartiality I asked a bright young friend with a 
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genuine interest in the subject and a book manuscript soon to be printed to tabulate the factual statements in the autopsy report that are and are not in any disclosed record. I attach page 225 of Post Mortem where I reported the results of his examination. (see Exhibit 40). Roughly, there is no source for about three of every four such factual statements in the autopsy report in any autopsy record.


This and what I wrote the board about it, particularly about those notes, seems to have forced its hand, after a very long delay. The law that created the board requires that at the end all of its records are to be publicly available. Thus I hoped that I was pressuring it to do what needed to be done, locating those autopsy notes or establishing beyond question what happened to them.  



 It deposed Humes and Boswell. But it refused to let me see the transcripts. There is a proper provision of FOIA that enables the withholding of what is for a law-enforcement purpose. Quite some time passed and there was not a word bout any such law-enforcement purpose. Unless it was repeated the statute of limitations had expired on perjury. Although this originated with me, and was all my work, which means I might have been able to help the board, I have heard nothing about it from the board. Other than its request for that research Howard Roffman did for me. As those who were in touch with me knew, the use of stairs is dangerous for me and I no longer go the basement where most of my materials are. They have been in it. I invited them back to retrieve those working 
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pages of Roffman's. Thereafter I heard nothing and they did not come as invited.


There are other known notes made by the other pathologists that no longer exist. I go into this in NEVER AGAIN!


Government conspiracy when only the government had possession of any of the missing records or files?


Of course not!


Just gremlins.


Or evil spirits.


If Hall, who knows nothing at all about the assassination and made no real effort to learn anything about it, says there was no conspiracy, how could there have been?


Especially when the Maryland Law Review publishes what he says.


Albeit with no checking.


Elsewhere this might be charged as a crime.


Hall's board is required by the law that created it to make all its records public when it closes down. I have been pressing it on a number of matters, in writing that should exist and be disclosed, including on these notes.


They did come up before the House assassins committee.


Before the Warren Commission Humes testified that what he 

burned was the first draft of his autopsy report. As we saw, he did that as soon as he knew Oswald had been killed and there would be no trial. To the House committee he testified that what he destroyed was his notes.
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While by the time this board was created the statute had run on perjury, it is apparent that earlier there had been this added perjury relating to what was destroyed when nothing could be destroyed properly.


Obviously, none of this is reason for suspecting that there could have been any kind of conspiracy. Hall says there was not. Is not that enough? 


It was for the Sobeloff lecture and the Maryland Law Review.


But with so prestigious a speech and this kind of publication of that kind of article, it would be nice to know what "progress" there was in the forensic science over the past three decades. Hall does not say.


Or how all that mishmash about "sources and methods" and "national security" and intelligence-agency secrecy fits in any of this , if it really does, for it to have any real rather than imagined reason, to have caused any of it. Hall does not say.


Or how about the Commission was so right because it was so wrong, as Holland, Hall's primary source said and as Hall repeats him, without explaining how.


Or what those "new forms of analysis" are and how they "have generally been supportive of the Commission's findings," because again, Hall does not say what they are or how they were so, what he calls "supportive." 


So also is it with what he refers to as "the latest techniques," of what, Hall being Hall, he does not have to say, that he does "corroborate" the Commission's findings," but not 
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saying what those "latest techniques" are he does not have to say how they "corroborate" or even what they corroborate.


It must be great to be Hall and to have each thing one says become true as soon as it is said no matter how untrue or how impossible it is. 


But this depends on ones objectives.


It may not be all that great for all of us.


Or in every situation.
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CHAPTER SEVEN


THE MAGIC OF MORE THAN A BULLET

While this is far from the complete and existing public record

on what Hall seems to be writing about it is, I think, enough to cause to wonder about how Hall could say what he did, including about me and about whether or not there had been any kind of conspiracy in the JFK assassination or in its investigation. 


He is not at all informed about the assassination despite being asked to make so prestigious a speech and having it in article form in the Maryland Law Review. This does provoke wonder about how a man who knows as little as he does about any of this could accept such a speech invitation and agree to having it appear in a law review.


 Hall supports the single-bullet fabrication of Arlen Specter, created to make it appear that only three shots had been fired during the assassination and that Oswald fired all three of them. As did others, Hall refers to this as a "theory." It is an impossibility, not a theory. For there to be a theory there must be a reasonable or factual basis. There is none. None is possible.


Here is how the lengthy section begins:



The so-called 'magic bullet' theory has been the subject 


of intense debate. See e.g., Edward Jay Epstein, Inquest: The 

Warren Commission and the Establishment of Truth, 115-126 (1966)

(criticizing the single bullet theory as based on a 'misrepresentation' of the wound ballistic test,' and the omission of conflicting testimony . . . . '


Hall has a long list of sources, some rather obscure and little known, but he does not mention the first source, his source for misuses of it, the first of the Whitewash series, and he does not mention the source that deals with it more extensively than any other and in a context not found in any other source, Post Mortem.

I filed two FOIA lawsuits in which this figured. One contributed to the 1974 amending of that Act. They are reported in that book. I obtained records that had been withheld and published them in that book, official records that exist in no other public source. I deposed four FBI lab agents, including about the fabrication of that magic bullet, and this also is in no other public source, this and the information it yielded. 


The point here is not complaint that those books were slighted. Rather it is to raise the question, how can a professional historian, how can a professor of law, knowing the existence of these works--his board has them and without that to do his job he should know of them and should know their content--make such a speech and write such an article not only when he knows so little about what he speaks and writes about when he knows he knows that little about the entire subject?


Could he avoid flunking a student who did what he did? Or for phonying up citations of which he was totally ignorant, knew nothing at all?


Scholar and historian that Hall is, expert on the law, too, 
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for he is a professor of law, he managed not to tell the Sobeloff audience and he did not include in his law review article just exactly what this "so-called magic bullet" or "single-bullet theory" is and what is required of that bullet.


Again, how would he evaluate a student who made such a speech or wrote a paper in which anything like this is a major part and then said not a word about it--other than in criticism of others?


In the Commission's exhibits that bullet is Exhibit 399. It is of 6.5 caliber and allegedly was fired from a war-surplus Mannlicher-Carcano rifle allegedly by Lee Harvey Oswald. That bullet allegedly was fired downward from more than sixty feet above the President's limousine and then said to have hit him at the base of the neck. From there it allegedly went through his neck, not downward but upward, with the President sitting upright, allegedly not striking bone it then exited the front of his neck after going through the knot of his tie and his shirt collar. From there it managed to hit Texas Governor John B. Connally who was sitting in front of the President in the jump seat. Having allegedly exiting the President's neck in about the center after entering it from the right of center, or on a leftward course, and with the President's neck being about in the center of his body, this bullet then allegedly entered Governor Connally's body, which was directly in front of the President, under the right armpit at the level of his fifth rib, of which it then demolished four inches. It then allegedly departed Connally's chest underneath his right nipple and demolished his right wrist. Then it allegedly entered his left 
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thigh where in the official account it lurked until it made its appearance spontaneously in the hospital. That required it to have made its way out of three inches of thigh because it left a fragment in his left thigh that far from the visible hole by which it allegedly entered.


There is much more but this seems to be enough. There is an element that is not included in any other history that is in Post Mortem, another excellent reason for Hall to ignore it, that may be worth mentioning because the matter is of still more magic. The hole allegedly made by the bullet entering the thigh was much too small for the bullet to have entered the thigh through it. That is the word of the doctor who was called to determine whether the fragment was a possible danger to any artery. The Commission did not ask him, Malcolm Perry, about this when he testified. Perry told me that no bullet entered that thigh, that it was a fragment only. (Others can do as i did, get the size of that fragment from the X-rays that are in evidence.)


This is but the beginning of a history that, as hall neither says nor suggests, really is not equalled in either science or mythology.


The bullet, from the official evidence, has to have deposited core metal in the governor's chest, as it had in the President's, and to have deposited more core metal in the wrist area, aside from the fragment in the thigh which by its dimensions could not have come from the core of that bullet.


Although the Commission stated that the bullet did not strike 
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bone in the President, as we saw in the Department of Justice panel

reports and in the later report of the autopsy prosectors when they viewed the X-rays again, it did deposit metal in the President's body.


The doctor in charge of Governor Connally's care was George T. Shires. He was professor of surgery and chairman of that department at the University of Texas Southwestern Medical School at Parkland Hospital. He was deposed by Specter on March 23, 1964,. Although he ranked most of the doctors who were called to Washington for testimony and was in charge of the governor's case, he was not 

called to Washington to appear before the Commission. The probable reason is that he added to the burden of the magic that one bullet had to carry. He testified to the existence of additional fragments of metal in the governor's chest (see 6H111).


(Still again, Hall did not have to read all those Commission volumes to learn this. If he had used the sources he cites for more than propaganda, if as most of us assume with the sources, he had at least read them, he would have known this from Whitewash. On page 174 these words of the Shires' deposition is reported). (see Exhibit 41).


This is how it happened that in the magical account of this

unprecedented magic that extended to the metal missing from the bullet, allegedly that bullet, all is not accounted for, is not included in what for lack of a word appropriate for such magic we'll call the accounting of that missing metal.


All the doctors who treated Governor Connally's wrist or were 
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present then testified that there was more metal deposited in that wrist wound and washed out of it or recovered than was missing from Exhibit 399. They so testified with bullet 399 in their hands. Again, it is reported in Whitewash, which supposedly Hall read.


I mention size because, and this also did not give Hall any concern. The diameter of that bullet is a trifle more than a quarter of an inch. It has a copper-alloy jacket that is relatively thick for something of so small a diameter. When that bullet was found core material extruded from the base. It was in the FBI's lab that core material was cut out by Robert Frazier for testing. With core extruding from the jacket, the length of that fragment in the governor's thigh would have had to be tiny.


As it was not.


With core material extruding it was not necessary to cut any from inside the jacket, as Frazier did for the Gallagher spectrographic analysis. We deposed both lab agents in C.A. 75-226. Gallagher testified that for the test as little as a single millimeter of metal is adequate. Frazier testified that he did not weigh what he removed and he had no knowledge of what happened to the excess or where it was.


If Hall had not excluded Post Mortem from his sources, aside from all else about this he could have learned, he would have seen four enlarged pictures of this bullet on page 602. (see Exhibit 42).


The fact is that with a fingernail Frazier could have picked

off all Gallagher needed and more. Some of the core material 
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actually fell off on its own in storage in a closed container at 

the Archives.


That is supposedly the only reason any metal was taken. 


The FBI lab's estimate of the weight missing from the bullet when it reached the lab is 1.5 grains. In firing the bullet loses about half a grain. This left very little to account for all those fragments. A grain is the estimated weight of a single dried-grain of wheat. It takes 480 grains to make a single ounce. The weight supposedly missing from the bullet is very little, one-four hundred and eighth of an ounce.


The Army's top expert on wounds and the doctor who was called to testify when any VIP was wounded was Dr. Joseph Dolce. I do not repeat here what there is on and from him in NEVER AGAIN! which the board has and Hall does not mention. When Dolce was consulted by the Commission early on and he stated that the proofs going back to the time of the Civil War are that any bullet striking the thick wrist will be heavily damaged. Specter asked him to return to his Army base and fire and produce test bullets. Dolce did that. All the test bullets confirmed his statement. (see NEVER AGAIN! pages 

231-232).  He also testified that he was not called in to examine the VIP President's wounds.


This is part of that history of that bullet core. The story about the jacket is that it is without a visible scratch. Yet from the fuller history than was not included in the Report, it struck bone in the President's neck and shed some fragments there, it smashed the governor's fifth rib, four inches of it, and left 
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fragments there, it smashed his wrist, and left fragments there, and then there is that ignored fragment in the governor's thigh. Each of these deposits of core material represents a very hard impact on the jacket material. Yet there was no visible scratch on it. 


And as Frazier testified when he was asked on deposition what Specter did not ask him when he testified before the Commission, although the imputed history of that bullet was that it had been inside two bodies, he made no testing of any residue to determine if they showed blood or human tissue.


Moreover, the bullet is not mangled in any way. It was slightly flattened toward the base. There is no visible mark from  all the bone it allegedly struck and allegedly demolished. 


Hospital engineer Darrell Tomlinsion found that bullet when he pushed a stretcher to get it out of a passageway and it struck the wall. The bullet then came out from under the mattress on that stretcher!

Or, more magic to get the bullet under a mattress and lurk there until just the right moment to make its appearance.


Specter tried hard to get Tomlinson to identify that stretcher as the one on which the governor was. Tomlinson actually said, as Hall should have known if he read Whitewash for more than taking 

out of context what he could use as a slur: "I'm not going to tell you something I can't lay down and sleep at night with either." (Whitewash, page 162). (see Exhibit 43). On the next page it is clear that the lab did not test the bullet, which did have 
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remaining residues of some nature, to determine if there was tissue or blood on it or the type of blood.)


Given the nature of the history attributed to this bullet by the FBI and the Commission here is a scarcity of relevant evidence in what the Commission published, including in its photographic evidence, and in the FBI's files, from the records it produced under court order in my FOIA lawsuit C.A. 75-226, and from what we learned on deposing those lab agents. All the lab work that was possible and indicated was not done on it and there is no accounting of what is missing from it, with no record relevant to that.


The pictures of the President's shirt the FBI gave the Commission are so professionally incompetent, the triple stripes that are part of its pattern appear as a single stripe. The Commission had no picture reflecting the passage of that bullet through the shirt collar. It could not avoid having some pictures of the tie on which the knot is required by the official"solution" to bear the alleged evidence. The FBI managed to make those pictures it gave the Commission so indistinct that the pattern was completely eliminated in them. I was able to compel the taking of pictures for me by the Archives but I was refused the prints. So  I knew what the shirt (made for the President by Charles of New 

York) and the tie looked like. The official FBI evidence picture, 

the Commission's exhibit 395, identified as C 31 for FBI lab purposes shows no pattern. It appears to be a solid color. It is in NEVER AGAIN! on page 246. There is no hole in the knot of the tie. 
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I had that print enhanced so that some of the pattern can be seen. It was also enlarged a little. That the tie was cut off, which was Dr. Charles Carrico's testimony, is visible, as is the scalpel nick made in the upper left hand corner of the knot as the tie is worn.

The only other material missing from the tie, and it is tiny, is what the FBI cut off for spectrographic analysis. The analysis proved that no bullet struck that tie. 


The FBI had a clear picture of the President's shirt collar that, less than honestly, it did not give the Commission. I got it via FOIA. I first published it on page 598 of Post Mortem in 1975

(copy attached), and the board has that book. I published it again in NEVER AGAIN! along with other FBI pictures on pages 244-5. (see Exhibit 44).


There is no bullet hole in the shirt collar. They are the two obvious slits made by a scalpel.


Dr. Carrico was the only physician to see the President before any treatment began, and before any clothing was removed. It was removed at his instructions. he testified to the Commission, when asked by Dulles what Specter was careful not to ask, that the bullet hole in the front of the President's neck was above his collar. (see Exhibit 45). 


So, all the actual evidence as distinguished from all the 

official and unofficial inventions is that no bullet exited the front of the President's neck through his collar and the knot of his tie.


There is also what is included below, the official White House 
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transcript of the press conference by the Dallas doctors as soon as they cleaned up to announce the President's death. 


Three times the press asked if the shot in the President's neck was from the front, not the back, and three times, Dr. Malcolm Perry said it was a shot from the front. All three times he was confirmed by the chief of neurosurgery, Dr. Kemp Clark.


Bullets do leave detectable deposits when they strike cloth. The FBI tests detected bullet metal on the back of the President's jacket and shirt.


There was no deposit on his clothing on his front.


Hall makes no mention of the missed bullet, the one the FBI knew about, had absolute proof of and ignored. It cannot be assumed that Oswald was the assassin without proving that he could have fired that shot which missed.


That also required a bit of FBI magic.


The Commission was all set to ignore it, as the FBI never stopped doing, but that was made impossible for the Commission when the Dallas Morning News chief photographer Tom Dillard read one of the systematic leaks by means of which the FBI was conditioning the public and the media to accept what was coming. Then Dillard went to cover an event at which he saw the United States Attorney for 

Dallas, Harold Barefoot Sanders. Sanders also worked for the Commission. The leak that forecast the coming conclusions of the coming Warren Report made no mention of this missed shot. Dillard told Sanders he had photographed the impact on the curb and that the paper had published that picture. 
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Sanders had his assistant, Martha Jo Stroud, communicate this to the Commission. Rankin asked the FBI to investigate it. (I got into this in detail where Hall et al should have seen it in Whitewash on pages 158ff and then in greater detail throughout Post Mortem and NEVER AGAIN!). The Dallas FBI replied that it

could find no impact of any kind on that curbstone. It explained that either the street-cleaning equipment or the weather could have washed it away. 


If street-cleaning equipment and rain wash concrete away would any paved roads remain?


So, Rankin took it up with the FBI again and it sent lab photographic expert Lyndal L. Shaneyfelt down to do the job. He got Dillard and WFAA-TV photographer James Underwood, who also photographed that impact, and with them and with their pictures Shaneyfelt found the precise location.


Only there was no longer any hole there.


There was what first he and then the FBI and its lab referred to as a "smear."


The FBI's first law is "cover the Bureau's ass." The second law is "cover your own ass." The Dallas FBI case agent, Robert P. 

