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Chapter 7

Posner's Fiasco With The Garrison Fiasco
Posner's need to seek to put others down and his dependence upon the work of others that in his book he presents as his own work are clear also in his attack on New Orleans District Attorney Jim Garrison.  In it he did much less than he could have done, but if he had done what he could have done that would have required him to credit me with it, and that he could hardly bring himself to do, particularly not after what is cited in the preceding chapter.

What we saw earlier about his insistence that a store in the next block was on an empty lot on Canal Street in his contrived criticism of me and my work in New Orleans is clearly what if he did not just make it up, which does not appear to be likely, is the uncredited work of others, others in whom he had faith but does not credit because he takes credit for what they did for himself.

Jim Garrison was the popular district attorney of Orleans Parish (county), Louisiana when, in February, 1967, he charged Clay Shaw, a prominent local businessman and playwright, with conspiring to kill President Kennedy, with the weirdo pilot David Ferrie and Lee Harvey Oswald co-conspirators.  In 1969 the jury took less than an hour to find Shaw not guilty.

Thereafter Garrison was twice re-elected.  He then ran for and was elected a judge of the State Supreme Court.  He died in 1993, two years after he was the hero of the Oliver Stone movie, JFK, an extraordinarily popular movie.

Although my work in New Orleans was on Oswald and I had no interest in Shaw at all, I got to know Garrison well.  Sylvia Meagher described his as an "Ayn Rand" character, as in many ways he was.  He was a gifted man, articulate as few are, sometimes eloquent, with a wit so dry it was often missed, and he was an intellectual to boot.

He was also a tragic figure.  Much as he believed in it, he had no case against Shaw at all.

His public statements were of escalating wildness and irresponsibility.  He once told me that was his way of fighting fire with fire, that the government was giving him a hard time and he was repaying it with his charges in his statements.

His fiasco in the Shaw case and the wildness of his innumerable public statements make him a very large target for any writer.  But Posner could not even address Garrison without indulging his need to put all others down.  Thus, on page 433, his footnote quoting Mark Lane reads, "Closer to the trial of Clay Shaw, Lane predicted 'when it is presented in court it (Garrison's evidence alleged evidence against Shaw) will shake this country as it has never been shaken before.' (UPI)."

If Posner had that newspaper story he would have had the date and the name of the paper.  He also would not have been wrong about when it appeared.  The trial was two years later and that was one of Lane's first public statements when he first got to New Orleans early in 1967.

This is far from the only persuasive reason to believe that particularly when Posner goes after that largest of available targets, Jim Garrison, and along with him, all who hold what to Posner is not the only acceptable belief about the assassination and its investigations, Posner's information comes uncritically from others of so biased as sources that he gets it all twisted.  He also indulges in his trickery with footnotes, as on page 448.  There, his statement relating to me is a lie: "After he (Garrison) spoke to Weisberg, he put a shooter in the Dal-Tex building and cleared Oswald of firing any shots."  On page 575 his end note reads, "Epstein, Counterplot, p.78.

Whether or not that is what Epstein wrote, it is a lie.  It also is true that Epstein never once spoke to me, ever.  Nor did Posner do what is normal in responsible non-fiction writing, ask me about it.  Why do that when the truth he knew was available to him was so inconvenience for his dishonest purposes?  Here they are to link me with conspiracy theories not one of which I have ever espoused and all of which when possible I debunked.

Garrison never spoke to me about what Posner avoids identifying, photographic evidence in the official records I printed in my second book for entirely different purposes.  All those photographs were used to raise substantial questions about the gross negligence in and dishonesty of the official investigators for not really investigating the leads in those photographs.

Neither the FBI nor the Commission ever tried to get the original of an important photograph taken by Ike Altgens, Associated Press Dallas photographer.  It took me a year of effort with the AP.  I then took it to a photo lab operated by a retired FBI photographic expert for him to enlarge parts of that picture that had been cropped from the versions in the Commission's evidence, provided to it by the FBI.  The unexplored leads relating to the Dal-Tex building include a man above the crowd on the fire escape, never called as a witness, even though he seems to have been falling halfway through the assassination, and something projecting from an open window on the second floor, near that fire escape.

However Garrison may have interpreted or misinterpreted those photographs, and I repeat, neither he nor Epstein nor Posner ever discussed that with me, that had nothing at all to do with what Posner also sneaks into this sentence, Garrison only then "cleared Oswald of firing any shots."  That Garrison had said earlier in any event.

