Chapter 19

Posner Makes The Case That His Is A Book The FBI Wanted
The FBI did pull a "black bag Job'' on Ray in Atlanta and somehow word of it got out.  It was then that headquarters ordered SAC Hitt to prepare an affidavit in which he swore that there had not been any such ''black bag job.'' The Atlanta file copy of that affidavit is in its MURKIN file that was disclosed to me and that Posner cites, although he does not refer to it as MURKIN file.  That it is.

Because of the juvenile song‑and‑dance Posner pulls on that marked‑up map of Atlanta to criticize me, here is some of what was disclosed to me in the file that Posner cites in what he used in his book.
In a lengthy memo to DeLoach that is in 44-38861, the headquarters MURKIN file, the only FBI MURKIN file Posner identifies as MURKIN, such being the tremendous knowledge he obtained in his diligent personal searches, the third page starts saying, “Two agents have rooms in Garner's rooming house.”  Later in same paragraph it is admitted that Ray "rented storage room 4 for storage “of personal effects,” especially his TV.

One of these two agents had rental Room 2, which Ray had rented.  It connected with the storage room he also rented, Room 4.  Continuing with the report to DeLoach:

By taking the hinges off the connecting door from Room 2, the Agent examined Room 4.

“Examined” is hardly the word for it!

He robbed Ray.

There then follows an account of what the FBI stole from what the FBI said was Ray's stored property, if it also did not plant some of it.

Further, DeLoach was told that:

To avoid compromising the Agent in Room 2, Garner was not questioned about the items found in Room 4.

The agents rented different rooms.  One whose name is masked earned Garner's confidence so, as Atlanta told headquarters on April 15, that if ''Galt'' returned to get his TV set, that agent, not, of course, known to Garner as an FBI agent, he was to phone him where Garner worked.  The obliterations of the name of that agent take up exactly the amount of space required for the name of one of those two agents, the one who did that “black bag job,” Donald F. Burgess (Headquarters MURKIN Serials 1293 an, 904).

Atlanta was so excited by the yield of its theft of what it said was Ray's property it teletyped a report to headquarters that day, April 15.  In it Atlanta reporting the taking of "two maps of Atlanta, one of which was from filling station bearing no marks or notations.  Second map was commercially prepared . . . had four areas of Atlanta circled. . .," (Headquarters MURKIN 44‑38861‑1133).

What those agents stole of Ray's alleged property was then flown to Headquarters immediately.  A hastily‑written, handwritten list of the "evidence"  was also made.  Under "Title and Character of Case” on this FBI FD 192 form appears only “MURKIN,” which is what Posner claims  he examined.  It is dated April 15.  Under "Source From Which Property Acquired'' is "Jimmy Garner, 113‑14th. Street, Atlanta.”  Although two Atlanta maps were stolen by the FBI, there is but a single listing of them, the third of the ten items listed: ''City Street Map, Match Box & Lined Piece of Paper . . ." (44‑2386‑1B2).

Continuing the covering up by creating additional false records that could be produced to hide the illegal search and seizure, there was a typed report to headquarters the same day.  It begins with the lie:

On this date, JAMES D. GARNER, rooming house manager, consented to a search of the storage room formerly occupied by suspect ERIC STARVO GALT . . .

(“Consent” is what required removing the hinges?)

The second and third items are those two Atlanta maps (Headquarters MURKIN 44‑38861‑1409).

Then there is a teletype from Headquarters to MEMPHIS (44-1977);  BIRMINGHAM (44-1740); ATLANTA (44‑2386); and LOS ANGELES (44‑1574).  It was stamped in large letters "ENCIPHERED.”  Or, headquarters was signaling extreme care about and the coming covering up of the illegal search and seizure.  It begins,

Re Atlanta Letter April 15 fifteen last relating To OBJECTS RECOVERED AS A RESULT OF SEARCH OF STORAGE ROOM FORMERLY OCCUPIED BY SUSPECT ERIC S. GALT . . . EXAMINATION OF ARROW MAP OF GREATER ATLANTA DISCLOSES THE FOLLOWING MARKS . . . (Headquarters MURKIN 44‑38861‑1074).

“Recovered,” was it?

Now, on those fingerprints about which Posner portrayed himself as the most

derring‑do of investigators, even going to court to get to “see” this Atlanta map that was marked up about which he was so critical of me, there first was a headquarters teletype to Atlanta, Birmingham and Memphis in which it reported on

SIX LATENT FINGERPRINTS AND ONE LATENT IMPRESSION . . . .PARTIAL PALM PRINT DEVELOPED ON MAP MEXICO . . . NO LATENT IMPRESSIONS FOUND OR DEVELOPED OTHER ITEMS THIS SUBMISSION . . . (Headquarters MURKIN, 44‑38861‑1332).

This also was dated April.  So was another cover‑up memo by Burgess saying that on that day, in Room 2, he found a large blank key, a small key blank and a few other such objects, including thread and needle (44‑2386-​636).