Gemberling, covered for his office and for himself in the synopsis he wrote to go to headquarters with a series of FD302 investigative reports. (see Exhibit 45A). The FBI calls the records "serials." They are also put together in volumes, sections, or investigative reports. Here several volumes were included in one synopsis. It is worth noting that as late as that synopsis, August 
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5, 1964, the FBI was still classifying the assassination as what it was not and the FBI knew it was not but did suit the FBI's political beliefs and prejudices, "INTERNAL SECURITY --RUSSIA --CUBA." After more than a half year the FBI knew very well that there was no "Russia' (rather than Soviet) or Cuban involvement in the assassination.


This synopsis also assumed what had before then been proven not to be true, that Oswald was the assassin and that all the shots came from that one window.But that was the FBI's official line and it was adhered to. 


The Gemberling synopsis states that there had been a "mark" of a "nick" on the curb that was no longer "visible." It says that "Photographs taken of location were mark once appeared." This confirms that there had been that "mark" there as the contemporaneous news pictures show. Other photos were taken "reflecting the angle. . .  in relation to the sixth floor window [from] which assassination shots were fired." The FBI was not about to consider anything else and Gemberling knew very well that he had to do and say what he did.By then he may well have believed it.


(Attached are pictures of the hole in the concrete as published in the Morning News and printed from his best remaining 

negative for me by Dillard and a picture of the curbstone from NEVER AGAIN! and an enlargement of part of that curbstone with the patch on it from Post Mortem. (See Exhibit 46).


Shaneyfelt had the city dig that section of curbstone up.He flew it back to Washington with him. It was subjected to spectrographic analysis at the lab. The analysis consists of   157 

burning a minute sample, and then photographing and analyzing the flame. The spectrographer was John F. Gallagher. He did not file any formal report on his examination. What I finally got after having to sue the FBI to get it was a few notes on a few FBI forms. Ballistics expert Robert Frazier had more to say than did the spectrographer, Gallagher. I reproduced the essence of what Gallagher did and said in Post Mortem, on attached page 458. (see Exhibit 47).


His analysis is, in full, " Small metal smears (see 

attached for location)were run spectrographically (Jarrell-Ash) & 

found to be essentially lead with a trace of antimony. Could be 

bullet metal, No copper observed." 


With all due respect to Gallagher's long years in the FBI and the lab--so long that when I notified the FBI I wanted to depose him in C.A.75-226 he had been there long enough to retire--as did Frazier and another lab agent, to avoid being deposed--that is not the report of any spectrographic examination and it is not true that it "Could be bullet metal."


Spectrographic analysis is a relatively fine test. It shows and it is often finer that parts per million. Only a millimeter of 

material, of than postage stamp weight, as Gallagher did testify 

when we did depose him, is needed for that test. Compare these two elements only that Gallagher said that test detected with his own tabulation of them when he tested a whole bullet, here reproduced from Post Mortem, page 449. (see Exhibit 48). It shows that eleven different elements are present in the bullet. Of them four are in 
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the jacket. Of the remaining seven, perhaps eight, Gallagher identified only two from that curbstone "smear."


That is not the result of the test of a bullet's residue and Gallagher and all the others in the lab knew it.


In fact, Frazier wrote out a longer commentary I also got in that lawsuit. He wrote that it could have been what he did not tell the Commission when he testified to this before it, "an automobile weight."


If we now turn to Gallagher's sketch of the location in, Post Mortem, page 458, he has that"smear" coming from the direction exactly opposite the sixth floor window and at an angle of 33 degress downward. That angle--from the opposite direction--not only precludes that sixth-floor window as the point of origin--it precludes anything other than something suspended in the air.


The spot was about twenty feet east of the triple underpass. Going backward twenty feet at that angle made the path higher than the underpass.


Faced with this record of impossibilities if what was tested related to any shooting, we asked for what was within the request but had not been provided, the spectrographic plates the picture of the flame that was analyzed. In that particular kind of spectrographic examination there is a thin glass plate that records the picture.


As a professor Hall knows, and the law requires that testimony be first-hand by those with personal knowledge. With regard to that plate, that meant someone in the lab who had that knowledge. But 
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all we could get is what the courts do not accept, hearsay, and it was very, very remote hearsay.


That thin plate was said to have been destroyed, allegedly to save space.


In the vastness of the FBI files there is no saving of space

with the thickness of a small piece of glass that is only a little 

thicker than a piece of paper. 


The FBI did not say who knew this or how. Instead it said that a retired agent who had moved to Florida had said that he had heard of that one destruction, of the FBI's thousands and thousands of spectrographic pictures, to save space.


As the FBI knows very well, the destruction of any record of any historical value or importance is strictly prohibited. Before

that can be done the record must be offered to the Archivist of the United States, who has the right to take possession of it and preserve it. In that lawsuit, C.A. 75-226, I obtained from the FBI and still have a full file drawer of laws and regulations on this.


It is strictly prohibited.


But Judge John Pratt of the federal district court in Washington accepted the hearsay and the violation of the law and 

regulations--when a President of the United States was assassinated and that coup d'etat was supposedly being investigated.


If there was any spectrographic analysis, the picture was destroyed.


The FBI knew very well that what it was testing was a patch. It said that to make the test it scraped that "smear" to remove all 
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the surface. It knew it was perpetrating a fraud.


The FBI knew from the moment of those shots that Jim Tague was wounded by the spray of concrete from he impact of that shot. It was seen by the police and sheriffs, it was on the police radio, and the FBI transcribed what was recorded on the police radio for the Commission. 


It knew because it was on TV and in the papers, with the Dillard picture on it. He made me a print of the best negative "the federals" left him when Sanders sent over for pictures to send to Washington. It had that paper and it covered that Underwood TV broadcast.


Moreover, a little later Jim Lehrer, then on the Dallas Times-Herald and later with public TV, beginning with Robert MacNeil, wrote a story about it. Tague asked for anonymity, wanting no publicity, and Lehrer did not mention his name. But he did refer to the unnamed Tague as seeking publicity. That would have been a new kind of personal publicity, with complete anonymity.


I printed the Dillard and Underwood pictures in Post Mortem along with a picture of that curbstone as it is in the National Archives, on pages 608-9. They appear in Never Again! on pages 332-

3 and 336. On page 332 the reproduction is of the picture along with the caption as it appeared in the papers, as it was filed in the paper's morgue. 


That the hole or mark or nick was patched is clearly visible 

in the pictures taken of it at the Archives.


The patch is obvious to the naked eye. It is of a different 
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color and of a smoother or finer texture. I was able to arrange for a professional engineer's examination of it. I published part of his report on pages 164-5 in what the board has, Case Open--which Hall also does not mention although he does include Gerald Posner's exploitation and commercialization, his mistitled Case Closed. (see Exhibit 49).


Jim Tague was a witness for me in that lawsuit. He attested that when he was about to go to Indiana, where his parents lived, in May of 1964, he went to the spot in Dealey Plaza to take pictures of where he became, involuntarily, part of our history.


The hole had been patched by then.


It is certain that Oswald could not have done the patching because he was first under arrest and then murdered.


The only purpose served by covering the hole made by the bullet fired during the assassination was to make it impossible to recover any traces from the impact and examine them. If that impact had been by a bullet fired from that rifle said to have been Oswald's, there was no motive for making it impossible to obtain and test the residue of that impact.


The only purpose served was to hide the fact that it was a different bullet and to make it impossible to identify that bullet.


It could not have been Oswald's.


If it had not been for FBI corruption in the first FOIA lawsuit I filed for the entirely nonsecret results of the scientific testing in the assassination I would have gotten this and more withheld information. That corruption, which was glaringly 
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obvious and astoundingly brazen, did prevail in the courts just about all of which fear the FBI, and not without reason. The judge in that case was later famous in the Watergate. John Sirica had the nickname "Maximum John" but it did not apply to the agents who filed false affidavits and otherwise deceived and misled him. If the FBI said it he agreed with it as he apparently would have if the attestation had been to water running uphill in the midst of a January deep freeze. 


Contrary to what Holland said and Hall took from him 

the information sought was not secret in any way. It involved no secret processes, no confidential "sources and methods," no "national security," and if Oswald had not been killed all of it would have been in that trial court record where it would have been examined and cross-examined as I could not have.


As an example of the dirty works the FBI pulled. it delayed filing that affidavit so we would not have time to respond to it. It gave us an unexecuted affidavit at almost the last minute and "Maximum John"  accepted a non-affidavit, one SA Marion Williams had not executed and to which he had not sworn. (see Exhibit 50).


Later we did get the real affidavit that could and should have been given to us much earlier.


I incorporated his entire affidavit in facsimile as I 

published it in Whitewash IV, a book not mentioned in all those 

to which Hall does refer.


Particular attention should be paid to Williams' paragraph numbered 5. It is false, knowingly false, absolutely impossible and 
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its sole purpose was to intimidate the judges. Which it did all the way to and including the Supreme Court.


There is absolutely no way in which disclosing the nonsecret results of a nonsecret test such as the FBI discloses in courts and has for years could cause the FBI to crumble into utter ruins, which is what Williams swears to.


When there was consideration of revising the Act in 1974 someone, I do not know who, possibly the Nader people or some other public-interest groups, called the FBI chicanery to the attention of the Senate. During the debates, on May 30, 1974, it was the sole surviving Kennedy brother who saw to it that what is known as the "legislative history" would be clear on the Senate's reasons for revising the Act's investigatory files exemption back into what the Congress originally enacted before the agencies like the FBI began shopping around with the judges, as they can and easily do, and then rewrote the law in court, which is not the way the Constitution says it is done.


There are a number of issues and amendments one of which was the investigatory files exemption. The form of my case when it went up on appeal is the case Senator Edward Kennedy cited on page S9336, to override the deliberate corruption of the Act and restore its original intent to it. (see Exhibit 51).


That did, when passed over the veto of the former Warren Commissioner and then President Gerald Ford, make the FBI, CIA and similar agency files accessible under the Act.


To the FBI the fact that until the Act was amended it was 
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immune must have been more important than having the Act effective again--or it feared very much the impact of the information sought if forced to disclosure--because it was no less corrupt with the suit refiled as it was as the first suit under the amended Act. 


But it could not withhold entirely as it had in the past, although it did resort to endless dishonesties. Also, we had joined the successor to the Atomic Energy Commission in the suit. It did not want to be sued, did not want to seem to be in a position that did not bother the FBI, of withholding nonsecret information relating to the assassination of a President. We did get some useful NAA records from it and we then dropped it as a defendant.


It would be possible to continue with this kind of misbehavior

by the FBI and its intent to keep the people from knowing what really did happen when their President was killed and the FBI moved in and took the investigation over, doing this so completely it terrified the Presidential Commission that was, supposedly, in charge. However, for immediate purposes that is not necessary and there is a considerable amount of the information that, undenied and unrefuted, is in the books knowledge of which Hall kept from his speech and article. We have seen a small sample of the rather large number of reasons Hall in particular, had to do that to avoid being exposed by those disclosed all of which come from official evidence that to him is like holy water to a vampire.  
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CHAPTER EIGHT


STONES FROM GLASS HOUSES

As we have seen, despite being on the board that is by law to see to the disclosure of all possible assassination records and despite the inherent claim to have read many, many books on or supposedly on the assassination, after several years on the board Hall remains resolutely a subject-matter ignoramus. This does raise the question, would he know an assassination record if he saw one, or how does he know what an assassination record is?


His simple formula, which appears to be that of the board, is merely to assume that the Warren Report is correct and that Oswald in the lone and unassisted assassin.


But as we have seen throughout, the actual official evidence proves that Oswald was not the assassin and could not have been rather then proving as Hall et al assume, that he was, from the evidence.


It is true that this kind of exculpatory evidence is scattered throughout all my books. I did not begin with the intent of acting as Oswald's defense lawyer and proving him innocent.


As part of what he refers to as the national appetite for bogus revelation, Hall is critical of my having written, he does 

not say where, that my purpose in my first book, the first book on 

the subject, was "to show that the job assigned to and expected of the Commission . . .  has not be done." He says of that book what is a blatant lie, one of the innumerable instances that raise questions about whether Hall read any of the works he criticizes or understood them if he did. He refers to it as a book "propagating theories of conspiracy" when it does no such thing. It does what Hall does not do, it addresses the official evidence of the crime. Had he been really scholarly, or had he intended honesty criticism, he might have quoted the last words of the preface to the first book on this subject. They state the purpose of the book, and even a Hall can't distort this into "appetite for bogus revelation" or "propagating" and "theories of conspiracy." It states the honorable and accepted function of the writer in this country.


It does seem that a dean of the humanities who is also a professor of history and law would be sympathetic to these objectives rather then the source of dishonest, unfactual criticism

of the stated purpose of that first book on the most subversive of crimes in a country like ours, a crime that results in a coup d'etat whatever the intent of the assassin or assassins. But Hall ignores them and distorts words he selects from the conclusions.


Those last words in the preface are:



The national honor and integrity, history and the memory 
of the dead President, demand that, to every extent possible, 
the Report should have ignored no important question nor have 
left any question unanswered; and if the Report does not 
adequately do this or if it is in error to any degree 
whatsoever, then it becomes a necessity for someone to fulfill 
the Commission's purpose and to rectify error. 



This book is one man's effort to do just that. (xii).

 
What is wrong with stating the "the Report should have ignored 
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no important question nor have left any question unanswered" or 

with stating if it "does not adequately do this or if it is in 

error to any degree whatsoever it becomes necessary for someone. . 

. to rectify [that] error." 


Is this not the function of the American writer?


The proper and necessary function, so proper and so necessary that our founders saw to protect them from errant government so they could fulfill this necessary function.


Despite the honor paid Hall in asking him to deliver the Simon Sobeloff lecture and then the added honor of asking him to convert it into an article for the Maryland Law Review he in fact speaks the opposite of the traditional American belief. In a different way he does what the Constitution protects writers against. One can only wonder how, if he teaches it, he teaches this most basic of American beliefs, of the function of the writer in our society.


As what is quoted above from the preface and as I state elsewhere in this writing, in it as in all my writing I address the actual official evidence, not any twisting or corrupting of it by any in official roles, by the earlier Halls. 


In a sense it would be unfair to Hall to state that he twists the evidence because the fact is he is ignorant of it and instead of doing that twisting he assumes the conclusion of the Warren Report, which do not come from the Commission's evidence but are contrary to it. Yes, contrary to the official evidence. This may be difficult for those who have not made a close study of the official fact to believe but it is the fact, the painful fact, the fact that 
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in the quoted preface I said I believe raises questions about "the national honor and integrity." 


It is a sad, a very sad commentary on what has happened to us since the assassination of President Kennedy when anyone in any  official role is in any way critical of a writer who seeks to address "any question unanswered" or "error in any degree whatsoever" in any crime and most of all this most subversive of crimes.


Doing what to the degree was then possible I did had to be done in terms of the evidence, the evidence ignored, the evidence misrepresented, the evidence said to establish quilt. Obviously, all of that could not be attempted in any one book. It is not attempted in all the books I wrote on this subject because my objective was not that of one who would have been Oswald's lawyer. I was addressing the Report, what it said and did not say. I wrote what I intended as "The Report on the Warren Report." That was an analysis of it, and that, too, had to be in terms of the evidence, the actual evidence. 


When I wrote that first book I did not anticipate writing those that followed it, I did not try to include all the relevant evidence in it. For an analysis that was not necessary in any event. It did use some of the evidence. In the books that followed I used more of it. Those who heard Hall's Sobeloff lecture or read his Mayland Law Review  article have no way of knowing, not even 

of guessing, it is so foreign to what Hall actually said and wrote. But as we see, it is the truth.
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So, to a very limited degree we take a glimpse at some of what exculpates or tends to exculpate Oswald, from the official evidence, and in that we also get a glimpse of Hall and what he is and has been up to, what we can expect of him in his official role on that board, and what he did to those who trusted him with the Sobeloff lecture and that Maryland Law Review article.

 
At a time when Oswald had no way of knowing what the police knew and did not know, in response to their first questioning he told them what was in itself exculpatory and had the truth built in, the truth that proved that he could not have been the assassin. This comes from one of Hall's supposed sources but by now, really before now, it is clear that he misused them, that they are not his real sources, that he is ignorant of them or worse, deliberately misrepresents them.


What follows is from Whitewash's chapter titled: "Oswald's Legal Rights." The first name is that of Dallas police chief of homicide, Captain Will Fritz. The names that follow are those of federal agents all of whom participated in questioning Oswald:



Where Oswald said he ate lunch: Fritz, "he said that he 
was having his lunch about that time (of the first shot) on 
the 
first floor." (R600); Fritz, ". . .  he said he ate lunch 
with some of the colored boys who worked with him. One of them 
was 
called 'Junior' and the other was a little short man 
whose name he didn't know." (no reference to what floor) 
(R605); Bookhout and Hosty, without reference to companions, 
"On the first floor in the lunchroom," where, certainly, 
Oswald knew it was not located (R613); Bookhout, "he took this 
coke down to the first floor" (R619); Bookhout, "He had eaten 
lunch in 
the lunch room . . .  alone, but recalled possibly 
two Negro employees walking through the room during this 
period. He stated possibly one of these employees was called 
'Junior' and the other was a short individual whose name he 
could not
recall but whom he would be able to recognize" 
(R622); Kelley, "He said he ate lunch with the colored 
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boys who worked with him . . . "(R626); and Holmes, "when 
asked as to his whereabouts at the time of the shooting, he 
stated that when lunch time came, and he didn't say which 
floor he was on, he said one of the Negro employees invited 
him to eat lunch with him and he stated 'You go on down and 
send the elevator back up and I will join you in a few 
minutes.' Before he could do whatever he was doing, he stated, 
the commotion around the assassination took place and when he 
went downstairs . . . " (R636), page 71.