Posner cites nothing in my books to justify what I did not write, thus he cannot cite it.  I did not write that there was a shooter in that building.

Still again, dirty, dishonest, prejudicial writing that has no basis in fact and cannot be supported by whatever the end note cites.

Again typically, Posner has no citation for his footnote on this page.  It is intendedly dishonest in several ways.  One is to demean all who criticized the official mythology as amateurs and unserious.  His intent here is to include all -- me in particular -- as still another of those he refers to as "buffs" and as of the same mind.  He knows both not to be true.  Moreover, when it comes to professional qualifications in this work he has none other than whatever he may have learned as he practiced his boasted-of! -- "Wall Street" law.  His record in this book, of permeating dishonesty, whether natural for him or acquired on Wall Street, is not normal professional qualifications for his book-writing on this subject or for the work that led to it.  He entered the field ignorant.

That was better and less dishonest than he was when he wrote the book in not much more than a year from when he started.  But by the time he wrote the book he was largely still ignorant of the basic and established official fact of the assassination.  His quest was never for fact of the assassination.  He sought only what he could use or misuse to denigrate all others that he could distort into seeming to support the official story or that he could pretend did when it did no such thing.

To make a serious claim that in so short a period of time, with so much to absorb and master, he could become a professional and authentic expert, and have the knowledge required for any honest version of what he set out to do, is ludicrous.  Posner is not even a "buff" in this.  He is more like a solemn buffoon to anyone who does know what he avoided learning.

Getting back to this footnote (page 448) which he begins with the inevitable lying when he persists in representing that all those who did not agree with the official solution believe, say and do the same thing about everything, Posner says that "the buffs usually encouraged Garrison's proclivity to widen his conspiracy charges."  When I was present this was true of almost none of them -- none that I can recall.

If, after all his alleged work, Posner believed Garrison had to be encouraged, he really never got to understand that strange man.  And I never did that or anything like it, although throughout he has included me in those "buffs."

He then gets into what he knew correctly but either did not like the truth or was just sloppy and careless with it.  He begins with a "they", plural, referring to "buffs" when he is talking of me alone.  The rest of that footnote is:  "At one point in the investigation he had a warrant drafted for the arrest of Robert Perrin, who supposedly could testify about Ruby's gun-smuggling activities to (sic) Cuba.  The night before he made the arrest notice public, Weisberg proved to him that Perrin had died in 1962."

In this Posner is like the character in the old TV show "Will the Real (person) Stand Up?"  Even for the Posner self-reflected and self-described in this book, that is the apotheosis of worse than inaccuracy -- and it is inaccurate on each and every point.  Absolute perfection in inaccuracy is not an easy accomplishment, but in this Posner displays real professional credentials.

Even more of a self indictment is that the truthful account was an ever so much better Garrison story than the one Posner gives, as usual, with no source.

It was not "at one point in the investigation;" it was to have been Garrison's commemoration of the fifth assassination anniversary.  Even that Posner learned from me, its only possible source save one: Oliver Stone.  And Posner did not interview Stone!  Why, when he went after Stone, too, Posner muffed this one I can't imagine unless it is the normal murk of his mind when truth raises its head in his face.

We were talking about Stone and his movie JFK.  I told Posner that although I believed that Stone, like all others, has a right to write whatever they please, none of us has the right to present fiction as nonfiction, (which it is now clear is what Posner himself did.)  That was the only consideration that led me to first write Stone and then to start the exposure of his movie.  Stone did say he would record their history for the people and tell them who killed their President, why and how.  These are his exact words and while, from time to time, after his exposure, he modified them, he never did, as some of those associated with him believe, ever abandon them.

After I read Stone's statements on this I wrote him at some length, about four thousand words, because he also said he was going to do that based on Garrison's book On the Trail of The Assassins.  I told Stone that I was there, that the trail of the assassins is the one trail Garrison never took, and I gave him some illustrations.  I also attached some documentary proof and offered more if he wanted it and to answer all questions he might ask.  When Stone did not respond -- and that was several months before he started shooting -- and I was given a script that Stone himself had given away, I gave the script and my files on what Posner makes virtually unrecognizable in his completely inaccurate version in that footnote to George Lardner of the Washington Post.