That map, a MURKIN record, was not produced in my FOIA lawsuits, CA 75‑1996.  I asked for it, repeatedly.  It made no sense that the stingy Ray with a freebee gas station map of the Atlanta, and other free maps of other areas would spend money to buy a commercial map he did not need and then mark that commercial map up.  It made more sense to believe that the commercial map was bought, bought marked up and planted by the FBI in its “black bag job” on Ray.  Of which there would be no record.

With its usual perjury when it wanted not to disclose what the law required It to disclose, and “”usual” is no exaggeration, the FBI swore in that lawsuit that it had destroyed all this evidence allegedly because it was junk!  When I was able, with some effort, to prove with the FBI’s own records that it had not been destroyed, the FBI rather than producing the map or a copy of it, gave me photographic enlargements of the four marked areas.

Garner was an alcoholic.  He did not own the rooming‑house.  He managed it for a sister.  The FBI agents kept him well liquored and he appreciated it.  By that, one earned his trust practically overnight.  Despite phony records created to cover it up, the actual breaking and entering was when Garner was not there.  A different record we come to next, created for a different purpose proves that.

Burgess broke into the room Ray had rented for storage when the drunk Garner was not even there, as his April 15 memo discloses in reporting that Garner asked Burgess to call him at work if “Galt” came for his TV, which was in that storage room Ray had rented.

This bag job was substituted for what headquarters had suggested to Atlanta, “conducting a raid to locate Galt,” which Atlanta recommended strongly against, (Headquarters MURKIN 44-38861-809).

With this condensed account from the official records of just how much a real Sherlock Holmes Posner, who pretends to be that, really is ‑- or does he regard himself as Perry Mason? -- it helps to go back to where this matter begins in his endless denunciations of all others:

Ray supporters often if ignore or distort the evidence about the Atlanta map.  Harold Weisberg, for instance, flatly but incorrectly writes, “No Ray print on the marked map of Atlanta” (emphasis in original).  The author obtained a court order in Memphis to examine personally the physical evidence in the case . . . (page 220).

Posner does qualify as an expert on “ignore'' and ''distorts.”

If not as a replacement for Raymond Burr as Perry Mason.

He is well practiced in both areas of his professional expertise.  In lies, too.

It is obvious that if in saying the marked‑up Atlanta map did not have any Ray fingerprint on it, I was “incorrect," then the FBI does not know the fingerprint business or headquarters lied to its Memphis and other offices in telling them that the map held no such fingerprint at all, a statement that appears in more FBI records than those cited above.

In FBI MURKIN records Posner wants us to believe he personally searched thoroughly.

It is also obvious that this is still another proof that Posner will and does say anything that serves his purposes, his ends; that makes him publishable because he is critical of me and of others like me, which the FBI also likes and does a bet of.

From the FBI's evidence rather than the Posner fabrication of what is not evidence we have to believe that Ray held that map while not familiar with those places, held it and marked it up so ex​tensively -- and yet left no print of any kind on it.

It is easier to believe that the FBI bought the map (which Ray did not need, having one) and, while wearing gloves, marked it up with those King places that there is no evidence at all Ray know about.

This ignorant smart-aleck who went to court to get to see the map, accused me of being “incorrect” on that basis alone, when he could not tell a damned thing by looking at that map.  If it had held any print or prints, Posner had no way of identifying it or them as Ray’s.

As he knew.

So, why did he go to court?  For sucker bait to use to sell his book when he bragged about it.

So, as he does throughout his writing in this book and the one before it, he just makes up what serves his purposes ‑- confident that his knowing publisher will find that acceptable, if not having a higher opinion of it.

The publisher who was witting long before he saw the manuscript of this book.

This is still another of the many instances in which there is no choice between Posner as a phony and not making any real examination of any MURKIN records to suppress what he knows the FBI would not like, as a deliberate "distorter" and "ignorer" of what is in those records that vaporizes his book and the baseless preconception of it with which he began; or the FBI fed him what he did use and, of course, the FBI would not think of giving him the proof of its criminal acts that, had there been a trial, include what could have had the case thrown out of court because of the FBI’s violations of Ray’s constitutional rights.

Plus its unending perjury, beginning with the Atlanta special agent in charge and much later in the lawsuit that was of so great a benefit to Posner, yet he did not even mention it.

Whatever the choice may be, this and so much more like it are proof that for all his false representations in his book and in his appearances, Posner is a subject‑matter ignoramus who does not really know the MURKIN records he makes so big a point of using so often throughout his book.  TV and interviewers may accept him as an expert but his expertise does not include the King assassination or the existing and available official records of it.

This illustrates still again that the little man is a moral and an ethical midget who personally and professionally, is without principle.

He lies and accuses those who are truthful of lying.

What would Random House have done if it had had a competent peer review and saw this and so much more like it?  Would it have published this literary shyster, this subject‑matter ignoramus, this man who makes up what he wants the reader to believe, without regard for truth or fact?  Who does this endlessly, as we see still again with the next of his complete fabrications that are the only way he can criticize factual writing that stacks as accurate although it was done in haste and that three decades ago.  He criticizes what is not in my book that, contrary to Posner's misrepresentations.