Some of those police, local and national, having no choice, 

accused Oswald of lying. I picked this up two pages later:



An example of one of the Oswald "lies," it is worth 
noting that his account of what he did during lunch hour, if 
one version by FBI agent Bookhout is believed, is supported by 
the testimony of the Negro employees. Bookhout and Hosty place 
this "on the first floor." (R613), and Bookhout alone said 
Oswald recalled possibly two Negro employees walking through 
the room during this period. He stated possibly one of these 
employees was called 'Junior' . . .


(R622). 'Junior' Jarman so testified. And had Oswald been 
anywhere but on the first floor, he would have no way of 
knowing this.


James W. Bookhout and James P. Hosty were both FBI agents. Hosty was present at the first Oswald interrogation only. Because what was involved this in and of itself is close to totally exculpatory of Oswald and it was at the very first interrogation of him early the afternoon of the assassination. He had just been arrested.


The time Jarman walked past was fixed at only minutes before the assassination. In that time, if Oswald had been the assassin, he had to have made his way up six flights of stairs not seen by anyone coming down those stairs to see the President go past; to make his way unseen across that sixth floor, to then assemble the rifle the Commission says he brought into the building disassembled, a procedure that took six minutes of an experienced FBI expert, which Oswald was not; and all this before 12:25, when 

the motorcade was due, all in less than ten minutes. That is impossible and nobody planning any assassination would have been depending on anything like this.


Or would have been on the first floor at all.


In the official account Oswald had much more to do in that time but I have not included it all for two reasons. One is that without it he still did not have the time to be the assassin The other is that the made-up reason is a lie: Oswald did not build, did not have to build, any "sniper's nest" or "den" as it was called, of cartons of books. That is because all those books stacked up near that window had been moved that morning, willynilly, from the other half of the floor where a floor was being laid.


The location and the finding of the rifle said to have been used in the crime is another official story that just does not stack. This also is from the book Hall supposedly read so he could use it as a source, Whitewash, the first book:



Two men appeared to have found it at the same time. The 
Commission saw fit to call one to Washington. He is Eugene 
Boone, a deputy sheriff (3H291ff). The other was Seymour 
Weitzman, a constable and one of the rare college graduates in 
the various police agencies. He had a degree in engineering. 
Weitzman gave a deposition to the Commission staff in Dallas 
on April 1, 1964 (7H105-9). Under questioning, he described 
'three distinct shots with the second and third seeming almost 
simultaneous. He heard some one say the shots 'come from the 
wall' west of the Depository and 'I immediately scaled that 
wall.' He and the police and 'Secret Service as well' noticed 
'numerous kinds of footprints that did not make sense because 
they were going in different directions.' This testimony seems 
to have been ignored. He also turned a piece of the 
President's skull over to the Secret Service. He got it after 
being told by a railroad employee that 'he thought he saw 
somebody throw something through a bush.'
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Then he went to the sixth floor where he worked with 
Boone on the search. With Weitzman on the floor looking under 
the flats of boxes and Boone looking over the top, they found 
the rifle, 'I would say simultaneously . . . It was covered 
with boxes. It was well protected . . . I would say eight or 
nine of us stumbled over that gun a couple of times . . .  We 
made a man-tight barricade until the crime lab came up. . . 
.'(7H106-7).



When shown three unidentified photographs that seem to be 
those the police took, Weitzman said of the one with the 
hidden rifle, 'It was more hidden than there'(7H108). If it 
had not been so securely hidden, he said, 'we couldn't help 
but see it from the stairway.'(page 36).


Weitzman testified that he and others looked at where the 

rifle was many times and not seeing it, it was that well hidden. 

This is why not he but Boone was called by the staff to appear 

before the Commission--to avoid that part of Weitzman's testimony 

to the Members because in fact the finding of the rifle would have been totally exculpatory in a trial. Some of this evidence follows. 
These were police pictures Weitzman was shown. They were not of the best quality. I had an artist draw arrows pointing to where the boxes overlapped over that rifle which, rather than being tossed in behind those cartons of books in flight, was carefully placed neatly and upright, or by placing it with care under 

those overlapping boxes where, with the other boxes there, the rifle could not have fallen over. (see Exhibit 52).


With the passing of time that picture printed in Whitewash, that first book, on page 211, faded somewhat. I then got a better, clearer print of the official police picture and include a xerox of it. (see Exhibit 53).


Two boxes can be seen overlapping a third box and they are all behind a square of cartons stacked as higher or higher than a man's waist. Yet the police and the FBI did not fingerprint those boxes  to pick Oswald's prints up off of them. The reason is obvious: it was clearly apparent that Oswald could not have placed that rifle in that place and in that position while in flight and having to hurry. 


As I wrote before continuing with the Commission's case no part of which survives careful examination, 



Weitzman's testimony about the care and success with 
which the rifle was hidden and about the searchers stumbling 
over it without finding it is important in any time 
reconstruction. With the almost total absence of fingerprints 
on a rifle that took and held prints and th absence of prints 
on the clip and shells that would take prints, this shows that 
care and time was taken by the alleged user of th weapon. 
That this version is not in the Report can be understood best 
by comparison with the version that is. (page 36).


Our next quotation from that source of Hall's, Whitewash, is a bit longer because it recounts, in the Commission's evidence, its reconstruction of the time it took Oswald to rush from his alleged sniper's nest on that sixth floor to where he was seen by officer Marion Baker on the second floor.


This quotation followed immediately what is quoted above and continues onto the top of page 38:



Marion L. Baker is a Dallas motorcycle policeman who 
heard the shots and dashed into the building, pushing people 
out of the way as he ran. He is the policeman who put his 
pistol in Oswald's stomach in that dramatic lunchroom meeting. 
The Commission also used him in a time reconstruction intended 
to show that Oswald could have left the sixth floor and been 
in the lunchroom in time to qualify as the assassin (3H241-
70). The interrogator was the assistant counsel David W. 
Belin. As so often happened, despite his understanding of his 
role as a prosecution witness, Baker interjected information 
the Commission found inconsistent with its theory. It is 
ignored in the Report.



The time it would have taken Oswald to get from the 
sixth- floor window to the lunchroom was clocked twice (3H253-
4). Secret Service Agent John Joe Howlett disposed of the 
rifle during the reconstructions. What he did is described as 
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'putting' it away or, in Belin's words, he 'went over to those 
books and leaned over as if he were putting a rifle there?' 
Baker agreed to this description. But this is hardly a 
representation of the manner in which the rifle had been so 
carefully hidden. With a stopwatch and with Howlett stream-


lining, they made two trips. The first one "with normal 
walking took us a minute and 18 seconds . . .  And the second 
time we did it at a fast walk which took us a minute and 14 
seconds.' During this time Oswald had to clean and hide the 
rifle and go down to the lunchroom and 20 feet inside of it, 
and a door with an automatic closure had to be shut. This was 
an additional time-consuming factor ignored in the 
reconstruction and the Report.



On the other hand, the first reconstruction of the time 
the Commission staff alleged it took Baker was actually done 
at a walk! In Baker's words, 'From the time I got off the 
motorcycle we walked the first time and we kind of ran the 
second time from the motorcycle on into the building, 'we did 
it at kind of a trot, I would say, it wasn't a real fast run, 
an open run. It was more of a trot, 
kind of.'(3H253).



Walking through a reconstruction was pure fakery and the 
'kind of run' or 'kind of trot' was not much better. Both 
Baker and Roy Truly, who accompanied him once inside the 
building, described what would have been expected under the 
circumstances, a mad dash. They were running so fast that when 
they came to a swinging office door on the first floor it 
jammed for a second. In actuality, Baker had sent people 
careening as he rushed into the building. He had been 
certain 
this building was connected with the shooting that he had 
immediately identified as rifle fire (3H247). The totally 
invalid walking reconstruction took a minute and 30 seconds. 
This 'kind of trot' took a minute and 15 seconds.   



The reconstruction of Baker's time began at the wrong 
place, to help the Commission just a little more. To compare 
with the rifle-man's timing, this reconstruction had to begin 
after the last shot was fired. Witnesses the Report quotes at 
length describe the leisureliness with which the assassin 
withdrew his rifle from the window and looked for a moment as 
thought to assure himself of his success. Not allowing for his 
leisureliness, the assassin still had to fire all three shots 
before he could leave the window. Commissioner Dulles 
mistakenly assumed the Commission's reconstruction was 
faithful to this necessity. He asked Baker, 'Will you say what 
time to what time, from the last shot?'



The nonplused Baker simply repeated, 'From the last 
shot?' Belin corrected them both, interjecting, 'The first 
shot.' (3H252). Dulles asked, 'The first shot?' and was then 
reassured by Baker, 'The first shot.' The minimum time of the 
span of the shots was established by the Commission as 4.8 
seconds. Hence, that much as a minimum must be added to 
Baker's timing. During this time, according to Baker, he had 
'revved up' his motorcycle and was certainly driving it at 
something faster than a walk or 'kind of a trot.'        
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Added to this impossibility are a number of improbables. 
Roy Truly was running up the stairs ahead of Baker and saw 

nothing. He retreated from a position between the second and 
third floors when he realized that Baker was following him. 
Neither he nor Baker saw the door closing, as it did, 
automatically. The door itself had only a tiny window, made 
smaller by the 45-degree angle at which it was mounted from 
the lunchroom. Baker saw 20 feet through this, according to 
his testimony.



Dulles was troubled by this testimony. He asked Baker, 
'Could I ask you a question . . . think carefully.' He wanted 
to know if Oswald's alleged course down from the sixth floor 
into the lunchroom apparently could have led to nowhere but 
the lunchroom. Baker's affirmative reply was based upon his 
opinion that a hallway from which Oswald could also have 
entered the lunchroom without using the door through which 
Baker said he saw him was a place where Oswald 'had no 
business.'(3H256). This hallway, in fact, leads to the first 
floor, as Commission Exhibit 497 (17H212) shows. It is the 
only way Oswald could have gotten into the lunchroom without 
Truly and Baker seeing the mechanically closed door in motion. 
It also put Oswald in the only position in which


he could have been visible to Baker through the small glass in 
the door. And Oswald told the police he had, in fact, come up 
from the first floor.


As with all the official time reconstruction, this one also 

did not work.It proved the opposite of what the Commission wanted it to prove. Even with the infidelity in the reconstruction it proved that Oswald could not have been in that sixth-floor window and still have had that dramatic encounter with Baker on the second-floor lunchroom. 


Note that among the liberties with the fact taken in this time reconstruction Oswald did not have time to scale the barricade of cartoned books to hide the rifle as carefully as it was hidden. There was just a pretense of no more than looking at that barricade as the time reconstructionists went past it.


The hiding of the rifle so carefully that several police looked at it many different times without seeing it (as Weitzman 
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said, it was covered over more than when covering was removed to take pictures) proved Oswald could not have been the assassin and so does the Commission's time reconstruction. 


We have seen confirmation of the fact that Oswald was in fact on the first floor from his telling the police what he could not have known if he had not been there and seen it, those black employees walking past where he was in that first floor, including Junior Jarman, which Jarman's testimony confirmed.


Baker tried to do his part even though he did not always understand it. With a stairway at the end of a hallway that goes to the front, street-level door, with neither the hallway or those stairs of limited or prohibited access, Baker merely said that Oswald had no business there--not on stairways the employees used whenever the had a need, the stairs which they always had free access.


The flimflamming with the rifle part of the supposed time reconstruction is obvious. Belin was the assistant counsel who specialized in time reconstructions that did not work. He did all he could in the effort to make them work when they could not.


This one was not an honest reconstruction. There is no need to get into more of the readily available details.


Belin was also careful not to take testimony before the Members of the Commission that could further undermine this counter-productive time reconstruction that proved Oswald innocent rather than guilty, There were other building employees who used those stairs Truly and Baker were running up, those Oswald is 
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supposed to have used in descending them when he was not on them at all and not one of those other employees saw Oswald as, had he been on those stairs, they would have.


There are other proofs and reasons to believe that Oswald was in fact on the first floor.


The FBI did its part in an effort to make them invisible. It tried.


Building employee Caroline Arnold was questioned by the FBI, as most of those employees were, as soon as possible after the assassination. SA Richard Harrison questioned her November 26. In his brief report, which she never saw, he says that she saw Oswald as she was leaving the building. He was "standing in the hallway between the front door and the double doors leading to the warehouse." Harrison quotes her as placing the time "a few minutes before 12;15 PM." 


But in March the Commission asked the FBI to reinterview all those employees to get answers to five questions none of which was when did you last see Oswald.


The way it worked the FBI agents questioned the people they were to question and then wrote out the statements they wanted those people to sign. They then had those statements typed. Because of an imperfection I noticed in the typed copy I obtained the Caroline Arnold original. That was illuminating! 


The slight imperfection was in the sentence in which Arnold is quoted on when she left the building. SAs E.J. Robertson and Thomas T. Trettis questioned her and wrote out what they wanted her to sign. 
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Those who have my Photographic Whitewash, another of those basic books not used as a source by Hall, will find this and the 

Harrison statements reproduced in facsimile on facing pages 210-11. (see Exhibit 54). They will see that in the entire and much longer March statement there is only a tiny part that is out of line, as though the result of a correction. It is in the sentence attributed to Arnold on when she left the building. When I got the original, my suspicion was justified. That was one of the changes on which Arnold insisted before she would sign the statement those agents wrote out for her to sign.


As they had prepared the statement for her to sign it had her saying she left the building as "about 12:25 AM on November 22 . . .  ." She did not leave the bulding shortly after midnight! It was shortly after noon.


That is when she saw Oswald on the first floor, about the very moment the motorcade was due, at 12:25 in the afternoon.


It is apparent that in the investigative report Arnold would never see FBI agent Harrison merely said she saw Oswald at about 12:15 P.M. rather than what she actually said, ten minutes later.


However, the truth is that if it had been at 12:15 it would still not have been possible for Oswald to have done all he had to do to be the assssin. 


Among others known to have seen Oswald on the first floor at the time of the assassination are Robert MacNeil, then of NBC News and later of the PBS MacNeil-Lehrer Report. He stated this at the time of the assassination and he repeated it on a PBS special; on 
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the thirtieth anniversary of the assassination. 


He saw Oswald immediately after the assasination when Oswald dircted him to a phone. Some of those writing sycophantic books have sought to twist this around and toy with it and do all sorts of things to change the time but there is a Secret Service report I used in an unpublished manuscript that pins the time down to immediately after the shooting.


When questioned by the police Oswald said that "immediately after the assassination he spoke to a Secret Service man. When the Secret Service investigated this its report that is in the Commission's files as CD354 ( Exhibit 54A) begins with this synopsis:



Pierce Allman (person believed to be the one mentioned by 
Lee Harvey Oswald as identifying himself as Secret Service 
Agent at Texas School Book Depository immediately after the 
assassination) interviewed 1-29-64.


Allman was program director of WFAA-TV. He was at the scene of the crime, Elm and Houston, at the time of the crime. As did MacNeil and others, he rushed for a phone to call his station and inform it of the shooting at the President. He showed his credentials. The language then gets tricky. It says that Allman "could not positively state" it was Oswald who directed him to a phone, as MacNeil had. 


This does not say that he said it was not Oswald, which had he said it, the report would have said.


The report also states that he "carried his press pass in a leather case similar to cases carried by Federal agents and police officers."
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The report concludes saying that "the facts surrounding" this matter "indicate" that Allman and th man with him "are the men referred to by Oswald in his interview with Captain Fritz."


Or, the Secret Service concluded that with those two men at 

the corner Elm and Houston when the shots were fired looked for a phone it was Oswald, on the first floor and near that door, who directed them to a phone as he did Robert MacNeil.   


The timing seems to eliminate the possibility he had been of the sixth floor, as it did with certainty based on what Arnold said and the FBI tried twice to alter, to corrupt her story. 


One of the first major questions once the media learned about the shooting resulted from distribution by the Associated Press of a picture taken by its Dallas photographer, James W. "Ike" Altgens. From the south side of Elm Street, looking toward the TSBD doorway, he photographed the President's limousine at a time that coincided with about Frame 255 of the Zapruder film or about half-way trough the assassination. When news editors around the country saw the part of the photo AP had on its wire they started asking questions about a man seen not too clearly toward the left side of the picture in the left side of the main TSBD doorway. The FBI announced that it was not Oswald but was Billie Nolan Lovelady, a fellow TSBD worker. To casual observation it could have been either.


As I explored the Commission's files I found a picture the FBI said it took of Lovelady in the shirt he had worn that day. That was a shirt of very broad vertical stripes and clearly could not 
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have been the shirt on the man in the doorway in that Altgens picture.


Earlier I had sought to get the full picture, with no cropping, from AP. It did take much time and effort but finally, for the first time anywhere, I did get a 8 x 10 print of the full 

negative, no cropping. By then I had a print of the FBI picture it said was of Lovelady in the stripped shirt he'd worn that day.


To be certain there would be no anti-FBI sentiment in the photographic work I took these pictures to the photo lab of a retired FBI agent. He enlarged that man in the doorway for me and did other work not here important but quite useful. On the back page of Whitewash II and on the inside back cover I printed several of these photos. (see Exhibit 55). They included the enlargement of the man in the western end of that doorway, Lovelady in that stripped shirt, and an FBI picture of Oswald in that shirt he was wearing when he was arrested. FBI photo expert Lyndal L. Shaneyfelt placed identifying numbers at various points on that print of that shirt in which Oswald was arrested to mark flaws that tended to identify that shirt to the exclusion of others.