What had actually happened is that just as I was about to leave New Orleans in early November, 1968, I learned of Garrison's coming "commemoration" of that fifth anniversary.  I spoke to Andrew Sciambra, known as "Moo," the junior staff lawyer but the one who spent most time with Garrison, not without cost to his personal life, and to Louis Ivon.  To Ivon, Posner has but a single reference in this shabby piece of work so extolled by those personages of big names whose trust was imposed upon.  On page 434 Posner says, "Louis Ivon [another Garrison staff investigator] . . . "  [The rest of this sentence lacks any credibility at all, no doubt the reason Posner liked is so much but it defames Ivon and does not relate to that footnote.]

Although Posner has at least two others as Garrison's "chief investigator" on his JFK assassination fiasco, in fact there was really only one with that official responsibility.  Save for three that Garrison hired and paid from private funds, two on Mark Lane's encouragement, one by Garrison over vigorous staff objections, his entire official investigative staff was composed entirely of New Orleans Police Department detectives detailed to the District Attorney's office by the City of New Orleans to be his investigators.  Of them, Ivon, then a sergeant, was the official chief investigator.  Ivon, who has a degree in criminology, was promoted to lieutenant.  Later he was elected to the state legislature.

Still again, the most thoroughgoing ignorance of fact is Posner's only real qualification for this writing.  He neither knew nor wanted to know the truth and he thus could not write it.

From Ivon and Sciambra I learned that Garrison had had an even more grandiose commemoration in mind, but his staff, mostly Jim Alcock, who was a judge the last time I saw him and is now in private practice outside of New Orleans, talked him out of all but two of the "Grassy Knoll" assassins he was going to identify as the actual assassins.  I saw immediately how I could handle the other one, and with ease, later I did, but from what I knew about Perrin, that would be a touchy one to handle in a way that was not impossible for Garrison to live with.

When Ivon and Sciambra asked me to return and see if I could prevent the utter insanity on which Garrison was engaged I agreed to and did.  I wanted very much to prevent that additional travesty and for the Shaw case to go to trial.

Robert Lee Perrin had taken arsenic in New Orleans in 1962, about fifteen months before the assassination.  Garrison was going to charge him as an actual assassin.  I knew what Garrison "had" and was working on from records Ivon got for me.  Ivon said he would have his police investigators do what investigation I required.  He did, they got the documentary proof I sent them for and after about two weeks I wrote and documented a long memo on it.

Garrison had made up the story that those long-planning assassins of that vast conspiracy had, with not inconsiderable foresight, arranged a cover for Perrin.  Allegedly they replaced Perrin's body with that of an unknown Venezuelan seaman who was allegedly buried in Perrin's place.  In Garrison's rather imaginative script, Perrin feigned suicide.  He continued to live and thrive as a pulp writer under the name of "Starr."  By the time I put it all together in that report (a copy of which I offered Posner, along with the documents, and he declined), I gave it to Sciambra on a Saturday night.  He suggested that we meet early the next Sunday morning at the DA's office where he could find me rapidly and where I could work while he and another did the bearding, and I did that.  Three or four hours later, Sciambra phoned me to tell me it was done and to ask me to his home for what he did not exaggerate in telling me would be the finest Italian meal I'd ever had.

There is much more but it is not necessary here.  That sick invention had nothing to do with Ruby or any of his alleged "gun smuggling" into Cuba, Posner's own fiction.  No "arrest" had been "drafted."  It was not at night.  And quite obviously no "arrest" of Perrin was possible without digging him out of his grave.

So, obviously, "the buffs" to whom Posner attributes all but the original sin had nothing at all to do with anything, and still again, Posner is neither factual nor truthful.  In fact, he muffed a good one; one much better than his fiction.

This is not only the real Garrison -- it is the real Posner.

Posner's rewriting of Garrison's and Stone's history and what both knew they were doing in Stone's movie when both knew it was not the truth Stone had pledged to the many people who trusted him lacks fidelity that is not because I did not tell Posner the whole story.  Self-conceived maven of assassination mavens that he is, Posner even declined my offer of a copy of my report that prevented that additional national disgrace along with the accompanying documentation.  Posner being Posner, he preferred making it up to suit his own taste in the fiction he presents as non-fiction.

That whole period remains embarrassing to me because it reminds me of my own bad judgement in believing Garrison when he explained his excesses in those many public statements as his "fighting fire with fire."  He claimed it was to counteract federal intervention most of which he attributed to the CIA and the FBI.  That seemed credible because those agencies had intruded into my life and that of others.