Or do we know why there was no competent peer review, of this and of Posner's previous book, both published by Random House?

As is the foregoing, so also is what follows an excellent illustration of Posner's deliberateness in his lying and deliberateness in making up what he wants to say and what he thinks can defame those he and his pals in the FBI do not like.  Still again, he is conspicuous in his not citing any source for what he attributes to me but in this instance it cannot be an uncited page of Frame‑Up because he dates it at several years after that book appeared.  He also gives no source for what he pretends was true, was real, and it wasn’t.  And he did not speak to me or ask me about it.

He wrote that Hanes and Huie did not find any motel at which Ray stayed as he went to Memphis from they say Atlanta, Ray told me from Birmingham.

That did not stop Ray from embellishing even this story.  He told the com​mittee that he spent one night in Decatur, Alabama. one in Florence, Alabama, another in Clinton, Mississippi, and two nights outside Memphis near Corinth. Mississippi. at the DeSoto Motel (page 225).

With Posner’s compulsive need to lie and be malicious about me, a need he shared with his FBI associates who helped him so much, he has this footnote on that page:

Ray actually picked up the name DeSoto from one of the guards assigned to Cell Block A during 1968 and 1969.  The guard, listening to Ray's story suggested that he might have stayed at the DeSoto Motel.  Harold Weisberg, who served as an investigator for Ray In the 1970s, says that in 1974 he confirmed that Ray had stayed at the DeSoto on April 2. Weisberg's "confirmation" was talking to the manager and maids who suddenly, six years after the event, claimed to remember Ray staying there one night on April 2.  Of course, they could provide no records to substantiate the visit, claiming the FBI took their records shortly after the assassination, something there is no Indication of in FBI files.

(Without reading all fifty thousand pages, as Posner did not, he has no way of knowing what is and is not in those files)

Posner has ''confirmed'' within quotation marks.  This is not because he spoke  to me and I used that word.  He did not speak to me or ask me about this.  Rather it is to suggest the opposite to the trusting reader whose trust Posner never stops abusing.

His editor undoubtedly noticed that Posner has no source for saying that a guard told Ray about the DeSoto.  If a guard had done that the sheriff would have been all over him immediately because, as, Posner does not say, there was closed‑circuit TV and constant and taped sound monitoring of that block of cells.  Both were put in before Ray was there.  Because the sound was recorded, if any guard had done that or anything like that he would have been in trouble.

Moreover, a second guard would have heard it, too.  There were always two inside the cell and two near the door outside of that block, where there was a small, separate room.

Posner gives no source for his beginning lie, that Ray learned about the DeSoto motel from one of the men who guarded him.  Nor does Posner say what there was for Ray to learn from about the DeSoto from that guard or from anyone else.  He just made it all up, so he had no source.

But with regard to those guards, if we had gotten a trial for Ray, I had two of those guards who offered to testify that, after spend​ing eight months In the same cell with him, they believed he was not capable of that kind of crime.

There is no record of Ray talking this way to any of his guards and it would have been atypical if he had.  He was conspicuously uncommunicative to them.  I learned about the willingness of those two guards to be character witnesses for the accused murderer they had spent all that time with from a high‑ranking official of the Memphis police department.  He is identified in my notes.  I do not name him here on the chance he may still be alive.  I also have one of those guards on tape.

But if by any chance Ray had discussed this with any of his guards all of whom were Memphis policemen or Shelby County deputy sheriffs, and had said he could not remember the name of that motel, there was one way an informed guard, as they all should have been, could have identified it for Ray, what Posner, subject‑matter ignoramus that he is, depending as he does on what he can get from earlier books, and from the help he got from the FBI, does not know.  If he had gotten this from conversation with me he would have, should have, included that in his footnote.  I do not recall that he asked me a thing about the King assassination when he was supposedly working on his rehash of the President's assassination.

What was distinctive about the DeSoto is what Posner did not know and cannot say, as he has no source for saying that the guard told Ray the name of that motel.  He would never have omitted it if he had known that the DeSoto was the only motel in the area that was known as a ''hot‑sheet joint.''  It was a motel that allowed itself to be used as a whorehouse and it found that very profitable!

Every other space was taken up by a garage.  It rented the garages and the rooms separately.  It allowed, as I recall only a half‑hour or an hour in the garage space.  When the rooms were used for whorehouses, whenever those who used any room left it could be rented again and was.

I did not say that I spoke to “maids" and I did not say that the manager to whom I did speak had been the manager for six years and he had not been.  I do not know how many managers there were in those six years but the then relatively new manager took me from the larger room with the registration desk into a smaller room in the south of it, separated by no more than a curtain that was pushed aside to enter it.  That little room hid a closet (that had no door) on the wall that partitioned it from the registration area.  It had a shelf across the top.  There were home‑made, tray-like boxes for holding three-by-five index cards, which are what was used for registration.  They were, as I now recall, about a foot long or a little longer.  The manager, whose name is in my notes that are now inaccessible to me, along with a longer memorandum on this, took one of those trays down and showed me a few of those cards, cards that complied with what was then Mississippi law controlling motels and registration at them.