 I also made a personal examination of that shirt at the Archives under varying conditions, under artificial light, with sun on it and under a northern light. That shirt had obvious flaws, some really conspicuous. It was an old shirt with tears with buttons missing, with buttonholes that would not hold buttons and it had a gold fleck in what looked like what was once popular, a vertical grass-weave kind of wall covering.
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Where the shirt on the man in the doorway is unbuttoned, the shirt taken from Oswald could not be buttoned.


With the picture taken half-way through the assassination, if that was Oswald in it, he very obviously could not have been simultaneously on the sixth floor firing away.


I regretted that when Whitewash II appeared with this in it nothing happened. There was no media interest. Many people were in touch with me about it but none from any newspaper, radio, or TV station or magazine.


In a few months I had finished Photographic Whitewash, the third of the Whitewash series, all except the index, which my wife was completing. The printer had printed all of the book except the last signature or "sig" or section that would include the index. My wife had no more than finished the typing when the phone rang. Rather than tell the story all over again I reproduce what I added  to that book in the one bit of white space that was left in it, the bottom half of the last page of the index:

 

A partial sequence of Lovelady-Atlgens pictures appears 
in the appendix of whitewash II. The question is: Who is the 
man in the doorway? Is it Lovelady? Oswald? Someone else? What 
shirt is he wearing? First is the great enlargement I had made 
from the Altgens picture. Then there is the photographically 
decapitated picture of Oswald as he was led from the jail 
elevator. Unnecessarily removing the top of his head made 
comparisons difficult, especially of the hairlines and facial 
characteristics. This is one of five consecutive Shaneyfelt 
decapitations (21H467). They are not normal and cannot serve 
any constructive purposes. Next is the FBI-Lovelady picture 
suppressed from the evidence but in the Commission's files. 
Whatever can or cannot be said and believed, it cannot be that 
the man in the doorway is wearing the shirt the FBI says 
Lovelady wore.It does seem to be Oswald's shirt. From this it 
would seem that it could not have been Lovelady in the 
doorway. However, while this book was being printed, I 
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received a phone call from a woman identifying herself as Mrs. 
Billy Lovelady. She expressed great apprehension for the 
family safety and protested the FBI evidence, including this, 
printed in Whitewash II. She insists it is 'my Billy' in the 
doorway, that the FBI 'never asked him what shirt he had worn 
that day, and that he had worn a red-and-black check with a 
white fleck. The checks, she says, are about two inches. When 
I said the Atltgens picture shows no check, she replied that 
it is not as clear as the enlargement 'as big as a desk,' 
about 30 x 40 inches, the FBI showed them the night of Nov. 
25, 1963. Demanding money in return, she promised me a picture 
of Lovelady in the checked shirt she says he wore that day and 
not since and an affidavit affirming the above. She alleges 
testimony was edited, FBI reporting was inaccurate and not  
all in the evidence. I include this at the last minute for 
what it may be worth or mean.


If I had the five thousand dollars, as I did not, I'd not have given it to her for that shirt.


However, shortly after that phone call Bob Richter, then a producer for CBS-TV, visited me. They were working on a special, he was going to Dallas, and did I have any suggestions for them.


I suggested that he photograph Lovelady in the shirt he had really worn that day and compare that with the shirt on the man in the Altgens picture. 


Richter had that picture taken, with himself in it facing Lovelay and Lovelady facing the camera, posed to look like what it might have been, Richter questioned Lovelady. It wasn't taken at that doorway. The shirt is the shirt his wife described, with the larger and black checks in it. (see Exhibit 56).


Although it was unbuttoned at the top, it does not fall open as the shirt in the Altgens picture does. In any event, those large red and black squares cannot be the Altgens picture.


That CBS "special" did not use this.


To remove this from depending on Lovelady's wife's word I 
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sought what I believed might exist, a contemporaneous picture of Lovelady at the time of the assassination.


Earlier, after I had been on a New York City popular radio talk show I had a letter from Richard Sprague. He was then a vice president of the prominent accounting firm, Touche, Bailey. He told me that in his work he travelled much and that sometimes it took 

him to Dallas. Did I have any suggestions of what he might look into that might be useful when he was there and had free time?


I told him immediately about the Dallas Cinema Associates, of whom I had learned in Commission files. They had gotten together, collected much of the amateur footage of the motorcade, and had produced a schmaltzy film that avoided any evidence of the crime. I told Sprague of the people at the head of the Dallas Cinema Associates, suggested he look them up and try to get the outtakes

from Mrs. Irving (Anita) Gewirtz who headed their organization, and from Rudiolf Viktor Brenk, who had put their show together, and from individual amateur photographers whose film was used. Sprague did a fine job of collecting quite a few outtakes.


That the shirt on the man in the doorway had the same imperfections visible on the shirt at the Archives taken from Oswald, was impressive.


That Lovelady had a shirt as described by his wife could be questioned because she asked for money for it.


There was one of those amateur films I believed might provide the proof that could be proof positive. It was overexposed footage of the doorway taken shortly after the shooting by a man named John Martin.
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When I was able to get it examined and enlargements made from it, lo! there was the shirt Lovelady's wife described. (see Exhibit 56).


Eight millimeter film is quite small. Enlargements from it to 

a size close to five by seven inches, which is the size I have, is a very considerable enlargement of that tiny 8 mm film. But there is that shirt in the TSBD doorway on a man who has the Lovelady build and a bald spot as Lovelady does. 


This seems to be pretty conclusive proof that it was Oswald in that Altgens picture and not Lovelady, as the FBI claimed. By itself it is probative evidence that Oswald was on the first floor at the time of the assassination and not on the sixth floor shooting away.


Taken with the other evidence of this only some of which is recounted above, it is what would have been of extraordinary effectiveness if Oswald had lived and this had been presented to a jury. It would have acquitted him!


Whitewash II was, of course, one of Hall's claimed sources.


He found in it what he could misrepresent, what he could write dishonestly about as we have seen, but with what is described above on the inside cover, he had nothing to say about that.


What comes close to exculpating Oswald by itself, if in fact by itself it is not enough, was of no interest to this dean of humanities, this professor of history and law who teaches; this man who is to see the disclosure of all possible assassination information--and who has not learned a blessed thing about the 
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assassination--who writes about it as an official propagandist  

might be ashamed to, who, when give a prestigious speech to deliver and a law review in which to publish and he has not a single word of fact about the assassination or assassination evidence in more than twenty thousand words; and he instead spent his time defaming 

people, mocking them and their work, doing this from a base of the most solid ignorance and prejudice, and doing it in the pretense that it is others who had what he says is the "virulence of the national appetite for bogus revelation."


How shameful it is that this subject-matter ignoramus has so little self-respect he does all of this with ignorance and prejudice as his sole basis while trading on his position at the Ohio State University and on that board.


He does it all dishonestly.


And without learning about throwing stones from glass houses!


In this we have addressed what Hall said about my alleged "propagating theories of conspiracy" and my "stating that the Warren Commission did not consider any alternative to Oswald as the sole assassin." We have shown, albeit to a much less degree than is possible but enough to make the point, that in this, despite his academic credentials, Hall is ignorant and he is a liar with regard to his first criticism and with regard to the second, he is no less ignorant because his reflection of what I said is the actual truth. Again, were he not so determinedly ignorant he would have known that fact because among other proofs the Commission itself recorded that as fact.
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He is critical of me for undertaking to "show that the job assigned to and expected of the President's Commission on the Assassination of President John F. Kennedy has not been done." What he omits in this is that I also wrote that but it must be and that it should be done entirely in public.       


When he can criticize this what can he not criticize? When he writes this what does he teach of the humanities, history, of the law and of a citizen's responsibilities?


He does not show, does not make even a pretense of showing, what is wrong with what I did write. He merely treats it as a great sin, a wrong, rather than what a dean of the humanities and a professor of history and the law he should have recognized as the duty of an American writer.


On this Hall condemns himself and his objectives as no enemy could.


The seriousness of these offenses for a scholar cannot be exaggerated.


In this Hall also reflects what can be expected of him in his responsibilities on the board that is to see to the disclosure of all possible assassination information. 


Hall casts himself as one who, regardless of fact--of which he is ignorant--he is a government protagonist, not a scholar, and not an informed man, not one who believes that what is wrong must be corrected and as one who is opposed to all of this and to more like it.
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CHAPTER NINE


THIS DESPICABLE AND UTTERLY DISREPUTABLE


REWRITING OF THAT GREAT TRAGEDY

Quite the opposite of Hall's uninformed, really ignorant propaganda pretended to be serious for his Sobeloff speech and Maryland Law Review article in which, as we have seen, he has never been in touch with the realities and has with undeviated concentration made no reference to any of the actual, official evidence of the assassination and its investigation (of which he is undoubtedly ignorant), the FBI was well aware of the realities. It was well aware of the fact that could not be avoided, shun it as the FBI did. This fact is that there had been a conspiracy to kill the President.


Of it we have seen but the tiniest fraction of the existing and long-public and available official evidence.


Separate from the evidence that is in all my books--and  I repeat for emphasis that after all these years not a single one of those whom I have been critical has written or phoned to complain that I was unfair or inaccurate in what I wrote about him--there are significant opinions that there had been a conspiracy to kill 

the President. One is President Johnson's. We come to another of his several such expressions below.


In a conversation with Cartha DeLoach April 3, 1967, DeLoach says "late at night," Lyndon Johnson's close associate of so many years, Marvin Watson, quoted Johnson as telling him "that there was a plot in connection with the assassination" and that "thePresident

felt that the CIA had something to do with this plot." (62-1090605-5075), pages 1,3, and 4 attached. (see Exhibit 57).


So much for Hall et al and their pretense that only nuts and paranoids believed there had been a conspiracy.


Among the sources Johnson having said this to others are Walter Cronkite in a CBS interview, John Judas for an Atlantic Monthly story and what may have been the earliest, which follows.


It is not easy to believe that historian that Hall is he was not aware that it was not only Oliver Stone and many Americans who believe there had been a conspiracy to kill President Kennedy. Early on even the man made President by that assassination also believed there had been a conspiracy.


That Hall could laugh at an Oliver Stone can be understood. But that he could forget that the President of the United States, regardless of what Hall thought of him, with all the sources on which the President can draw, also not only believed that but said it is not as easy to understand.


Particularly when Hall had to know that he himself was and is really a subject-matter ignoramus.


He knew, of course, that the major media ridiculed all 
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questions about the official solution; that it always found some way to support the Warren Report. So he knew it would not be critical of him and might laud him for what he had decided to do.


But he knew also that he would be depending on others and no matter how high a regard he had for those others, he knew that a mistake by any of them could damage his reputation, perhaps seriously.


He knew also that he was not in a position to evaluate any of them and what they said and wrote, and he should have known, after he was on the board, that he said more in public than any other member. So, he really was not in any position either to evaluate sources or draw on any knowledge of the established assassination fact of which he was, and alas, remains ignorant.


This also relates to his speech and to the law review article.


It does not relate to his being on the Assassination Records Review Board. On that he needed say nothing that would appear in the papers although, being the kind of person he is, he used his membership on the board for publicizing himself extensively.


Maybe he is just a wise guy, regardless of his academic achievements and the positions he holds, beginning with dean of the humanities at a major university. Maybe he did not regard it as being a wise guy when he told the Columbus, Ohio, TV station after his appointment that his subject-matter ignorance was his greatest asset. As I said earlier, after all the months he has served on that board and after all he had said in public when he had not been required to say a word, the asset with which he began was undiminished. 
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He could have meant, although in what was aired he did not say it, that knowing nothing about the assassination he had nothing to unlearn, something like that. However, he knew so little about both the subject and what would be required of him on the board the course of wisdom would have been to say nothing. He did not have to say a thing and the others are not quoted as having spoken for attribution as he was. 


It is also not easy to understand that as a historian Hall had not heard of the vast quantity of records the government had. He should have known, for example, that in what the FBI referred to as its "general release" it had disclosed almost a hundred thousand pages. He may not have known how many pages the government had been forced to disclose through FOIA lawsuits but if he did he knew that I alone got a quarter of a million pages mostly from the FBI and that a much greater quantity of paper remained to be processed and disclosed. This was the FBI alone of many agencies.


There simply is no way of knowing what can be in so much paper, what mistakes can be made in handling it, whose judgment is faulty, what reputations can be hurt by it.


So the course of wisdom, once he decided to accept the appointment, was to say nothing and give up that opportunity to get and keep his name in the papers and on TV and radio.


Even if before accepting the appointment Hall had been told it would require of him but a couple of days a month, that, too, 

should have given a reasonable man with a reputation to protect, if not an ambition to move up in his university, something to think about. To be careful about.
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The subject matter could, he knew, get attention.But if what the agencies were saying was true, mistakes could cost lives. Did he want to have any responsibility for a life or lives being lost?


It is true that disclosure of the name of an informer can get that informer killed.


Disclosing informer names would come before the board. It would then have to decide whether or not to make the information public.


Then there is what should have occurred to all those asked to serve on that board, could they meet that responsibility adequately serving only a couple of days a month, and what would that be their situation in their existing employment if they had to take a couple of days a month off and with them some extra time for travelling.


In Ohio, from what he says about himself in the beginning of this article, Hall had a full plate if he met the responsibilities he had there. But in accepting his appointment to the board he was, necessarily, reducing the time he had available for meeting his many existing responsibilities in Ohio. For doing all he was paid for and from which students who paid were to be helped in getting their education.


All the time it took two Presidents to decide to appoint this 

board and that George Bush, who had been CIA director, just would not appoint anyone to the board, despite the law, should have made anyone offered the post wonder about th wisdom of accepting it.


Then, too, what that board would be required to do would be controversial. It could damage as well as help reputations. 
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Appointments alone helped reputations but after that the situation could be one that endangered those reputations, especially of professional scholars.


Also, when they began knowing nothing about the subject, how wisely could members of the board decide what should and should not be made public?


How wisely could they decide when they spent so little time at the board? And knew so little to begin with?


There are many questions that should have given anyone asked to accept appointment to the board reason to wonder about accepting it.


But Hall appears not to be that kind of person.


He appears to be one who longs for attention and perhaps believes that it can help his move upward at his university.


A part-time board with a full-time staff  of those unknown to the board, which would not be in a position to do the hiring and 

learning that should go before hiring is a situation that can make for trouble, trouble that can damage reputations.


How much could the board really participate in decisions and how much would it have to leave to its staff? Of strangers.


  Serving on the board, if all went well, could add to what 

might be regarded as experience worthy of justifying professional achievement. But a single fiasco and the opposite was as likely, if not more so. 


Given all Hall's existing responsibilities and obligations, it does not seem that he accepted appointment to the board with only 
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altruistic or unselfish motive.


He did have a full plate and if all the time he took for the board was being present when it met, he took that time from what for most was at the least full-time responsibilities.


Now if we add to this writing, writing at the length of this speech and this law review article, Hall was again depending on others. Another way of putting this is that in this he perhaps put himself and his reputation in the hands of others.


From the way in which he writes of them it does seem that Hall had the highest regard for them and sincere appreciation of their efforts. 


What they did may have been what Hall made clear he wanted them to do. But then it may  also reflect the prejudices and preconceptions with which they began which they then wished on Hall.


I have a knowledge of the field that enables me to know who the authentic subject-matter experts in it are. None of those who are thanked for their help by Hall is a real subject-matter expert.


They may, of course, include other experts, such as in library science.


It is beyond reasonable question, even as Hall did not have 

all those other obligations, he simply could not have read all the literature he cites and of which he is in various ways critical.


Then there is what he does not have in his source notes, what he does not pretend to have read, of which we have seen but a glimmer.











194



If we presume that he depended upon those others to do his reading for him and convey the content of what they read and their impressions of it, then he has put his reputation, if not his future, in their hands.


But he does not say this. It is his representation that the writing is his, the opinions are his and these opinions and criticisms come from his reading of the simply enormous amount of literature of which he gives the impression his article and his speech before that are based.


From what appears over Hall's name about my books, they were not read at all/ were not understood, or were just lied about.


What seems most likely in that the invalid opinions were picked up from earlier prejudicial or dishonest writing, of which there is no shortage.


We do not know and we have no way of knowing.


We know, too, that Hall has not learned the Santayana wisdom, simple as it is, that he who does not learn from the past is doomed to relive it.


The past, particularly appropriate to his board position, is that of the Warren Commission. 


Hall may be the kind of professional scholar who adopts what is widely accepted and asks no questions, makes no effort to determine for himself whether the popular belief is justified.


There were several members of the Warren Commission for sure, probably at least one other at a minimum, and some of their staff who would have told Hall that on this subject it is unwise to let 
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the staff do what ought be the responsibility of the members or with the board, the members of the board.


I had a relationship with the most conservative member of the Warren Commission, Senator Richard B. Russell. It did not begin until he was in terminal illness. His trust was impose upon as, for all his years in public service, particularly the years he spent in the Senate, he had considered impossible.


What happened to him is, I hope without precedent in our history and will not be repeated again.


Senator John Sherman Cooper was as firm in his refusal to accept what they did not know was essential in the Warren Commission's conclusions, what was so basic, so absolutely indispensable in those conclusions, as was Russell. Russell told me, and records confirm him, Senator Hale Boggs shared their disagreement but did not express it as vigorously in anything that is known and may not have felt it as strongly.


I had reason to believe that Russell had doubts about this most basic conclusion other than of Oswald as the lone assassin but I did not want to go to him with empty hands. I wanted to have what he would find bore on that, what he could regard as significant.


After I got that I wrote him. In return I was invited in to 

see and speak with him.


