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For all the world as though this discgraeful, ignoranty dumb
collection, motly of baseless conj:ctures, is anything else, Blakey
titles his l st chapt:r not "conclusions" but " The‘PWOt of K 1

w{yf'g A thwy . DU/
the President" (pazes 16§#198). Ks we s€e it is not real) It =2

is intended %o sud~port Blakey's earlier conjectures he wants

accepted as what they are not, as facts. lhere is notning reasomhble,
as we have seen, about his mafia plot and, obviously, there is not a
thing that can be called proof of it, Unly Blakey can say why he
was stupid enough to repeat his earlier stupidities, errors, fabri-
cations a!d outright lies and obviously, he will not add that to
his foolishnessus

He bejins this certaiﬁii%& of making a fool of himselr ?@?hZaging
with the subchapter "The Meaning of athe Assassination” {péges 367-371).
He béins that by boasting of all the records his committee obtained,

begining with the FBI, Secret Service and CIA and, as ws have se&en

§é§g§£;gﬁ;e hés st@lpif boasting, pt he got only about a Aalf ofg
the r9¢eva “nt reéVcords the FBI had and had ¢lready made publlc—cpygﬁf
l«.tlf oHa -

(and when all Blakey had o do was ask f*r them, he 4@did not even

d o that. As we also saw 1nst&aﬁ he astwd all téa time, time
he should nave spent on Kennedy assassination records, pawing over
totally irrelevant mafia records, #totally irrelevant despagte
Blakey's beginning han?up, that this wgs a nafia Plot.
4
As common senge alone woulﬁhave told him it could not be ¥ -if
he'd had any com.om senss: sense. This bookg is proof that he soes-nod.

He +then says (still page 367) that We also assessed th - assasina-

tion literature (our bibliograohy alone consisted of 1,021 titl.s)."

He then says that "when th e time gcame to integrat%/ﬁhis=§?s§t
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tkis wenlth into a comprehensive set of conclusions, we realized
that inevitably those conclusions would depend on the meaning we
att.iched to the assassination itself" {%age 361). Rubbish? Woprse
than rubbish. A bald lie. If any conclusion is to be drawn, it
comes from the Tact, not to conform with gﬁhy preconcention #or
so-called theory.

He has to begin with this lie because without it he has no expla-
nation for his concentration on all the junk that to him is evidence
and his farout and entirelg baseless interpreta&ons of it. He also
has'fhat for #fighis bui.t-in pseudo-explanation Tfor his omission

of all other %Xégfnce, which includes actual, real evidence, if
not all oflgwﬁbut“ﬁore than Blakey uses.

AS Hi SAYS, H: DOBS THIS UNSUHOLARLY, THIZ UNLAWYERLY THING

i , N . R . .
TﬁEY RROWIPE # the meaning we attach to the assassination itself W "

45 nekes o,
But realising that for all h¥s makes » his 1s only what he

0' b -
clls a theory and it #is not even that, he gives this other

i

_ex'planation, that :the known facts needed the mucilage of a thegry".
W habh cob shamain s SACAT TIAC Ay - ) . o
. As he continues th:s fon page 3%68) he includes jus*tification

for what he knows he is up to and intended to be up to, palming offr
his baseless, his“ﬁzﬁtzﬁ’untenaile p?ﬁeconception, dfirst with a

quotat on of Justice Holmes:
‘_’r Ay W/ \’\/i('f l/k/‘;{‘a-/ ’ e —— v B

pened in Dailas, which could only be an approximati:m of the truth. As
facts are integrated into theory, we realized further, conclusions are
shaped and colored by attitudes and assumptions. No one would quarre]
with the favorite remark of Mr. Justice Holmes that the first require-
ment of a good theory is that it fit the facts, but we also Kfew that there

was Thore 10 Seekirmy (e Truth Tham a fidelity to facts. Holmes’s Supreme
r )/ eodrt colleague, Mr. Justice Cardozo, said that no matter how hard we

\ try, we can never see ‘‘with any gyes except our own.”’ We believed,
(-, therefore, that the broader meaning of the assassination had to be ex- ,
j amined before we proceeded to an assessment of the soundness of our - ;@ >,

judgment that organized crime had a hand in the President’s death” (\ (&/3/(

o—

/"“—'/—/r '

b ' g ru Yk chd
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Blakey refers to his fabrications as fuct #=Aand then uses
that word in what he quotes, forcﬁl the world as though what he
made up ﬁﬁs factp. Tﬁenyfor all th e world as though h# is using
this dishonest means of’defenaing nis fabri:at ion that there is
what is more important than fact, a brazen lie:{"but we also knew

that there was ﬁémore to seeking the truth t Mthatd fidelity to
Of . PR
fact s."/yﬁly the use of Iacts c%gn tthis be true and then it 1.8

still what is most basic, "iidelty” to facts.