One of those cards he showed me that I remember quite clearly said no more than, "Hi, buddy”!  It said no more and it then did not have to say any more!

He waved the Ray registration card at me but he would not let me touch or handle it.  Ray was then using the name Galt that he had his car license in.  He was not cued in on the special attributes of the DeSoto.

As managers and other employees came and went, they passed the word on about the famous guest, the Galt who was Ray.

The manager got one maid for me, one of the two who saw Ray were still working at the DeSoto.  She was also one of the two who was on duty that night.  She told me that when they saw Ray’s picture they recognized him as the man who had, stayed there the night that had to have been of April 2.  They had something to remember it by, besides the “Galt” name.  Something unusual: Ray wanted a different room and he had no woman with him.  He wanted a room with a television in it!

She remembered where his first room had been and where the one to which they moved him was, and she showed me.

The DeSoto was built in a "U" shape, with the office in the middle of the open part of that “U”, the part that faced West.  The room Ray got to begin with was in the south wing, in about its middle.  He was moved to the eastern end of the north wing where there was TV.

It wasn’t only as Posner makes it up, as he continues to make up what he wants to be rather than what was, as he continues to lie, which is what he really does, that the manager and maid only “claimed” that Ray was there that night.  The manager had his registration card, but he would riot give it to me without the owner's permission.  (There was a relatively new owner, too.)  So it is simply a deliberate lie on Posner’s part for him to say, as he does “Of course, they could provide no records to substantiate the visit.”  Posner is also a deliberate liar in what follows.  He has the motel personnel “claiming the FBI took their records shortly after the assassina​tion,” something there is no indication of in FBI files.”

How Posner knew the last part, which is true, also leads to the belief that the FBI was helping him because without that he had no way of knowing what is in the massive MURKIN file of the Memphis office or in the headquarters MURKIN file.

The reason there is no “substantiation” in those records is because although the FBI was ordered to check each and every motel in the area, it did not check the DeSoto, from any record in what was disclosed to me.  What makes that even more conspicuous is that in checking out what Posner skips, (for all the world as though it did not exist, which is better for him, easier for his mythology), the contents of that package dumped outside of Canipe’s, the FBI did locate the place the beer in that package was bought.  There were cans of beer in a Kraft paper bag in that box with the rifle and much else – even bobby pins!  The FBI did the tracing, to as I recall, a 

bait and minnow shop slightly to the south of the DeSoto, or a trifle farther from Memphis.  In that tracing the FBI agents went past the DeSoto several times and despite orders from headquarters that every motel be checked, I saw no record of any checking of the DeSoto, no reference even to the FBI stopping there and no list of those registered there.  And no other “Galt” registration for that night.

(Did those agents fear sending in a list of registrations that included and were like, ''Hi, Buddy?”)

The manager held the Ray registration card in his hand and he told me that only with the written permission of the new owner would I got it.  If we had gotten the trial and then accounted for all of Ray's time we would have had it.  The local lawyer, Robert Livingston, told me of the new owner,  and if necessary, “I know him – If we need it, I’ll go get that card.”  Which, without a trial, we had no need for.

The maid told me nothing of any FBI visit and the manager, who had not been there then, also did not.

It is obvious that Posner had no way of knowing what I was told.  This was several years after the Frame-Up was published and is not in it, so he can’t attribute it to that.

He just made it up.  With no basis of any kind for it, unless we did discuss it, and if we did, as usual for him, he lied about it.

And, of course, if the FBI did not help him, he is even more of a liar in what he says that he could have gotten from the FBI only, what he gives no source for.

A little here, a little there and Posner makes a credible case that his is an FBI book, written to its and desires, in return for which it helped him with it, as was its practice with other books and writers, as we saw earlier.

Making up that Ray was not at the DeSoto the night of April 2 is consistent with Posner's need to obscure anything that could indicate any kind of confirmation for anything Ray said, anything that could be indicative of a conspiracy.  (Posner actually espouses a conspiracy, the conspiracy that was made up, that did not exist, in the Byers’ ploy, for smoking out the FBI informer.  Ray’s being at the DeSoto indicates a conspiracy?  Again, as Posner did not tell his readers.

He would have had plenty of room for it if he had been less malicious and less mendacious.  Saving that space would have given him plenty of room.

As Posner insists on and is true, Ray went to Memphis from the east of Memphis and south of east.  The night of the third he spent at the New Rebel Motel, which was to the eastern end of Memphis.  But Posner avoids any mention of where the DeSoto was or the New Rebel.  If he knew.  If the FBI told him.  The DeSoto was well to the west of the New Rebel.  It was close to the Mississippi River.  It was on the old road to Memphis from New Orleans.  That road was still in use but a better road had been built parallel​ing it.  So, Ray staying at the DeSoto is consistent with his meeting someone who came up from New Orleans, where the man he calls “Roaul” was based.