Before he died, as a result he broke his long and close friendship with Lyndon Johnson and, I was told, never spoke to Johnson again.


If Hall or any of those whose work he used and whose judgment 
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he trusted had read Whitewash IV, one of my books not mentioned in his article--as in fact most are not although they are basic in the field and report what is not in any works they list and depend on--he and they would have at the very least have had an inkling of this (pages 20-21 attached). (see Exhibit 58).


Russell believed he made a record for history of his disagreement with that most basic conclusion that Hall et al just love, that single-bullet myth that seems to have been the invention of Arlen Specter. (It did not hurt him a bit, witness the fact that he is a Pennsylvania Senator and has been for years).


Under the Commission's agreement to procedures, referred to above, there was to have been a permanent record for history of all their meetings. 


Russell, when the Report was in page proof, refused to agree with that single-bullet fiction. As he told me, he told Warren not to worry about that, and merely to put in what I remember his referring to as "a little ole' footnote saying "Senator Russell Dissents." Russell chuckled as he said this because he knew that Warren very much wanted unanimity, for all the members to agree with the conclusions of the Report.


Russell's absolute refusal to agree with the single-bullet concoction that was made up out of nothing but need and Warren's determination to have unanimity resulted in an executive session on Friday, September 18, 1964.


What Russell did not know and found it difficult to believe is that in violation of the long-standing understanding referred to 
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above it was seen to that there would be no court reporter at that executive session so that there would be no record for our history of the refusal of Russell and those who also refused to sign the Report including that single-bullet impossibility without which the Warren Commission could not have concluded that Oswald was the lone assassin, the conclusion with which it began. 



According to what Russell told me, supported by Cooper and records he left, Cooper was also inflexible in his opposition to this single-bullet concoction. Boggs was opposed but I know of no record reflecting his degree of opposition to it.


Russell was shocked, totally shocked, when I gave him a copy of the obvious fake of a transcript of that executive session. 


Hall would have seen this, too, if he had used Whitewash IV as a source instead of some of the trash he used for propaganda purposes. This phony transcript is in facsimile on pages 131 and 132. Rankin used page 131 to counterfeit the usual court-reporter beginning, including even the correct page number in the sequence used by the court reporter. The second page refers to a couple of minor housekeeping items only. (see Exhibit 59).


That is the entire "record" of that heated discussion without which that Report would not have been issued. Without a word of that discussion, disagreement of a supposed compromise.


Russell was certain a stenographer was present. He had seen one taking it, or seemed to be taking it all down in shorthand. 


I had the Commission's records of its employment of court reporters and there was none for that day.I also had other 
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documentary proofs that established the court reporting firm had not assigned any court reporter for that heated executive session.


Unwilling to believe that anyone in the government would so betray trust, would so impose upon trust, would or could be so corrupt and dishonest, Russell asked me to get proof from the Archivist of the United States that there was nothing other than what I gave him that was a transcript of that executive session. 


Which what I gave him was not!


The Commission's court reporters was the firm of Ward & Paul. Almost thirty years earlier, in 1936, 1937, 1938 and 1939 I had worked with them. They were the court reporters for the Senate Civil Liberties Committee for which I was first an investigator and then was its editor. I worked with them at each of our many hearings and never once had any problem and never once, to the best of my recollection, even had any complaint about the transcripts they prepared and delivered. 


I knew the work of Ward & Paul well. I knew as soon as I looked at what is in the Commission's files was supposed to be the first page of the transcript of its executive session of September 18, 1964, that it was a fraud and an incompetent, careless fraud. (see Exhibit 59).


Court reporters get paid by the page. When they sell copies, 

as they do to witnesses and to those of special interest, they are again paid by the page. To increase the number of pages for which they will be paid they are first, generous with margins and in those days before computers, used pica-faced typewriters. They 
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never ever used an elite type.


Which is smaller, gets more characters to the inch and to the line, often meant more lines to the page--both meaning less money--and was used for the fraudulent fake of a transcript that so shocked Russell when he saw it.


In response to Russell's request I asked the Archivist and, unwilling as he had to be to engage in any controversy with one of the more senior and more influential senators, James B. Rhodes gave me a letter stating there was no other "transcript" of that September 18 session Russell had forced. That letter is included in his university archive. 


As a practical matter there was not a thing Russell could do. He could not make a statement that he had signed what he did not agree with, which was the fact. He could not, when the end of his life was near, demand a new investigation, even a new executive session or another hearing, the Commission not having existed for several years. All he could do, other than encourage me until his dying day, was to encourage me in my work and express regret that his Senate obligations and the state of his health precluded his having an active role in it.


He did, once he knew he had been had, end his long friendship with Johnson. I was told he never spoke to Johnson again.


Russell had a good opinion of my work. He gave the books I gave him to his assistant to read and report on to him. I've forgotten now whether C. E. Campbell was his legislative assistant or his administrative assistant but he expressed a high opinion 
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Russell shared. Russell did have one doubt we come to. (see Exhibit 60).


Campbell perceived correctly that I believed the Commission "had delegated too heavily to the staff."


The lesson Hall did not learn.


In the same paragraph Campbell makes it clear that Russell was the first critic of the Warren Report. Not me because I wrote the first book. Not Mark Lane or anyone else.


Russell.


With this quote:



"He completely agrees with your thesis that no one shot 
hit both the President and the Governor."


Before then Campbell wrote Russell about my writing that "One of his strongest points of departure with the Commission is on the number of shots and on which shots hit Connally and/or the President."



These are the very points of at least two Members of the Commission on which the subject-matter ignoramus Hall is critical of others when it is obviously impossible for him to have read all the books of which he is critical. He also did not read the records these Members left to our history.


On what is quoted from Campbell's report to Russell and from other records Russell and Cooper strongly and Boggs we do not know how strongly disagreed with the Report about which they knew more than Hall, who endorses it all, obviously.


Russell's question comes from the publisher of Oswald in New Orleans having asked Jim Garrison to write a forward for that book. 
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This led Russell to write, "The only trouble with this chap is his apparent ties with Garrison, whom I don't trust."


Russell had an additional area of doubt, or disagreement with what the Report said.


In preparing for the executive session he had forced, when the Report was already in page proof, he wrote out what he intended to say. He left the original with the Commission in whose files I did not see it. His carbon copy was deposited with other of his records at the University of Georgia at Athens, which is identified on these records. 


He did believe Oswald was an assassin. He was not convinced that Oswald was the lone assassin. Hear that Kermit Hall of the snide cracks about that very point? 


Here is the part of what he prepared in which he told his colleagues about that as he expressed his doubt and explained his unwillingness to agree that their had been no conspiracy:


    I concur with my colleagues in the finding that there 


is no clear and definite evidence connecting any person or 
group with Oswald in a conspiracy to assassinate the 
President. I am confident that if any such evidence exists, it 
is out of the reach of this Commission or any of the 
investigative agencies 
of the United States Government.



For example, no amount of diligence could disclose 
detailed information as to the extent of Oswald's 
associations and connections with the large number of Cuban 
nationals other witnesses testified were studying in the 
educational institutions at Minsk during his residence in that 
city, or to the scope and number of connections he may have 
had with foreign nationals after his return to the United 
States or to reconstruct in detail all of his movements, 
contacts and associations on his secret visit to Mexico a few 
weeks before the assassination of the President.



In these and a number of other areas involving the nature 
and extent of his relations with foreign nations, the evidence 
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available to the Commission precludes any determination that 
Oswald planned and perpetrated the assassination without the 
knowledge, encouragement or assistance of any other person.



The evidence adduced, including that relating to Oswald's 
background and character as well as his activities within this 
country, show that he desired to associate himself with 
groups or with governments generally considered hostile to the 
United States. The same evidence would indicate that every 
group that he approached considered him a very poor risk or 
prospect. He was undoubtedly bent upon association with any 
hostile or subversive entity, within or without the United 
States.


Toward the end of 1966, when Russell heard that there had been something written about this position, which he had not 

discussed other than with fellow Members of the Commission, he asked Alfredda Scobey if she could tell him where that got started.


Scobey was a lawyer who had been assigned to help Russell with his Commission work one of the times he was thinking of resigning. He was, particularly because he did lead the southern fight against Civil Rights legislation, really overworked.


Scobey was then the law assistant to the Court of Appeals of the State of Georgia.


In thanking her Russell from his home in Winder, Georgia, on December 24, 1966, said that the published report "is not nearly as strong as the position that Senator Cooper and I took in regard to the single bullet theory. As I recall, Congressman Boggs had mild doubts, but Senator Cooper and I refused to accept the single bullet theory." (see Exhibit 61).


The origin of what then was known was Inquest, the Epstein book that is cited repeatedly among the sources for Hall's article. 
In it Epstein wrote--and Hall suppresses:



In fact, Russell reportedly said that he would not sign  
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Report which concluded that both men were hit by the same 

bullet. Senator Cooper and Representative Boggs tended to 

agree with Russell's position. Cooper said, 'I, too, objected 
to such a conclusion; there was no evidence to show that both 
men were hit by the same bullet.' Boggs said, 'I had strong 
doubts about it[the single-bullet theory].' and he added that 
he felt the question was never resolved (pages 149-150).


The initial leak of Russell's position to Epstein was from 

Alfred Goldberg, whose Commission position was historian. What Epstein said Cooper said he attributed to Cooper. He attributed what Boggs said to Boggs. But he did not speak to Russell.


Stronger than this, which it was, was pretty strong.


But again, what kind of research did Hall do or what kind did those who did it for him do when this is what is in Inquest, one of Hall's sources. If Hall read Inquest rather than use it as propaganda he knew this. Yet he does not report it and, suppressing it, ridicules and is critical of those who do agree with those Commission Members.


This is simply dishonest. Or all those books listed as sources Hall did not read, which in itself is also dishonest.


There is more in the Russell archive as the University of Georgia at Athens than what follows but for the present purposes, more is not needed than what follows. First is a section of an oral history prepared for that archive. Senator Cooper was questioned by Hugh Gates on April 29, 1971. That was almost a decade later and Cooper was still under the impression that in his opposition Russell had prevailed. Cooper had not yet realized that he and Russell had been had, had been tricked into accepting as representing their opposition what did no such thing but was merely 
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a rephrasing of what they had refused to agree with, designed to make them believe it did encompass their strong objection. This is an excerpt from that oral history of Cooper's:



The most compeling position he took in the Commission was 
this: there was a question of whether or not the shot which 
struck President Kennedy or one of the shots, had . . .  
passed through Governor [John] Connally of Texas on the front 
[jump] seat. To . . . find that it had passed through both 
would make the decision somewhat easier in the time frame. It 
wasn't conclusive. And so there's first . . . an opinion by 
most of the Commssion that we should say that the shot passed 
through both President Kennedy and Governor Connally. Governor 
Connally was a very strong witness. I see now why he has the 
present opinion in the country that he's a very strong man. 
He's a very strong witness. He said categorically that he knew 
it . . . that the first shot did not pass through him. And he. 
. .I remember he said, 'I turned my head when I heard the 
shot. It did come from the direction which you have decided it 
came from because I'm familiar with firearms. But as I turned 
again to the left, I felt the impact of another shot.' Senator 
Russell just said, 'I'll never sign that report if . . . if . 
. . this Commission says categorically that the second shot 
passed through both of them. I agreed with him. I must say he 
had great influence with me, but I too, have been impressed by 
Governor Connally and so the Commission then did agree that,  
I cannot recall the exact words, that while there was evidence 
that the same . . . that the shot passed through both 
President Kennedy and . . . and Governor Connally it was not 
conclusive. And with that, why, Senator Russell won his point. 
I think he's correct.


Cooper also recorded as a record for our history that Russell insisted the Commission not say there had not been any conspiracy. As Cooper put it, Russell had argued that, "we cannot say that at some point there may not be some other evidence" establishing that there had been a conspiracy.


In the remarks he prepared for that executive session is what Russell also told me, it was not possible to say absolutely there had not been any conspiracy. He also told me that "they," and he did not say who he meant by the "they" but in context it was mostly 
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the CIA but also the FBI, "did not tell us all they know about Oswald."


Russell believed, as Cooper said, that "there may be facts that are developed in the future . . .  which may show otherwise," that there had been a conspiracy.


Until I gave him proof to the contrary, Russell also believed that, Cooper's words, he had won his point. That came out the afternoon of the day of that executive session, September 18, 1964.

Johnson apparently had gotten wind of it and had his White House operators track Russell down. In early 1997 the Archives disclosed the tape of that phone conversation. No official transcript was disclosed. I did get the tape from the LBJ Library. To be certain of impartiality and that nobody could have basis for wondering if I had altered it in any way I asked my friend Dr. Gerald McKnight, professor of history at local Hood College, to prepare the transcript of that brief conversation.


I asked the LBJ Library for all of that tape relating to this conversation that follows:



Johnson: Hello



Russell: Yes, sir.



Johnson: Well your're always leaving town. You must not 
like it up here.



Russell: Well you left. I figured if you got out of town 
that the country could get along a whole lot better without me 
then it could you.



Johnson: I don't know.



Russell: So I got out. No, that damn Warren Commission 
business whopped me down. So we got through today and I just 
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. . . . You know what I did. I went and got on the plane and 
came home and  didn't have a toothbrush and I didn't bring a 
shirt. I got a few little things here. I didn't even have my 
pills, my antihistamine pills to take care of my emphysema.



Johnson: Well you ought to take another hour and go and 
get your clothes.



Russell: No, no. Well they were trying to prove that the 
same bullet that hit Kennedy first was the one that hit 
Connally, went through him, went through his hand, his 
body and into his leg, and everything else. Just a lot of 
stuff there. I couldn't hear all the evidence and cross-
examine all of them. But  I did read the record and so I 
just . . . I don't know. I was the only fella there that even 
practically suggested any change whatsoever and what the staff 
got up. I . . . this staff business always scares me. I like 
to put my own views down. 



Johnson: Well what difference does it make which bullet 
got Connally?



Russell: Well it don't make much difference. But they 
said that they believe, that the Commission believes that the 
same bullet that hit Kennedy hit Connally. Well I don't 
believe it.



Johnson:  I don't either.



Russell: So I couldn't sign it. I said that Governor 
Connally testified directly to the contrary and I am not going 
to approve that.



I finally made them say that there was a difference in 
the Commission on that. Part of them believed that it wasn't 
so. And of course if that fella was accurate enough to hit 
Kennedy in the back with one shot, and knock his head off with 
the next one, when his head was leaning up against his wife's 
head and not even wound her. Why he didn't miss completely 
with that third shot. According to that theory, he not only 
missed the whole automobile but he missed the street. Well 
that man is a good enough shot to put two bullets into 
Kennedy, he didn't miss the ole automobile nor the street.



Johnson: What's the [word missed]of the whole thing? 
What's it state: That Oswald did it and he did it for any 
reason?



Russell: Well he was a general misanthropic fella. He 
never been satisfied anywhere he was on earth. In Russia or 
here; and he had a desire to get his name in history and all 
. . . .



I don't think you will be displeased with the report. 
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It's too long. But its [missing] volumes. 



Johnson: Unanimous?



Russell: I tried my best to get in a dissent. But they 
came around and traded me out of it by giving me a little ole 
thread of it . . . .



While my main point here is that shortly after that session at which Russell's record for history was destroyed by not being made, what was required by the agreed-to Commission procedure, there are a few other comments worthy of note. Except to scholars like Hall and his assistants. They have their own concept of scholarship, more or less like the new math. That is not traditional scholarship at all in any way. It is propaganda pretending to be scholarship. 


First the President himself did not believe that one bullet wounded both men. He said so. He volunteered it.


Russell told Johnson that he had refused to sign the Report until "I made them say there was a difference in the Commission on that," which, while promised, was not said.


Going back to an earlier comment about those who do not learn from the past being doomed to relive it, as Hall will at some point recognize he is doing, Russell told Johnson, then his old and trusted friend, "this staff business always scares me." 


Country boy that he was and country man that he remained all his life, Russell, who had lived most of his life around hunters and hunting, had a trenchant comment to make about the shooting, about that missed shot. It is worth repeating for emphasis:



And of course if that fella was accurate enough to hit 
Kennedy in the back with one shot, and knock his head off with 
the next one, when his head was leaning up against his wife's 
head and not even wound her. Why he didn't miss completely 
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with that third shot. According to that theory, he not only 
missed the whole automobile but he missed the street. Well 
that man is a good enough shot to put two bullets into 
Kennedy, he didn't miss the ole automobile nor the street.


Russell said this on other occasions. It is not easy to believe that the shooter could be so much superior to William Tell on two shots and have his third miss by half the length of Dealey Plaza.


It deserves being emphasized: that Russell and Cooper and 

Boggs, half but one of the Commission, did not agree with what is so basic to the Report on the shooting and their disagreement had been public knowledge for more than thirty years before Hall's 

speech and article. He had all the research and assistance at the beginning of his article, he had whatever he learned on the board, and he has not a word about this. But he ridicules, belittles and is generally critical of those who followed after Russell and Cooper for sure and to perhaps a lesser degree, Boggs.


Hall does not criticize them, ridicule, or belittle at all.

If he was not such a world-class assassination ignoramus and knew about it. If he did know, then he did not dare deprecate them. If he did not know, what has he been doing on that board other than make foolish statements and praise what is not worthy of praise in any way?


I think it is appropriate to repeat at this point that if Hall and his helpers had looked at Whitewash IV they would have seen that Russell did absolutely refuse to agree with what is the centerpiece of the Warren Report, what is essential to any claim 

that there was only one assassin, and he would have known about the 
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disreputable and let us hope unprecedented and never to be repeated corruption of our history with the memory-holing of the Russell/Cooper dissent.