I also told Posner that before then I had decided that it was necessary for the trial to proceed; that there should be a determination of fact in court.

He knew, too, the time of this incredible insanity I prevented, that it was in early November, 1968.

Yet, having nothing concrete or factual he could use to defame me, as though that somehow elevated him, he lies about me in the previously quoted footnote on page 433.  There he says that it was not until "When Garrison's investigation ended ignominiously several years later" that "some" of Garrison's "supporters" backed away from him.  Some, like Harold Weisberg and Edward Epstein even condemned him."

With me, Posner knew that was not "several years later" at all.

Epstein was never a Garrison "supporter" as Posner had to know if he personally read Epstein's Counterplot, which Posner cites in his notes and lists in his bibliography.  Posner's gross error with Epstein is one of the innumerable indications that Posner drew upon sources he keeps secret, sources that had as little concern for truth, accuracy or fairness as Posner himself.

Epstein was always and publicly opposed to Garrison.  Counterplot, the book, published before the trial, was an enlargement of an earlier and very long New Yorker article.  It was published the early summer of 1968, hardly as Posner lies about with me, "several years later," the lie he addresses to Epstein also.

What is really incomprehensible, especially in this Garrison chapter, "Black is White, and White is Black" (pages 423-52), is that an experienced writer, self-styled investigator and lawyer, albeit a "Wall Street lawyer," could make as many mistakes about what was so well and so publicly known.  Except, of course, to subject-matter ignoramuses, Garrison, as too many of us (me included), recognized only too late, was a nonstop liar, like Posner himself.  In even the most minor details of Posner's account of how news of Garrison's prove broke, he has small errors.  Posner, knowing the truth, does not tell the truth about what got Garrison started on his "prove" that became public Friday, February 17, 1967.  Excerpts from two newspaper accounts are published on the back cover of my Photographic Whitewash, which Posner has.

The Washington Post  story reproduced in facsimile there begins:

The scenario guiding a New Orleans District Attorney Jim Garrison in his investigation of President Kennedy's assassination can be glimpsed in any bookstore.

The investigation is Garrison's,  but the script apparently started with Harold Weisberg, former Senate investigator and author of "Whitewash," a paperback attack on the Warren report.

Under the headline, "Mystery of Kennedy Inquiry Cleared Up", The Times of London  report, also in facsimile at the same place begins:

One mystery of the rather mystifying investigation of the Kennedy assassination now being conducted by Mr. Jim Garrison, the Attorney General of New Orleans, has been cleared up.  The source of much of his information is Mr. Harold Weisberg, the author of Whitewash: Report on the Warren Commission . . .

This is not a matter of claiming credit.  Claiming credit for Garrison is like inventing AIDS.  Nobody can really claim credit for what strange things that strange man said and did.  It is a matter of Posner the man and of his writing, of whether he can be believed about anything he says.  There is much more on this one point but it is not necessary after this reflection of Posner the man and of his book.

What also is incomprehensible is that when the truth makes an even stronger case against Garrison and his lack of concern for anything at all, including retribution, Posner shuns truth.  Even when he knew the truth, because he is a lawyer.

Because he is a lawyer, Posner knows also that he lied in saying of Garrison's innumerable wild public statements and accusations, that "a courtroom protected him from libel for anything he said" (p. 432).  There is protection only for what transpires in the courtroom.
Whether from ignorance, carelessness or venality, Posner persists in even minor errors throughout his attack on Garrison and those he could attack by attacking Garrison.  It is neither possible nor necessary to address all of them here.  But I do note that when Posner gets to telling his readers how news of the Garrison "probe" broke, he has no source and has that twisted.  This also indicates that he did not do his own research and did depend on those not interested in truth and who had their own agendas.  For them as for Posner the grim New Orleans truth is not enough.

When as he is this chapter alone, the Garrison chapter where he had the richest material, Posner is this grossly ignorant, this professionally dirty in his writing, this unconcerned about all those things necessary to and typical of good and honest non-fiction writing, does he not himself make it plain that nothing he says can be taken on his word and what is seemingly confirmed cannot safely be accepted with normal standards of confirmation, reading his source notes?

And, save that he sets out to hurt people, how petty it all is, all his exaggerations, contrivances and inventions, and all those plain lies.

If Posner had not begun with his obviously corrupt and dishonest purpose, and if he had done all of his own work, he might not have been as careless, as inaccurate and as overt in his demonstration of his ignorance of the basics.
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