Why else would he had gone well past the part of Memphis in which the New Rebel was, to the west of it, and spent the night of the second to the west of the New Rebel, and then gone back to the New Rebel the next day?

And, of course, being told to go there for a meeting would explain how he could know of the DeSoto without having been there before.  He was there for a meeting, whether or not the person he was to meet showed up.  It is also clear that, although the area was strange to him, Ray also knew about the New Rebel all the way back on the other side of Memphis, the side for which he had come.  There was no need to return there other than for a meeting, which is what Ray says he did go there for.

The FBI’s evidence, which Posner does not mention, has Ray going past the DeSoto, on two sides.  As Posner would have known if he had done the work he represents, if he had gone over all the records he writes to give the impression he did.

If the FBI had not done his work in its files for him,, giving him only what it wanted him to have and use.

I mentioned the beer he had that came from that Whitehaven bait and minnow shop.  It was just to side of the DeSoto, away from Memphis.  The FBI’s evidence also is, and I was there and confirmed it, that the morning of April 3 Ray bought some toilet goods at the Whitehaven Rexall Drug Store.  That is just on the Memphis side of the DeSoto.  So, the actual FBI evidence, the evidence that Posner is supposed to be familiar with and does not mention, is that Ray was on both sides of the DeSoto ‑- and the FBI proved it.

Coming as he was from the east and the south of east, what was Ray going to the south of the DeSoto for if he was not at the DeSoto?  While there he asked the closest place he could got some beer and he went there and got it.  On the way to the New Rebel the next morning he went through the town of Whitehaven which is just inside of Mississippi, almost in Tennessee, and in driving past that drug store he stopped off and bought a little toilet goods.  The clerk sold it to him was still working there when I was there.

Coming from either Atlanta or Birmingham, Ray had no need to drive that far past the New Rebel to get beer or toilet goods.  Both of those purchases and at those places are officially confirmed, as Posner either knew and lied about or did not know because he is a subject‑matter ignoramus making the false pretense of being the expert he is not.

The purchase of the beer just to the south of the DeSoto is confirmed by the FBI investigation ‑- with which Posner is supposed to be familiar.

Ray's purchase of the toilet goods just to the north of the DeSoto is not only confirmed by the FBI records Posner supposedly mastered -‑ how else could he honestly and honorably have written this book?  It is in detail in the transcript of the voir dire guilty plea session that again, Posner claims to be familiar with and uses as a source.

It makes no sense at all that Ray would have driven so far past where he had to be and would be to get beer or toilet goods and where he bought both is additional “confirmation” of his having been at the DeSoto.

Whether or not Posner believes that Ray was at the DeSoto, we have seen that with his usual lack of concern for truth he just lied  citing no sources, making up what he had no basis for even making up.  We have also seen that the FBI's evidence Posner supposedly used as his source confirms the Ray presence in the DeSoto location at the time Ray said he was there, and Posner hides all of this from the reader to be able to lie about the evidence, for this is all in his bragged‑of FBI MURKIN source.  He also lied to make up more of his malicious and false representations about me and my work.

About my work, as Ray’s investigator, Posner makes no mention of it.

What Posner argues as substitution for fact is and it continues to be all made up and made up out of nothing at all, with no basis for it and even without any rational basis for even suspecting it.  The sole Posner standards are is it viscous and defamatory and can he get away with it.

A. few pages later Posner contrives a false basis for more of his malignancies about me (page 233).  It is not only that there is no basis at all for it, it has no relevance where he uses it.  Besides being a deliberate lie about what he had no knowledge of and no way of getting any knowledge other than from me and I've not heard a word from that big mouth with no spine since I published what I did about him in Case Open.

Posner has been writing about some people Mark Lane used as witnesses and who had no credibility.  He has this footnote on his comment about Lane, and it has no relationship to Lane or to what Lane is said by Posner to have claimed:

Harold Weisberg, in his quest to free Ray, personally interviewed dozens of people in the 1970s in the vicinity of the rooming house, looking in vain to find support for Ray's gas station alibi.  He found two “new" witnesses who claimed to remember seeing Ray and his Mustang in front of the rooming house at the time of the shooting, something contradicted by contemporaneous witnesses interviewed by the police (page 233).

More lies ( all lies! Made up out of nothing, having no basis at all.

My “quest” was to get Ray a trial -- for our system to work.  There is no question at all about the FBI’s evidence; it proves that Ray was not and could not have been the assassin.  I was confident that in a trial there would be no question about this.  But it was beyond my capability to "free Ray" because even if he got the trial and even if he was proven not guilty of the assassination, he was a Missouri escapee, and without any added penalty for escaping, he owed Missouri  the eighteen years that he had not served of the excessive sentence he was serving.

Or, it is the usual Posnerian lie that my “quest” was to “free Ray,” but to Posner that sounded like he wanted it to sound, so he said it, truth never being any concern to him.

Next Posner says that “in the 1970s" I "interviewed dozens of people” who were “in the vicinity of the rooming house, looking in vain for support for Ray's gas station alibi" (page 233).