And much more we do not here and now take time for.


It is also in my NEVER AGAIN! which Hall also does not include in his list of to him literary horrors--which in fact is what his law review article really is.


It disgraces him personally.


It disgraces him professionally.


It disgraces his scholarship.


It disgraces his board.


It disgraces the law review.


And it assures that there will forever be questions that linger about that board and what it does and does not do.


What Hall does is in itself manifestation, albeit the opposite of his intended manifestation, of "The Virulence of the National Appetite for Bogus Revelation."


The virulence of the insistence that what cannot be believed must be both supported and believed no matter how completely it is proven wrong by the official assassination evidence itself because it began as and continues as national policy on the coup d'etat that turned the country and the world around. It, among other consequences, disenchanted millions of Americans, particularly younger Americans. It led them not to believe and not to trust their government.
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The Maryland Law Review does itself no credit, nor did those who invited this prostitutor of our tragic history to deliver the prestigious Sobeloff lecture at the university's law school. The University and its law review deceived and misled many, many people, including those who paid the university to be truthfully informed so they could be better and more productive and honest and caring citizens, and so they could have and practice a better understanding of the law and become lawyers with a proper 

understanding of what the law requires, from evidence to justice.


The University, its law review and those who invited this debaucher of our great national tragedy and perverts it to deliver that Judge Simon E. Sobeloff lecture, owe it to themselves, to those on whose trust it imposed and to the nation to rectify this fraud, this despicable and utterly disreputable rewriting of that great tragedy and all it means and has meant and with that, terrible as it is for a scholar and a lawyer, his denial of truth to the people and his protection of what was a de facto coup d'etat such as those once restricted to what we called "banana republics." 
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CHAPTER TEN


FROM STUPIDITY AND FROM PLAGIARISM

Because responding to uninformed articles like this one of Hall's--and referring to it as no more than uninformed is to praise it--can provide a means, if it can get any attention, of taking some of the truth about the assassination to the people; and because it is important for the people to know and understand some of the fact, the official fact of the assassination, I have tried to avoid several matters that could distract from the official fact. What else is wrong with this Hall article I believe warrants more concentrated and undiverted attention. In part this is because Hall is a member of the board that has the great responsibility for seeing to the disclosure of withheld assassination records. In part it is also the question of plagiarism. And in part of the simply astounding stupidity of the whole thing. 


The Random House dictionary defines plagiarism as the appropriation or imitation of the language, ideas, and thoughts of another and presenting them as one's original work. It is also something appropriated and presented in this manner.


Even Hall's title for his article is not his.


He says in a note before his numbered footnotes that he is 

"indebted" to H. L. Mencken for this title. In fact it is not a precise quotation of Mencken and it is verbatim, including with the alteration of what Mencken actually wrote, taken from Max Holland's American Heritage magazine article of November, 1995. There, on its first page, Holland changed what Mencken wrote in saying of it that "H. L. Mencken noted" and note that what follows is in direct quotation-- "The virulence of the national appetite for bogus revelation."


This without any quotation marks, is the title of Hall's article.


This omits a key word in what Mencken wrote. What he actually wrote and what Holland modified into what Hall took without credit to him from Holland, is Mencken's reference to that he referred to as "the virulence of the racial appetite for bogus revelation."


Hall did not get the words he used from Mencken.


He got them from Holland. He used Holland's modification of Mencken. 


In this Holland eliminated Mencken's reference to the "racial  appetite for bogus revelation." In this Hall clearly took Holland's "language, ideas and thoughts" and "presented" them as his own.


Mencken was talking about the "racial appetite" for what he referred to as "bogus revelation." Holland was not and neither was Hall, so Hall did not take this from Mencken. He took it, meaning the Holland alteration of it, to make it refer to what Mencken was not referring to. In this Hall did use Holland's "language, thoughts" and "ideas" as his own.
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These words are from the definition of plagiarism. In even his title Hall took Holland's "language, ideas and thoughts" and "presented them as his own." (see insert paragraphs on page 214 A).


Hall's article is divided into three parts. Of the first part, the part we address herein he says what is not true: "This article addresses the Kennedy murder generally" (page 4).


He does not address that assassination in any way.


This is also true of Holland's American Heritage article, He also does not address the assassination in it. In it Holland advances ideas that Hall uses as his own ideas in his article.


Hall concludes his sentence that begins with this false claim to be addressing the "murder" in his article saying he also "addresses" what he refers to as "issues of secrecy and openness in government, specifically." 


This comes directly from Holland. It is, in fact what Holland wrote all his fourteen pages in American Heritage about. 


One cannot read Holland in American Heritage magazine for 

November 1995 and Hall's Maryland Law Review article without observing that Hall uses Holland's ideas and thoughts and mistakes as his own, masking them a little with a few footnotes.


Historian that he is, Hall even cribs gross historical errors from Holland. They are essential to the Holland political fabrication--a political falsification that to the best of my recollection was uniquely Holland's until Hall cribbed it.


And it is political infantilism.


Of the 71 footnotes Hall has in this part of his article that 
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he says is on the assassination and isn't at all, he has these on Holland: 


On page 5, Holland is the second part of note 18. It reads: " . . . see also Max Holland.  The key to the Warren Report, Am. Heritage, Nov. 1955, at 50, 52 ('Prior to the Report's) release, a Gallop poll found that only 29 percent of Americans thought Oswald had acted alone, afterward 87 percent believed so.')"


On page 7 Hall has two Holland notes. The first note 40, reads "See Holland, supra note 18, at 52." Or, this duplicates his previous Holland note and is not another one. The second Holland note on this page reads, "See Holland, supra note 18, at 64." This also refers back to the first Holland note but cites a different page in it. It and some that follows are also to that first citation to Holland.


On page 8 Hall's note 47 reads, "See Holland, supra note 18, at 52," or the first repeated for the second time. Not the last time for it is exactly what Hall has for his note 52 on page 9. On that page note 53 is, "see id at 56-7;" note 54 is "see id at 57." Note 55 begins "See id at 56" (and then it refers to the Warren Report). Note 56 is "see Holland supra note 18, at 57." (These five Holland notes refer to a total of twenty-four lines of text of Hall's article of more than twenty thousand words.)


On page 12 Hall's note 64 is "see Holland supra note 18, at 57-8. " His note 65 on that same page is "see id."    


The part of note 18 that refers to Holland is limited to what is quoted in that note, quoted from page 52.
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The first part of this note, which is limited to a selection 

of the results of polling, is "These figures are based on CBS and Gallop polling data recapitulated in a poll released a week before the 30th anniversary of the assassination." Or, it seems that this citation to Holland is merely duplicative and is not necessary. What Hall can be referring to on page 52, with this note limited to some of the results of some polling, is not apparent because there is no such content on Holland's page 50. It deals with flying saucers and accounts of them, disclosure of the first Soviet atomic

bomb, the exhuming of the remains of John Wilkes Booth, a lecture on "The Paranoid Style in American Politics" (which is appropriate to Holland and Hall as they do not perceive), "the anti-Masonic movement of the 1820s, and anti-Catholicism of the 1850s" and the like, of which we quote one more excerpt, "Paranoia fluctuates according to the rate of change sweeping throughout society, and varies with affluence and education," a quotation that can 

in part at least soon be argued.


But there is no relevance in what is cited that appears on the page before the note, at the bottom of page 4.


Hall's note 40 is to this one sentence on page 7, "Furthermore, because the Warren Commission labored at the height of the Cold War,40" What Holland actually said on this page 52 is, "The Warren Commission's inquiry occurred as what we now know was the height of the Cold War."As noted above, this is not true as the historian, Hall, and the experienced Washington writer Holland both should have known. However, the misstatement suits the Holland 
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argument that Hall adopts as his own--it is really required by that spurious argument.


The single sentence to which note 42 relates reads, "This information was secret, top secret, and beyond, much of it compartmentalized cryptologic signal intelligence material dealing with the Soviet Union, Cuba and other foreign governments such as China." (The "information" referred to is "an enormous amount of information not otherwise accessible to the American Press and public." Aside from having no connection of any kind with the assassination, with virtually all of the Commission's files publicly available, if this is not a lie it is an enormous exaggeration.)


Not a word of what is cited appears on Holland's page 64. However, there is what Hall did not use that helps evaluate both Hall and Holland on this subject.


  Where Holland does refer to "communications intercepts" he says, and nothing is here omitted in quoting him, they "proved" 

that "there was no link between Oswald and the Soviet or Cuban government." Nobody in his right mind would or could have believed otherwise on reading Oswald's writings, quoted above, that were immediately available to the Commission. No more was needed!


Apparently ignorant, as he is about most matters relating to the Commission, Holland follows this immediately, again nothing omitted in quoting him, saying that the "Warren [sic] had no need to know about past or ongoing covert operations directed against Castro, regardless of how relevant they were to Oswald's internal 
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equation."


The "sic" above is because it was not Warren alone, it was the entire Commission. The "relevance" to whatever Holland imagines by "Oswald's internal equation" is more of his paranoid-inspired political and factual ignorance--and has no connection with the assassination in any event. 


There are two other quotations on this page that, while they are not what Hall's footnote refers to, do give us a means of evaluating Holland as Hall's source, and Hall for using him as a source for what he presents as his own concepts.


After Holland says that "The CIA, especially, had every reason to fear a no-holds-barred investigation," something he had already 

contradicted, he says: 



An uncontrolled investigation would have serious 
repercussions for the ongoing covert operations. Beyond the 
inevitable exposure of Mongoose, possibly the largest covert 
operation that had ever been mounted, the revelations would 
have given the Communist bloc an undreamed-of propaganda 
windfall that would have lasted years. There would have 
followed strong condemnations by the international community 
and intense investigations of the CIA and administration















officials who had directed the anti-Castro efforts. Such 
investigations could conceivably destroyed the CIA.  


Aside from what their thorough ignorance denies them, the 

knowledge in the official evidence that Oswald was virtually anti-

Communist and anti-Soviet, Holland has already said, as quoted above, that "there was no link between Oswald and the Soviet or the Cuban government."


There is no need to repeat the simply astounding ignorance shared by Hall and Holland on what they say about Mongoose that was 
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not and could not have been true, as long had been public knowledge. The rest of it all came to pass, became public 

knowledge, and nothing really happened. 


Then, without any proof that there was a single one, Holland says:





Secrets considered inessential to the inquiry were kept 
secret even from the commission. Those considered essential 
were shared with the commission but not the public. No doubt 
referring to the communications intercepts, Earl Warren told 
the press shortly after the report's publication that there 
were "things that will not be revealed in our lifetime."


But if there were any such "secrets" not "essential to the inquiry" they are not essential to the investigation of the assassination and thus have no relevance. Then, making it all up as he goes, Holland, who knows all there is to know because he knows nothing at all about the assassination or its investigation, adds that secrets considered essential were shared with the Commission. Of these also he gives no indication--there being none that can be given. Then he has this beaut, and for a professional historian to believe and repeat this is his own self-characterization, as 

stating it is for an experienced Washington writer and columnist of many, many years of experience:



"No doubt referring to the communications intercepts, 
Earl Warren told the press shortly after the report's 
publication that there were 'things that will not be revealed 
in out lifetime."


Before getting to the point, Holland has given no proof of the

existence of what he refers to as communications intercepts but 

being the Holland who exists in Holland's mind he needs no proof.


There never was any question about what Warren was referring 
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to in what Holland attributed to him and historian Hall had no trouble with and could still use him as a source.


It had nothing to do with any "communications intercepts."


It was, in fact, standard governmental operating procedures.


It refers to the disclosure of information that can damage people's reputations. That was required to be withheld for seventy-

five years and it had nothing at all to do with the Warren Commission or with Warren personally.


Hall's note 47 is on his reference to the knowledge of intelligence some of the Members of the Commission had and while he is not strictly accurate, we take no time for that--other than to note that he has not, other than in what he imagines and made up, shown any need for any Member to have more than the usual knowledge of "national security issues and the sources and methods used by intelligence services."


There is, and this cannot be repeated too often, not any connection between this and the assassination. It is puerile paranoia of the Hollands and the Halls and their kind.


Hall's note 52 is to his saying that in appointing the Commission "President Lyndon Johnson had one goal: to check rumors that the assassination was a Communist plot." This does not appear on that page but if it did, it is possible that a professor of history and law did not know that even if this had been a reason there had to be other reasons. Like solving the crime and making a dependable record of it for our history? Or satisfying the public? 


This is the page of that remarkable display if ignorance for 
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both an old Washington hand and a professor of history, that historically incorrect and ignorant statement that "The Warren Commission inquiry occurred at what we know was the height of the Cold War." Which it was not, that having peaked at the time of the Cuba missile crisis a year before then.


On this page there is further childishness: "The assassination might be the first in a concerted series of attacks on U. S. leaders or the prelude to an all-out attack."

 
The Commission was not appointed until week after the assassination.


If any of this had been possible, it would have happened before the Commission was appointed. There was no relevance to the Commission or its work.


Note 53 applies to the single sentence on page 9: "Johnson appropriately feared the Kennedy murder could precipitate World War III." The citation is to Holland's pages 56-7. It was not quite that way.


What Holland and Hall appears to be referring to is Holland's 

saying that "The motivation for the formation of the Warren Commission, on November 29, is made clear in transcripts of 275 recently declassified presidential phone conversations from late 1963. They show that Johnson recruited the members of the panel by repeatedly invoking the need to cut off "explosive" and dangerous speculations about a Communist plot." 


Hall and Holland should both have known that what Johnson said to get his Members to agree to serve on his commission--and he  
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appointed several over their strong objections--was not necessarily what he believed. He had to get them to agree if he could and he thus said whatever he thought would be effective. 


So far as Johnson knew about any such "Communist plot," Holland, with a convenient bit of carelessness, eliminates that on the same page, 56. He begins it saying that the day after the assassination "the State Department issued a public statement declaring that there was no evidence of a conspiracy involving a foreign country."


It is here that Holland refers to that decryption of communications by the National Security Agency.


If that had to be kept secret what was learned by it was not kept secret and it was announced the day after the assassination whereas the Commission was not appointed until a week after it.


Moreover, as reported repeatedly above, the Holland/Hall ignorance is apparent. The second day after the assassination, as soon as Oswald was killed and it was known there would be no trial, there was, as we have seen, that de facto conspiracy not to 

investigate the crime at all and to designate Oswald the lone assassin. It then was agreed to, as we saw above, by Johnson, with Hoover, Katzenbach and probably others having agree before it was presented by Bill Moyers, to Johnson, as it was about 9 the night of the day Oswald was killed, the second day after the assassination. We have seen above direct references to this as agreed to in phone tapings to which Holland refers without mentioning any of this.
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Hall's note 56 is fictional. It states that "the Commission was under enormous pressure to produce an answer that discounted foreign presence." 


This is cited to Holland's page 57.


There was no such "enormous pressure" of any kind, ever on the Commission and none is cited by Holland. There was an occasional political speech that meant nothing and was not any real pressure.


Holland's note 64 is where Hall cribbed his incorrect number of pages for the Warren Report. The single sentence to which it refers is, in full: 



"Fifth, the Warren Commission Report--all 888 pages of it 
was the work of lawyers, who not only dominated the 
Commission, but also its staff, the true authors of the 
Report."


The context for this is pretty sick. it is the preceding sentence: 



Ironically, even when the latest techniques corroborate 
the Commission's findings, the result has not been greater 
confidence in those findings, but rather a belief that the 
Commission got it wrong instead of almost getting it right.


Hall's source note on this to the House assassinations

committee and to Gerald Posner's mistitled Case Closed. He uses 
Case Closed but not Case Open.


The question is of a fourth shot during the assassination.


Scholar that Hall is, he fails to mention that Posner was a plagiarist in his book and had to make corrections and admission in the reprint of it.


Scholar that Hall is, he fails to mention that without their acknowledging what there without any question was, a missed shot, 
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both the FBI and the Secret Service state there were three shots or, with proven missed one, at least four shots. So, depending on the plagiarist whose work was rebutted in a book Hall omits, Case Open, and referring to the House assassin's committee controversy with the National Academy of Sciences over a tape, Hall actually 

pretends that there was no more than three shots when the FBI, and the Secret Service and the House committee prove otherwise.  


Those "latest techniques" do not exist. They are fictional, from misrepresentations of the assassination actualities. And despite all the authorities Hall thinks he can dredge out of the intellectual swamps, with the FBI and Secret Service both accounting for three shots, and not agreeing with the Commission on the history of those three shots, and with the missed shot and the injury from it amply and officially recorded, as we have seen, it is still another demonstration of the Hall and Holland ignorance and of the inadequacy of their scholarship, if any, for them to say this.


Besides, as we saw above, Hall uses my Whitewash as a source 

and it includes, in facsimile, the FBI's explanation of the three shots it admitted plus an ample, official accounting of that missed shot that wounded Jim Tague.


These are the Hall notes that acknowledge what he says he used from Holland. They do not begin to do that, beginning with Hall's adoption of the Holland childish fiction of the sources and methods and communications secrets having not a thing to do with the assassination they say had to be kept secret.
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All the made-up junk had no connection with the assassination at all!


Not the tiniest connection of any kind.


How would the professor of history and the law grade students 

who were so selective in their use of sources and so dishonest in 

representing what the sources they did use do state?


Would he flunk them?


Should he not flunk them?


That missed shot mentioned above?


Only a subject-matter ignoramus would not know about that missed shot if Hall did not believe what he read in the sources he used, like Whitewash and the Report itself.