Once the judge ruled against the weight of the evidence and denied Ray the trial he never had there was no point in my going to Memphis on the case and I did not.  I was never in Memphis until after Frame-Up appeared, which was in 1971, and had no reason for going there after the decision in the evidentiary hearing of 1974, hardly all “the 1970’s.”

There could have been a legitimate reason for "interviewing dozens of people” but it was not, and could not have been as Posner makes up, through "the 1970’s” and it was not and would not have been “in the vicinity of the rooming house'' if it had been while “looking for support for Ray’s” alleged "alibi” which I never did in any event.

There would have been no use for what Posner makes up in the evidentiary hearing.  There might have been for trial if we got him one but I do not think so.  In any event, if I had been looking for gas station witnesses it would not have been “in the vicinity of the rooming house."  The gas station was some distance away and those flop-house roomers were not driving Mercedes Benz cars or any other kind.

Ray never gave me any alibi and I never asked him for one.  There was no need for that for the evidentiary hearing.  That hearing was not to prove him innocent but to prove he had not had the effective assistance of counsel and that his lawyers had been saddled with conflicts of interest.  As even a “Wall Street lawyer” should have known when he turned writer​.

However, it happened that when I was examining the morgue of the afternoon paper of the time, the Press-Scimitar, I did discover that it had run a picture of a gas station attendant who had claimed Ray had been there at the tine of the assassination.  He was a black man named Willie Green.  I got a Xerox of it and when I next saw Ray, who was then at the Brushy Mountain prison near the other end of the state, near Knoxville, I showed it to him.

''Not the guy,”  Ray told me.  He also said Green was in a Texaco uniform and it was not the Texaco station, it was the station across the street from that one.

That did give me confidence in what Ray said because he had this alibi, already published,  and he said it was not true, that Willie Green was “not the guy.

I was never at either gas station, and never sought a single witness for that alibi, leave alone the “dozens” Posner just made up.  I never had the need or the interest.  This is still another illustration of the liar Posner lying away, knowing that nothing would happen to him over his lying and thinking that what he made up – out of nothing at all – reflected on me.

He gives no source because there is none.  He just made it up and palmed it off on his trusting readers.

To say nothing of his campaign to corrupt our painful history.

Or satisfy the FBI.

In the course of this he shows how much he longs to be able to say something that he thinks can hurt my reputation.  He is simply carried away by the venom within him, can’t think straight because he is not able to refute a single word I wrote in exposing him as the phony, the literary shyster he is. So carried away, so unable to control it or to think clearly because of it, he does not realize that in what he makes up he destroys his own case, his own fictitious "solution” to the assassination.

The time in question was the time King was killed.  Posner says that "con​temporaneous witnesses interviewed by the police" say that Ray was not there because his car was not there.  But if Ray was not there, how could he have killed King?  Of course he could not have.  And, here is Posner saying that all those witnesses told the police that Ray's car was not there when for him to have been the assassin it had to have been there.

(So, much too, for the care in Robert Loomis’s editing of Posner at Random House.  The Loomis who could say not a word about Case Open except that they had to find a way to sue me over it.  And didn’t!)

There was no point, for the evidentiary hearing, for what Posner next made up -‑ again out of nothing at all: that I was looking for witnesses “who claimed to remember seeing Ray and his Mustang in front of the rooming house.”  This raises the most substantial questions about whether Posner read the transcripts of the evidentiary hearing that he claims to have used as source material – and about him as a lawyer.

I had no interest in placing Ray at the scene of the crime and I made no effort to because I knew from other evidence that he was not there then and because placing him there with Posnerian “proof” was not in his interest.  I was looking for and I found two witnesses who proved that at that time Ray and his Mustang were not there!

Did Posner read those transcripts or is he this dishonest?

They both testified at the evidentiary hearing and each one had a way of knowing that Ray’s car was not there then and of remembering it.  There was no refutation, no rebuttal.

If Posner had any familiarity at all with the FBI's MURKIN files, other than with what the FBI spoon fed him – if he had gone through that file as he pretends he did ‑- he would have seen that not only the police but the FBI had the witnesses who proved that Ray's car was not there at that time.  There were about ten, if not more, who were interviewed by the FBI and who told the FBI that there was no white Mustang within sight when they went to Jim's for a drink before going home from work.  For all of them work was on the other side of Main Street.

And this means that either Posner did not go over that file and or he is not honest in suppressing the exculpatory evidence that is in those FBI files – those, because it is in both the Headquarters and in the Memphis MURKIN files.

So far, as we see, Posner has a perfect record of lying in everything he said about me and he had no basis for any of it, but with this he incriminates himself: either the FBI did his work for him, spoon-fed him, or he deliberately suppressed what was exculpatory to be able to be publishable when the publishers did not want to tangle with the government, particularly not with the FBI.  Or both: the FBI spoon-fed him and he suppressed what is exculpatory.