As we saw above--and in this we are addressing honesty as well as ignorance--it was seen when it happened by many, including both sheriffs and city police. It was broadcast on the police radio to police headquarters. The point of impact was photographed by the morning paper and a TV station and the paper and the TV station both used the pictures they took. It was twice investigated by the 

FBI at the Commission's request and that was after it was reported to the FBI; after the FBI had these and other pictures and news accounts, after it transcribed the recordings of the police radio for the Commission which published that; after it had the point on the curbstone dug up and flown to Washington for testing by its Laboratory. And after the Commission took testimony on it, including the testimony of the man wounded by it, and even included

it in its Report.
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The FBI and the Secret Service were all aware of this missed shot.


They were also well aware that when the best shots in the country could not duplicate the shooting attributed to the duffer 

Oswald within three shots it certainly was even more impossible with the fourth missed shot. 


They also knew that the Commission's accounting of the shooting was impossible and neither, ever, agreed with that. 


All of this and more, much more, is in the sources Hall lists, most of them if not all. In mine, it is in detail in his source, Whitewash. It is in the Warren Report and in the report of the House assassins committee. Yet the Hollands and the copying Halls dare raise this phony issue, this issue of greatest dishonesty, about whether or not there was a fourth shot?


The House committee even concluded that there had been!


What does Hall have sources for other than for padding and for deliberate deception when he is capable of this? Or can use or is capable of it as he uses Holland?


Going back to the contrived and baseless criticism about lawyers--and remember, Hall is a lawyer and a professor of the law as well as history.


How this old and experienced Washington hand and the dean and professor of history and the law could think of making an issue, of criticizing the Commission because lawyers' "dominated the Commission" and "also its staff and were the true authors of the Report" raises questions of when they returned from the other side of the moon. 









226


This has always been true and it will always be true. This is the way the Congress, and more than the Congress, work and have to work. Lawyers are required to deal with the law, with evidence, and to draw conclusions from them. 


What these subject-matter dumdums do not say is that all seven Members of the Commission were also lawyers!


Lawyers are used because the knowledge of lawyers is required. It is necessary and is normal and it always has been. 


Nobody stuffed its staff down the Commission's throats. It chose its own staff. It had its general counsel, the norm. It had its assistant counsels, also the norm, fourteen of them, and it had other staff, twelve of them. One was a historian. The others were lawyers. That is what the Commission wanted. It was not coerced. It did as all commissions do.


The Commission, as the learned Holland and Hall do not say, also had all of the federal government to call on, with the FBI agents in particular, hundreds of them, doing the investigation and the laboratory work. The FBI alone filed with the Commission about 25,000 reports.


As these learned and experienced men knew if they read the Report. There is no probability that any of this was at all a secret. It was all over the papers, for example, and in the Report as well as their other sources.


But if they did not know this, what kind of experienced Washington reporter was Holland and what kind of professor of history and the law was Hall to make this criticism?
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If they can be this ignorant, or this dishonest, how can their word be taken for anything?


How can so ignorant a man come to or be qualified to deliver the Sobeloff lecture? 


Write for the Maryland Law Review?


Returning to qualifications, how could it be acceptable for the Sobeloff lecture for Hall to speak without saying a word about the assassination itself, the supposed subject of his lecture? Without a single word about the evidence?


How could the law review accept and use his article, supposedly on the assassination, when it has nothing at all--not a single fact--about the assassination?


Does it do no checking at all?


Don't lawyers?


Are not student lawyers taught to do that?


Within the dictionary meaning of plagiarism, if not within that of the law, that Hall plagiarized from Holland is obvious. All that gibberish that has no assassination relevance, "national security" and "sources and methods," and that communications poppycock that also has no assassination relevance and all those zany theories presented as fact are Holland's unique contribution to the many assassination mythologies--that Hall liked and used it as his own for the Sobeloff lecture and for the Maryland Law Review, both insults to Maryland, to the state, to its institutions, and to its people.


The really stupid part of all this, for all involved, 
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beginning with the experienced Washington journalist Holland, including the dean and professor of history and the law Hall, and all in Maryland's end that were involved is that none of them gave 

any thought to the realities or perhaps, some did, and like Holland and Hall, decided they wanted to do what they did anyway.


The Holland/Hall line is that all these secrets had to be kept.


Then how in the world was Oswald going to be tried?


We have no secret trials in this country.


All that is said to bear on the guilt had to be represented 

to a jury and that in public, with a record made, and the media present and reporting it to the people.


So, no secrecy was possible with a trial, not relating to any evidence of the crime. Or to any possibility of any conspiracy in the crime.


The experienced journalist did not know this?


The dean/professor of history and law did not?


Those who decide on the Sobeloff speakers do not?


The editors of the law review do not?


Kids in high school do and these others do not?


The only real and hurtful secrecy was accepted by the media and if a single important politician had a word to say about it I do not recall it. That was holding these hearings in secret whereas if Oswald had been tried it would all have been in public. What in the world could there have been that would have been presented to the jury that could not have been presented at public hearings?
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The answer is obvious: not a thing in the world.


Unless, of course, there was no case to take to court!


Which is what the official evidence of the Commission and of the FBI, those hundreds of thousands of pages I got in all that FOIA legislation, those ten million words the Commission published, the two hundred cubic feet of its records, and what is known of what was released subsequently, despite all the Halling and Hollandizing with the truth, with the readily available fact, with the official evidence itself, all show--prove.  


This is not enough.


Holland's avoidance of all the official evidence of the crime that has always been fully available to him so he can pontificate his political paranoia and ignorance is to be published, I am told, by a respected publisher in August of 1998, by Houghton, Mifflin Company.


 Which it cannot possibly do after a competent peer review--

unless it is ignored.


No publisher can even have thought of this as it would hope the children of the editors who may be in high school should have thought of it and then published it. 


Not in Holland, and in his copier Hall, is there a word about the crime, a word of the evidence, the available official evidence, and that makes Holland publishable and qualified Hall for the Sobeloff lecture and for the law review. 


And, for deciding what is and what is not an assassination record, the extra responsibility all accepted when nobody held a 
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pistol to his head and he had to know that he began as a subject-matter ignoramus and could not have the time to get to be much more informed.


A Dean of the College of Humanities of a major university and the executive dean of its College of Arts and Science and who is also its Professor of History and of the Law has time for anything else? Even on a part-time basis? 


When he is ignorant of it to begin with and can't have the time to learn?


When he does not know what an assassination record is, how can he decide what is a real assassination record and get it disclosed?


Unfortunately, this is not by any means limited to Hall. He is just the one of the board with the loosest jaw and the biggest appetite for public attention. Which, if he aspires to greater responsibilities at his university or elsewhere may account for his seeking all the publicity he had gotten from his job on which he 

cannot meet his responsibilities.


It ought not be, but can we know, that there are any other board members who know any less or will learn any less so they can see to disclosure of real assassination evidence as distinguished for all the nutty theorizing by political paranoids who have their own political objectives to advance.


Hall is the available example as of the time of this writing.


It is enough to be believed that once again the confidence of the people in their government will be undermined further--and should be.
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Once again there will be legitimate reason to wonder why the government persists in dishonesty about the assassination of a 

President, which really was a coup d'etat, and the official investigation of it.


Once again our government sees to it that the rest of the world is justified in regarding us as what we used to call "banana republics."  


How can there be any trust, domestic or international, in a government that is not capable of voluntarily making a full and truthful disclosure of the fact of the assassination of a President and its official investigation--or put together and make sense of the official fact that could not be avoided in the official investigation?


How can trust be expected?


How can the people not refuse to trust?





Or wonder if they became part of corruption, of official 

dishonesty if they even vote?


We have looked askance at other countries, have raised questions about such developments in them, but when something like this happens to us, after more than three decades the government cannot be honest and forthright with the people? The intellects, from experienced Washington journalists, to respected educators, this dean of humanities, this executive Dean of the College of Arts and Science and Professor of History and the Law, can evolve what a decent educator would give a flunking grade to and they are honored and published?
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With selection for a lecture to which honor accrued?


With publication in a law review?


With publication of a book scheduled by a major publisher?


And this, if not more, from stupidity and from plagiarism!
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POSTSCRIPT

There is, I believe, a more than appropriate postscript I add to what Senator Russell told President Johnson when Johnson, having gotten word of the executive session Russell had forced on September 18, 1964, tracked him down and spoke to him. What Russell then said was not at all new for him. He told Johnson, and he was speaking of the Warren Report and some of the problems he had with it, "That staff business always scares me. I like to put my own view down."


As we saw, if that had been possible for him with the Report on the assassination, the Report as issued would have been impossible.


Before that, in the June 14, 1968 report on my books made by his staff assistant, Charles Campbell to Russell, Campbell referred to my criticism of the Commission because it "delegated too heavily to the staff."


That is a fair comment of the very first writing I did on this subject in which my writing exceeds a million words. In the Preface and in the Introduction to that first book, written under great pressure and in haste, I pointed out, from personal experience, that while most of the work necessarily is done by the staff, the ultimate responsibility is that of the Commission. It is responsible for its staff but its staff can do it in, can ruin its reputation, can corrupt its conclusions, and frustrate its work.


One of the means by which this can be done, fortunately not 

the most common of those means, is by perjury.


I have not used this word loosely and I do not now. Had I, the Department of Justice would have had me jailed many times going back more than two decades when with regularity I put myself under oath, making myself subject to the charge of that felony if I lied in charging FBI agents with perjury. We have seen that instead of clobbering me the FBI, through its lawyers, the Department, not only agreed, it argued in its defense, which it hardly is, that I could make charges "ad infinitum" because I knew more about the assassination than anyone working for the FBI. And, as we saw, the judges who did accept this, as John Pratt did, just ignored it. 


In some of Hall's more glaring dishonesties in his article where he does what is intolerable in a scholar, particularly a professional scholar, he distorted what I said about one of the perjuries by the chief autopsy pathologist where I was speaking of the silence of the four federal agents present in the autopsy room, into an attack I did not make and was not justified, against the entire FBI and the entire Secret Service.


This question of perjury during the autopsy had to do with a phone call the chief pathologist, Humes, made to the cardiovascular surgeon at Parkland, Dr. Malcolm Perry, and what transpired on that call. Humes swore falsely that the one call he made was sometime during the next day. Perry had told his associate Dr. Kemp Clark that Humes had called him the night before and twice, not once, Perry asked Clark to handle the scheduled press conference for him 
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the next day, that Saturday, to avoid public contradiction of Humes. Clark, chief of neurosurgery, so testified, confirmed by Perry, as I reported in Whitewash on page 180, without a word of official contradiction in more than three decades. (see Exhibit 62).


As we saw in the Afterword of NEVER AGAIN! the kept-secret 

testimony of the navy hospital's radiologist more than confirmed Perry. Humes did perjure himself. That is what I wrote originally, leaving the FBI and the Secret Service no innocence because of their silence about this, that of those four agents.


That was only part of the problem the Commission staff faced in perpetrating the monstrous, the entirely unprecedented fraud about the assassination, about the coup d'etat from the assassination. In addition, some of the Commission Members also had to be conned. That was done without great skill but with consummate daring by the young lawyer who as of this writing has been a Republican Senator from Pennsylvania for several terms, Arlen Specter. When he came to the Commission he was as liberal as Democrats got, a member of Americans for Democratic Action. He had also been an assistant Philadelphia district attorney. 


Perry had been quoted widely as saying the wound in the front of the President's neck was from the front. Specter had already sired his bastard of the single-bullet monstrosity, the only means of even trying to pretend that Oswald was a lone assassin--or that there had not been that coup d'etat. Perry's professional opinion meant its end if the Commission adopted it and it also meant that 
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the Commission would not be able to conclude that Oswald had been the lone assassin.


As Specter probably understood, there were some Members of the Commission who wanted that very much. They began with Warren. They included Ford, Dulles, and McCloy. So also, of course, did the Commission's general counsel and de facto leader, Rankin.


With the departure of the senior counsel on that part of the Commission's work, Francis Adams, Specter inherited it. Adams had been a prominent lawyer in New York City and he had also been its chief of police. He was experienced in the line of work he abandoned before the first hearing was held.


So, bright, young, ambitious, upwardly-mobile Specter had the problem, how could he handle it to make the untrue appear to be true and how could he tell the Commission, which was well armed with all the powers it needed to do and get whatever it wanted, that he can't give them a word of what Perry actually said? 


That was Specter's need and he did meet it.


Hall having used Whitewash as a source and Whitewash having handled that adequately, here is what it reports on pages 169-170 about Specter and his genius of which, were he still alive, George Orwell would have been so proud--what Hall himself should have seen  since he represents that he used that book as a source:



Special pressure was applied to Dr. Malcolm Perry. 


It was undignified and abusive. Putting him in the middle of 
nonsense about the unavailability of the tape recordings of 
his interviews, promising to send him copies of his statements 
and getting him to promise he would reply in a letter, not 
under oath, was neither fair nor responsible. None of this or 
any of the related proceedings is reflected in the Report.












237



When the runaround began to annoy even members of the 
Commission, Congressman Ford had asked if all the news media 
had not made tape recordings of their interviews with the 
doctors, as of course, radio and television had. In a largely 
incoherent manner, Doctor Perry replied, 'This was one of the 
things I was mad about, Mr. Ford . . . . I know there were 
recordings made, but who made them I don't know' (3H375). 
Later the subject was resumed with as much avoidance of the 
available clippings from the papers. The reason given for the 
unavailability of the tapes is that in four months, by the 
time of the doctor's appearance, the media had not catalogued 
them. However, Doctor Perry was not shown the newspaper 
accounts, either.



The delicacy of this question is illustrated by the 
circumspection with which it was handled. Dulles suggested to 
the lawyers, 'if you feel it is feasible, you send to the 
doctor the accounts of his press conference or conferences,' 
and to the doctor, 'if you are willing, sir, you could send us 
a letter . . . pointing out where you are inaccurately quoted 
. . . Is that feasible?' 



Here we have a picture of vigorous pursuit of fact, 
Commission-style. At issue were two important things: Whether 
the wound was one of entrance, which would destroy the 
Commission's entire case, and the honesty of its more 
important witnesses.The passengers on the bus with Oswald on 
his Mexican trip were searched out all over the world. 
Oswald's public hairs were even subjected to scientific 
analysis. But the Commission, which already had at least a 
considerable, if not a complete file of clippings, and had not 
been able to get the tape recordings, asked if as a 
voluntary matter the doctor would 'send us a letter'--not even 
under oath--commenting on the media account of this, one of 
the most important questions before the Commission. 



Specter offered a further explanation, saying , ' . . . 
we have been trying diligently to get the tape recordings of 
the television interviews, and we were unsuccessful. I 
discussed this with Dr. Perry in Dallas last Wednesday, and he 
expressed an interest in seeing them, and I told him we would 
make them available to him prior to his appearance, before 
deposition or before the Commission, except our efforts at CBS 
and NBC, ABC and everywhere including New York, Dallas and 
other cities were to no avail . . . The problem is they have 
not yet catalogued all the footage which they have, and I have 
been advised by the Secret Service, by Agent John Howlett, 
that they have an excess of 200 hours of transcripts among all 
the events and they just have not catalogued them and could 
not make them available.'



'These will be catalogued and the Secret Service is 
trying to expedite the news media to give us those, and it was 
our thought as to the film clips, which would be the most 
direct or the recordings which would be the most direct, to 
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make comparisons between the reports in the news media and 

what Dr. Perry said at that time, and the facts which we have 
from the doctors through our depositions and transcript 
today' (3H377ff). 



It never happened. Whether or not the only too abundant 
quotations showing the doctors called the anterior neck wound 
one of entrance were ever collected and sent to Doctor Perry, 
and if they were, what or if he replied, it is not in the 
Report. Yet this was a most fundamental conflict about the 
most fundamental question before the Commission. If the wound 
had been one of entrance, then it could not have come from a 
bullet fired from the sixth-floor window.


This testimony was taken March 30, 1964. The Members present 

at he beginning of the session did not include Russell and Cooper. 

(3H357).


What Specter gave those Members of the Commission he knew very well would welcome it was a lesson in telling the literal truth to tell a big, a very big lie. 


Perry was truthful in testifying that he knew recordings were made of his press conference when the President's death was announced. He was also truthful in testifying that he did not know who made these recordings.


Specter may also have been telling the literal truth when he told the Members, that "we have been trying very diligently to get the tape recordings of the television stations" and that "we have been unsuccessful." 


He had to know he was lying in indicating that as what the TV stations had was catalogued, this would turn up.


The reason is that there was no TV coverage.


There was ample radio coverage.


There were many print-press reporters present and they all had notes.
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And, as Specter should have known, there was an official transcript of the entire press conference readily available. There 

was no telling how many reporters had copies, but Specter did not tell the Commission that he had asked any radio reporter or any print-press reporter if he had a transcript or any notes.


He did not because he did not want them!


He knew very well what Perry had said and his need was to hide that from the Commission or all they were up to would fall apart.


That press conference was the first press conference of the LBJ White House and it was the White House that had the file and the extra copies of the tapes and transcripts and which gave copies to the media. It is headed, "NEWS CONFERENCE." It is identified as "#1." It then is headed, "At the White House with Wayne Hayes." It is dated November 22, 1963. It is timed at 3:16 P.M. CST, with "Friday" and "Dallas, Texas" following. The first words are:


"Mr. Hawks: Let me have your attention, please."


He then told the assembled reporters that they had asked to speak to the doctors Perry and Clark and he had them there to respond to reporters' questions. 


The transcript is nine legal-sized pages long.