One who writes this kind of semi‑official propaganda and believes it is a book has no trouble getting published.  It was those books that were not in accord with the official “solutions" (which were really the official myths) that publishers feared.  Quite a few, including several of the then largest, were honest with me about this.  But having told the truth in his bibliography, believing that to say that I published my books when the publishers who like his stuff feared it is somehow to defame me, he says that I published Frame-Up (page 254).  His bibliography (page 407) gives the name of the small commercial publisher.  It was a Dutton subsidiary.  Posner also has a source note identifying that commercial publisher.

What literary shysters like him need not fear is what happened to my Oswald in New Orleans.  It was published by a small commercial publisher who had just had a best‑seller.  But that publisher was distributed by one of the major publishers.  And that major publisher refused to distribute Oswald in New Orleans.

At this point Posner has the temerity to refer to something else, with what we have seen of what he wrote, as "convoluted," or twisted.   He says, not having been able to come up with a single actual one, that my book was “riddled with errors.”

if he know of a single one that was a real error, here he would use and source it.  He does not because he cannot.

In three decades there has been no legitimate allegation of error in it.

Posner sneaks back to marksmanship again.  He does that in a footnote that does not refer to me in any way but does refer to the writing of another that I do not agree with and never did.  Nor did I even edge close to it in anything I published that Posner might have had in mind.  Not that he need have in mind anything that is true when he lies without compunction, when he makes up what he thinks it suits his interest to make up.

What he is writing about is what I never said or hinted at and never believed and still do not believe, and someone else does.  That someone else attributed both the Presidential and King assassinations to ''a secret intelligence unit.''  Posner follows this with what has no relationship to it other than his need to shoehorn in what he can misuse in his constant need to malign me.  He follows this with something else that also has no relationship to either, all in the same paragraph, that the black police spy, Ed Redditt, had been removed from his spying post inside the firehouse.  What he says I said an a TV program in which what is said is what the producers want to use of what is said:

Harold Weisberg appeared to say. "There is no evidence that Ray ever shot a rifle in his life."  He seemed not to know about Ray's marksmanship in the Army or the practice session he had with the .30‑06 he bought only days before King’s murder (page 269).

The Posner of all those notes has not a single source note on this.  That is because he is up to his characteristic literary shystering: there is no source he can have for any of it.  Other than perhaps his pals in the FBI – and not from the MURKIN file.

When Posner says I "seem not to know about Ray's marksmanship in the Army” he is careful not to report, as we have seen, what he believes that "marksmanship" is.  “Marksman” is the poorest, the lowest grade in the military and there is no evidence that Ray ever fired that .30 06!  In the military police there usually no need for rifles and little for carbines, which is what was sometimes used for target practice.  But there is no record of Ray as a real “marksman” and no reason to believe he was ever an especially good shot, what is required by the official story of the assassination.

There is no known basis for Posner to refer to any it Ray “practice” session he had with the .30‑06 he bought."  That was made up by Bill Huie and because Posner knows Huie made it up he does not use Huie as a source.  He was better off with the way he went, with no source at all.

This means that he made it all up.

If Ray had had any kind of real record as any kind of real marksman years earlier, many years earlier, the FBI did not include it in those thousands of MURKIN records I broke loose and Posner boasts of using, and the actual evidence is that it is not true.

At the same point and from the same show, which, as always, was an editing of the questioning, Posner quotes me saying, "There is no evidence that Ray ever shot a [sic] rifle in his life.”

if Posner had any such evidence he does not use or cite it.  He merely implies that I was not truthful.

He does not cite in his text any report that Ray ever fired a rifle and he has no source note saying that Ray did.

Or, still more literary shystering.

Even when Posner is truthful and accurate – which is rarely -- he is driven to dishonesties.

He just can't help it.

And, in this kind of writing, this kind of book, the reader is the captive of the writer unless the reader is well‑informed to begin with.

Citing it to Ray's testimony before the House assassins committee, which was years after I wrote Frame‑Up, Posner quotes Ray as testifying, “I know I wiped everything off the Mustang after they started Looking for me.”  He has this footnote added:

Harold Weisberg uses the absence of Ray's prints on the car to raise conspiracy speculation: "Who drove it from Memphis to Atlanta if Ray's fingerprints were not there to identify him as the driver?"  Weisberg never mentions that Ray himself wiped them off the car (page 238).

This is typical of the literary shystering that characterizes Posner's work.  He can pull this kind of shady thing only because he never tells his reader the fact, that Frame‑Up was a report on what was public, what was in the papers from coast to coast at the time of the crime to which I added a few pages after getting access to the material used to extradite Ray.  I had never spoken to him and he had never been interviewed by any reporter.  As Posner knew, nobody then had any way of knowing what he tells his reader I knew and did not say.  The import and the intent of this dishonesty that, like the rest of them, is not and cannot be accidental.  After I was Ray’s investigator and was working for him that he told me about wiping of the car clean.  (He thought.)  What surprised me is that he was as forthright about it.  He told me he actually did it in the rain about halfway from Memphis to Atlanta, where he abandoned that car.  (The FBI lifted fingerprints that were not Ray’s.)

With regard to the misuse Posner makes of his misrepresentation, because what I wrote was what was in the papers, there was to Posner's knowledge and he reports it (including on page 239) evidence of a Ray associate of some kind in the car that Ray did not wipe off.  It was the cigarette buts in the ashtray.

Ray did not smoke.

Or, in the car, Ray was not alone, which is what the cigarette butts prove.
They do not prove when that was but they did establish the fact that there had been another man in that car when Ray was driving it or that man had driven it when Ray was not in it or both.

This and more like it Posner -- knew if he did his own work in those FBI MURKIN records ( because those records abound in the FBI's efforts to trace this other man.  The FBI's leads ( of which Posner had to know if he did his own work in the FBI files ( include clothing that would not fit Ray, to which Posner here makes only brief and passing reference.  Some of this clothing was in the car.  Another clue was the laundry marks on some of it. The FBI made an enormous, nationwide search for the laundry whose markings were on the laundered clothing.

It was only after Frame-Up  was published, as Posner knew when he wrote this lie to sneak more of his nastiness in, that I could have known of Ray’s wiping his prints off his car, and I then did, when nobody else knew.

But compare this with Posner's own record an this, his not reporting on what the FBI did or did not do after getting those cigarette butts, which can hold fingerprints.

It did nothing.

Not a thing.

There was no report in all those files of the lifting of any print or partial print from any of this cigarette butts.

As, if he were an honest writer writing an honest book, Posner would have at the least noted.

If, of course, he were not indebted to the FBI for doing his work for him, for at hand‑feeding him what it wanted him to use -‑ and not giving him what it did not want him to use -‑ of which this would be a sample.  A particularly good example because – again if he did his own work, Posner knew – in Atlanta the FBI practically took that car apart looking for clues.  It traced the tires to where they were purchased.  The battery too.  But it did nothing about the clue in those butts.  (I recall nothing in those FBI records of any effort it made to identify the man who wore the clothing that would not fit Ray which it got from the car and from his room in Atlanta.)

Another illustration of Posner’s saying something truthful so he can be dishonest is in his mistitled chapter, “The Confession.”  It is mistitled because Ray never confessed to the crime.  Posner has this sentence:

Early buffs such as Harold Weisberg and Mark Lane, who often made tenuous assertions about people only remotely connected with the case, barely mentioned [Loyd] Jowers in their books.”

Still not saying that Frame‑Up was a report on what the papers carried, Posner has a footnote in which he says, correctly, that in the book I misspelled Jowers name as “Lloyd.”  But when I had never seen or spoken to Jowers, as Posner does not say, implying otherwise, and I was using the spelling in the newspapers, my source and the usual spelling.

Here, for the only time, Posner does give page citation to the two mentions I made of Jowers in his source notes on page 411.

From. what was in the papers that I was reporting in that book I did make only the slightest reference to Jowers as his proving that Ray's car was not parked when the FBI claimed it was and where its witnesses told it Ray’s car was not, as I learned almost ten years later when I got all those FBI records Posner had access to.

Of course, everyone other than Posner is a “buff,” but he lies in saying that Lane was an “early” buff.  Lane’s book was much, much later than Frame‑Up and it has little to do with the assassination.  (It is mostly of Dick Gregory’s essays.)

There is nothing “tenuous” in what the papers quoted Jowers as saying and that I repeated in the book.  It was quite specific, too.  If “tenuous” Posner would have quoted it, as he does not.

He cannot.

In his entire book, in all these contrived insults to me, Posner does not cite a single illustration of what he can claim is a "tenuous assertion" or any​thing at all “about people only remotely connected with the case” as, if I had, he would have.

With all his references to Frame‑Up, this is the only time Posner cited a page number and even then he was only partially truthful, and in small part at that.

One illustration, Jowers, is not the word that Posner used, "often."  On the basis of what was in the media, my slight reference to Jowers is all that was called for or in any way necessary in Frame-Up.  Or justified.

This was also true when we used him as a witness at the evidentiary hearing.  His direct testimony takes up only three pages (Volume IV, pages 332‑4).  The cross examination consisted of two questions, whether the public defender or any of his staff lawyers or investigators ever spoke to Jowers and whether newspaper reporters did.

His testimony was limited to answering whether “Bourbon” Charlie Stephens was, to his knowledge, drunk that day.  His answer was, “I would say pretty drunk, yes, sir," and that was just before the assassination.  “Between 4:30 and 5:00.”

If any further testimony was needed from Jowers, Posner does not say what it was or could or should have been.

In addressing each and ever reference Posner made to me we address his honesty, his knowledge of the established facts of the assassination; his knowledge of the existing official records of the investigation of the assassination and whether it appears that the FBI did his work for him in return for his doing the kind of book the FBI would prefer.  The record Posner made for himself is that he is not honest; does not know the established facts of the assassination; does not have a real command of the available official records of official investigations; and, particularly when he does not even know how to cite them correctly (which also means he does not know how to ask the FBI to produce them for him to examine) and is extensively ignorant of their content; he does make it appear that the FBI did his work for him, spoon‑fed him what it wanted him to use and did not give him what it did not want him to use, what could embarrass it.
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