During the press conference Perry was asked three times, first "Where was the entrance wound" and he replied, "There was an entrance wound in the neck." The full transcript is appended. (see Exhibit 63).


This is what meant the end of the preconception with which the Commission began and Specter knew it only too well.
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With Oswald allegedly in that sixth-floor window, where he was not in any event from all the official evidence--and none of which 

places him there--he could not possibly have fired a shot that hit the President in the front of the neck, particularly not when the limousine was so far past that window when the shot allegedly was fired. 


 Initially the doctors believed and said at that press conference that the bullet entered the front of the neck and exited, fatally, in the head. There is not a paper in the country that carried the story that did not include the belief of the doctors that the bullet entered the front of the President's neck. 


There is, of course, much more like this but this is, I think,

enough to make the point Russell made with Johnson when he said, 

"This staff business scares me. I like to put my own views down."


Whitewash, which Hall singled out to deprecate and to misrepresent as thoroughly and as grossly as he did, had the truth the Commission did not want and apparently Hall does not want, either. The official "solution" to the assassination of the President, which I emphasize means a coup d'etat, is based on known perjury that was protected officially. The proof of this is what Hall is so critical of!


And he is to see to it that all government assassination information is made publicly accessible?


He who has launched a campaign against any and all criticism of the official assassination investigation (other than with regard to the Holland-loved irrelevancies) so long before his board's job 

is anywhere near completed!


When they've asked for an extension of time past what was 

legislated!


This when he has to know he is of the most professional ignorance of the facts of the crime and its investigation.


Ignorant of even the relevant history and he teaches history and the law! 


Before Hall started his campaign I put his board in the position in which it could not easily avoid this and related perjuries. It was forced to depose Humes and Boswell. Not for any writing about it but on the possibility of being able to help the board I asked for access to those transcripts. I was refused on the claim that a law-enforcement purpose was pending.


What law was allegedly being enforced I was not told. None was apparent or seemed likely to me. 



If there is to be any punishment for the felonies and all else that went wrong in that investigation, where can it stop, who can it exclude, what can it ignore, and if by any chance one is punished, is that fair to him when the others are not punished?


Meanwhile, how pathetic it is that a man with Hall's credentials can be as ignorant as he is so long after being appointed to this board and armed with that ignorance and whatever political motive drives him, starts a campaign in defense of what- ever his board does and does not do with his campaign of criticism of those who found fault with the Warren Report.


With the Warren Commission, with Russell having those sincere 












241

doubts he took to the grave with him, as did his associated Commissioner Cooper, Russell's point to Johnson, about preferring

to put his own views on paper have legitimacy when we see, as with the above illustration we do see, what the staff can do and this illustration of what it did.

 
With this Assassination Records Review Board the situation may well be reversed. 


With Hall as an example it certainly should be!


It does not seem possible that any other member of that board can be more ignorant of the fact of the assassination than Hall is.


It is, however, a part-time board, each member spending only a couple of days a month on the board and its work.


Each member of the board had a full-time job when appointed, when accepting appointment.


The requirement was that the staff begin without detailed knowledge of the crime. No author of any book was hired, for example, and given what some of those books are, that was not a bad idea.


But when they all had to start from scratch, with the enormous amount of information already disclosed and so very much more to be disclosed, the Halls of the board would be hardly more than figureheads or rubber stamps.


With all the members of the board beginning with those full-time jobs they did not have the time, if they had the desire and if they were in a position to discriminate between what was assassination information and what was assassination nuttiness in 
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the available books, they could hardly become well-informed on the subject with what on-the-job-training they could get.


How well-informed the staff became we do not know although it is certain that at least some began determined to do the best they could.


What is certain is that the staff should be ever so much better informed than the members of the board.


The board has been seeking the getting considerable attention for what it announces it is making public as assassination records. This seems to be a board campaign to make the public believe it is doing the job expected of it.


However, the records it compelled to be disclosed up to the time of this writing and of much I know, are not for the most part records relating to the assassination itself. 


What some Communist thought of the assassination has not a thing to do with the facts of the crime and facts about the crime itself is what the people want and the Congress visualized being made available.


The board is diligently seeking existing records, collections it could get, and in fact had been available. Examples of this are the records of the Garrison fiasco in his failed prosecution of Clay Shaw and the records Shaw and his lawyers left.


While these are not records of the crime itself they are records of potential interest because of the claims that Garrison made. And did he ever make claims! Besides his charges against Shaw.
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Only time will tell what the board decides are assassination records and gets disclosed.


The real problem that exists and is not recognized in that there is no reason to believe that the government had records relating to the crime itself that had been kept secret because, as noted above, citing the beginning of NEVER AGAIN!, the crime itself was never investigated officially and was never intended to be investigated officially. Without an official investigation of the crime itself there is no reason to believe that the government files hold records that are of the crime itself.


There is some belief, whether or not justified, that elements of the government were involved in the crime.


If this had been so, with the illustration above of that CIA disclosure to me of its report on the mafia plot to get Castro assassinated, there is no reason to believe that if the assassination had been a government job there would be government records of it.


An enormous amount of paper has been made public and an added enormous amount of paper will be made public.


What this really means, assuming that there is information in this paper that does relate to the crime itself, is that the probabilities of coming onto it with the great volume of paper in which it is immersed is not very high.


That is to say that if there is some of the actual assassination information in the records already disclosed and yet to be disclosed, unless it is somehow flagged, and with that the 
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responsibility of the agencies, there is not much of a probability of that, finding any of this real assassination information would 

be like finding a needle in the world's largest haystack.


However, whatever the end may be, the indications are that legitimate as was Russell position on the Commission about his desire to speak for himself rather than have the staff do it for him, the opposite will be the better situation with this board. There is a greater probability that the staff can recognize, if it comes on one, what is a real record of the assassination itself than a Hall would.


If an outsider can make a fair appraisal of the situation, the best that can be hoped for from the work of this board is that in the midst of the monumental accumulation of paper that is being made public there may be some that may be located and used that relate to the investigation of the assassination and may cast worthwhile light on it.


This happened with some of the records made and kept secret by the House assassins committee some of which have been disclosed. An excellent example of this is the use made of some of it in the Afterword of NEVER AGAIN! only some of which is referred to in the foregoing.


With the government's records on the assassination, futile as it may seem from the record, the best the people can hope for is that some assassination information of value to the people does come to light and can get to be known. 
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In this we have been considering honesty, or the lack of it, dishonesty, and the consequences of dishonesty when trust is imparted to it.


In taking what Holland published and using it as his own "ideas and thoughts," Hall was not honest. But his invitation to deliver the Sobeloff lecture in Maryland, what was prestigious in Maryland, and acceptance for publication of the Maryland Law Review of that lecture in article form were because Hall was trusted. Those responsible had no reason even to suspect that Hall was really the subject-matter ignoramus he is and that what he said and wrote were not from his own work, his own study of the official records. He is, after all, an important man in scholarly circles, but he is not innocent. 


However, he should have been checked. Whether or not one would suspect that a dean who is also a professor of history and the law would take the "ideas and thoughts" of another and use them as his own, plagiarism in varying degrees in not all that uncommon.

Known plagiarists include even Nobel laureates.


Hall did no checking at all before taking those ideas and thoughts he liked and took from Holland. Hall was too ignorant of the subject matter to be able to make an independent judgment without checking he would not and did not do and did not have done by any who capable of it.


As Hall was trusted in Maryland, so was Holland trusted by Hall.


All of this is Holland's fabrication. He knew better, whatever 
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his reason, and political reasons are the most common for these kinds of assassination fabrications. There is no innocence on Holland's part, either.


As indicated earlier, it is not possible to review what the Commission published and what was in its files and believe that what Holland says and Hall cribbed from him, that the Commission and what it did and did not do, what it believed and what it concluded, was in any significant degree influenced by "sources and methods" or considerations of "national security."


Yet there remained the possibility that without reflecting it in what it did and did not do or in what it concluded these matters of Holland's fabrications were on the Commission's mind. Holland knew that was not so and he got that documentation from me. 


Aside from what is indicated above there was one other possible source, the Commission's TOP SECRET executive sessions. Holland got those from me. They prove that what Holland attributed to the Commission was not a real factor in what it did and did not do that had any real connection with the assassination.


Earlier I reported that when Holland and his then friend and associate Kai Bird were working on their book on Commission Member John J. McCloy, Bird was here and that when he was here he had free and unsupervised access to all the records we have, by then more than a third of a million pages of once-withheld official assassination records I got by all those FOIA lawsuits. Bird got what he wanted. He saw the extent of what we have and make freely 

available to all writing in the field, more than what I got by all 











247

that FOIA litigation. 

   He discussed this with Holland. Holland wanted some of these records Bird had not gotten. We provided him with copies of them. What they are is disclosed in Holland's polite letter of thanks to me dated March 17, 1987. He wanted and he got them because my wife copied them one page at a time on our primitive copier, those Commission's executive transcripts, those I had not published in facsimile, again as referred to above. 


Holland's letter concludes:



Again, we are indebted to you for taking the trouble to 
point these transcripts out to us. And we thank Mrs. 
Weisberg for going to the trouble of copying all 397 pages.



We will be back in touch at some point.


The Commission had "these transcripts" of only those executive sessions because all its other transcripts were of testimony and were published in the first fifteen of those twenty-six volumes.


From those executive session transcripts Holland knew that the Commission had no real problems with what he refers to as "sources and methods" and as "national security" and that there were no such factors of any real significance involved in the assassination investigation itself.


Yet knowing this Holland wrote his American Heritage article, which is based on what was proven not to be true by the official records he had, and he twice contracted a book based on the identical fabrications. The first book contract was with Basic Books.






More, from his writing it is apparent that Holland has talked 

himself into believing what he actually has to have seen is not 
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true. It is not possible to read his American Heritage article without, if one lacks subject-matter knowledge, believing that Holland is genuine in his belief in what he wrote that is really fictional.


American Heritage took him on faith, at face value, obviously without any competent peer review, which once was the respected 

tradition in non-fiction book and article publishing.


From the information available at this writing it is apparent that Houghton Mifflin is the second book publisher to take Holland at face value, not to question what he said he would deliver.


Obviously, Hall did himself in with his cribbing of the Holland he trusted and, to refer to this as it is referred to above, his giving a bad name to source notes.


And, trusting Hall, those responsible for the Sobeloff

lecture series and for the Maryland Law Review,  did not know that they were presenting what was cribbed from a complete fabrication by Holland.  


This is, in miniature, the history of the acceptance of the Warren Report. Questions that should have been asked were not asked. Those who should have asked questions, particularly the media, merely trusted that Warren Report, took it at face value, and refused to consider that it might not be fully accurate or truthful, as it wasn't.


Holland did write me, "We will be back at some point."


He was not.


He would not have been once he decided to write this article 
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and the book that is an enlargement of it.



He had neither a need for nor an interest in the vast account of official fact freely available to him for the kind of book he decided to write or for the article he did write.


What the official fact refutes.


Holland's is a "bogus revelation" that Hall went for and used as his own bogus revelation for which, alas, the national media's appetite does exist.


I repeat, we have been  considering honesty. 


Inevitably, the official need to convince the people that the government was letting it all hang out when in fact there was no disclosure of actual assassination information led to an official lie that was more ridiculous than most which have characterized the official record from the time of the assassination. Having only recently written about it, as Exhibit 11 in the foregoing reflects, and having used it in much earlier writing, I was surprised to read the Associated Press story in our local newspaper of July 2, 1997 with this headline:


"Mafia offered to kill Castro . . .  free of charge."


This was a banner headline across the entire top of that page of the main news section.


We eliminate the also inevitable anti-Kennedy falsifications with which this non-news ends. As we saw in Exhibit 11, disclosed to me by the CIA almost a decade earlier, that mafia plot against Castro was of the Eisenhower/Nixon administration. It was of August of the year before Kennedy became President. That was even before the election!
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Washington (AP)--The CIA offered $150,000 to assassinate 
Fidel Castro in the early 1960s, but the mob insisted on 
taking the job for free, according to a newly declassified 


document.



'We were at (ideological) war,' says Robert Maheu, who 
was a Las Vegas private investigator on the CIA payroll in 
1960, hired Chicago crime boss Sam Giancana for the hit. 


'Would it be folly to go after Saddam Hussein during the Gulf


War or to go after Hitler during World War II?"



The underworld murder-for-hire contract was detailed in


a summary of a May 1962 CIA briefing for then-Attorney General 
Robert Kennedy. By then, the Kennedy White House had launched 


its unsuccessful Bay of Pigs invasion of Cuba and several 


assassination attempts against Mr.Castro had failed.



The memo is among 450 documents, nearly all newly de-


classified, that are included in a soon-to-be-released State


Department volume, 'Cuba, 1961-62.' Only two copies of the 


three-page memo were made, one each for the attorney general 


and CIA headquarters.



In the memo, then-CIA director of security Sheffield 
Edwards writes that senior agency officials approved plots to 


kill Mr. Castro between August 1960 and May 1961. The White 


House isn't mentioned. 'Knowledge of this project . . .  was 
kept to a total of six persons," Mr. Edwards wrote.



At least two assassination attempts were made with CIA-
supplied lethal pills and organized crime-made muscle in early


1961, according to the memo and congressional hearings in 
1975. Lawmakers counted a total of eight CIA tries to kill Mr.


Castro in the early 1960s; Mr. Castro bragged the number was


two dozen.



The memo said Mr. Maheu contacted John Rosselli, a top 


Giancana lieutenant, to arrange the hit on Mr. Castro.



'A figure of $150,000 was set by the agency as a pay-


ment to be made on completion of the operation," the memo 


said Mr. Rosselli and Mr. Giancana 'emphatically stated that


they wished no part of any payment.'


It is as we learned as children, Oh what a tangled web we 

weave when first we start to deceive.


It will never end until the government decides to be honest and there is little prospect of that.


This fabricated "news" was used to make it appear that the government is telling all about the assassination when it is 

telling the people not a thing about that assassination. As the AP put it, referring to this bit of ancient history as "newly-
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declassified," another four hundred and fifty pages are to be released soon. They relate to Cuba for the years 1961 and 1962 and that has no connection with the assassination. Except in mythologies, official and unofficial.


Contrary to the multitudinous anti-Kennedy fabrications not the least of which were by Judith Campbell Exner, as AP rehashes from the January Vanity Fair, the first Kennedy knowledge of this plotting of the CIA with the mafia was when the bumbling wireman the CIA honcho sent from Miami to Vegas to get the proof for Sam Giancana that Phyllis McGuire was sleeping with Dan Rowan.


The FBI's long and detailed records, and I have two fat files of them I got more than a decade ago, are under the name of that bumbler, Arthur James Balletti. Hoover wrote Robert Kennedy about it May 22, 1961. The copy of that letter I have did not qualify for classification. It was given the lowest classification. It was marked as "declassified" on March 9, 1961. (see Exhibit 63).


Hoover was delicate about it while being suggestive.


Instead of writing Kennedy a letter on the FBI's letterhead he wrote Kennedy on an FBI Memorandum form. That made it an LHM and that meant it was intended for unspecified distribution. The distribution indicated on it was to the man then deputy attorney general and later Supreme Court Justice Byron White and the man then head of the criminal division of the Department, Herbert J. Miller, Jr. In this memo Hoover omitted what triggered it all, that tidbit of sex, of the CIA doing the spooking for the mafia don to learn for him if his girlfriend was two-timing him.  
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Which in the unreal realities of the phony pretense of disclosing alleged assassination records that have nothing at all to do with the assassination makes the board look like it is doing its job when it is not and cannot in the course of it rewriting our history falsely. 


This was five years after that 1992 Act. After all that time this does not represent ignorance or lies: it is both ignorance and lies. 


It disgraces us all, as an individual and as a nation.


It is more "bogus revelation," but this bogus revelation and so much more like it is not from any "national appetite" for it.


The people want the truth to the degree that the truth is possible.


Instead, from officialdom and from sycophants of officialdom 

they continue to get this unending "bogus revelation" about the JFK assassination.


I eliminated above what the AP attributed to Judith Campbell Exner to treat it separately as with what this board is up to and is not doing it facilitates. It is one of her profitable lies that the AP without discrimination rehashes, that in Vanity Fair she "wrote that she carried messages between the president and the gangster (referring to her bedmate Sam Momo Giancana of the mafia), including details of the plot to assassinate Castro." 


In a January 8, 1997 column Liz Smith headed "The Mob and JFK" she adds what Campbell had said on earlier occasions, that she also carried the assassination payoff money from JFK to Giancana. That 
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included alleged JFK's "personal 'kill Castro' messages to Giancana."


The Smith version of this hoary myth she used to promote the coming treatment of this myth on TV. She also wrote that "The Kennedys tapped the mob to assassinate Castro, promising to give the Mafia back its Cuban casinos . . . ." 


All of this, every word of this literary whoring with our history, was completely impossible, from the official records we have just seen. 


Those impossible lies are part of the profit-making JFK assassination industry.


None of this was possible because it was all over before any  Kennedy or anyone other than those six high officials of the CIA even knew about it. We have seen J. Edgar Hoover's delicate informing of Robert Kennedy 36 years ago about it--after Balletti was caught--after it was all over. (see Exhibit 64).


This is the kind of rewriting of our painful history not only made possible by how this board is interpreting its mandate but also by what it is and is not doing.


Beginning, for all that fine talk about restoring the confidence of the people, by its assumption of Oswald's lone guilt, which most Americans by far do not believe and will not be persuaded to believe by all the assassination junk and irrelevancy this board is soiling our history with.
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