L
With this as his justification he says thau "we believed, tqrefore,

th%t the—bacE broader meaning of the assassinatioh kd had to be g

examined before we proceded to an assessment of the soundness of

our judgement that organized crime had a hand in the President's death.”
Or, #ehe coenfesses the precofdception arrived at with%%t any

basic fact und he claims that it is right and proper for the precon-

cention to come first. The mea "meaning of the ussass nation"

comes from fuct » not éake cocakamnie belief thst is on}y a pre- ﬁéz
dontion nos sused on facs d, % A guegliay el tiu by Lonadad
coMception not based on fact. . A
P ltﬁwﬁ@-nﬂawwwr7'ﬂ"aﬂﬂ%“
And however he dresryes it u» , that is not true. It also is

not the correct apveoach.
The plain and sinmple truth is that the 'y did not 1investigate

]
"what hapened in Dallas'" wmebefor: they decided that the na~ia digiti
-~

' The quest for the meaning of life and death, of course, transcends the

i W . search for the meaning of the assassination of the President. Nonethe-

less, the basic dichotomy that applies to the approach to life itself —

) purpose versus chance — was reflected, we found, in the way people

reacted to the assassination of the President. The word most often used

Q/é/}/ﬂu to describe Dallas on November 22, 1963, was tragedy, and it was how

/ people tended to view the tragic in life that most often shaped their view

of the assassination. It happens that the two fundamental and

diametrically opposite perspectives of tragedy are presented in

literature. They, in fact, represent the basic difference between classic

Greek drama and the realism of modern theater. It is instructive, there-

p—— fore, to see how thq diﬁ'ereqt interpretatrion's of the nature of life and
death have been articulated in literature.i P aqc 31



147

In ?he first quotgﬁﬁion of what Blakey sagF about meaning, he
there said that "the broader meaning h:s to be Wexamined before
we proceedeed to an assessment....:% In this guotation he also
plays the most important thing down, saying thatkbhe quest for the
meaning of life and death, of course , transcends the search for

the mezning of the assassination of the President." Not under the

. ot . A
law in a murder.~The '"quest for the mecaning of life and eath'does

of the law. Particularly when the victim is the President. That
involves what Blakev never ge%s to, that whatever ##the intent
of the assassin or assassins, the assassination of any president §2s
a detﬁ§facto cou}P d'etat.

Greek drama has nothing to do with the basic question, why was
it done. Tnat answers the peaning of any assassination. And #kthe

C

W N e

way to get that ganswerﬁby fact, not presumpion(+is f’to investi-
J

gate he the crime itself. That wewas pever done ngt under the Katzen-

. s0rsm o DM wed : T Fuw met vttt
bach memor:ndum, whiéh became nmational pPOLlity, on ; € “ouse

assassins and *thsir Blakey, who abided by the Katzenbach memorandum.

Of which he did know and from which he quoﬁéd all but this orovision
in his dishonest quotétions from it.

Next, without realizing tkat it reflects a dishonest approach
and his baseless preconception, Blakey says "Our next steo was to
examine the President's assassination in the light of the modus &
operandi of orgg nized-crime murders...."30(page 372).

Wrong!

“heir firs~ ste should have been to examine the nmurder, with
nothing imposed on a é?ree and fgll investigation, with no real

or imagined modus operandi imposed.
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“"his in itself admits more than preconception. It says that
whyt is necessary is to impose %ﬂ@ preconception on fﬂg(iﬁgéstigation

f the crime.

This is no way to invéﬁfigate and above all it is not the
free and honest way to investigate the assassination of a Presi ent.

The next subsectiobhn is titled,"The Vulnerab.lity of John F .
Kennedy " (P%?es 376-383% . Not "vilnerabilities"? Which ﬁg‘%%
president has, in the plural.

First and most important <o Blakey.aﬁé=aesizﬁgzgspzne is organ-
G (Whiild wa il < godd JFIT hner e 7).

ized crime.

Then he go=s to the theft of the =llinois election. Iy this
Bjak ey is dishonest in omit?ing that the efforgzmade by Mayor Daey
in Chicago were duplicated downstate by the Repubﬁicans.

Then passing reference te his womanizing.

The next subsecton if "Mye Assassination According ti John Roselli™
lp(pages 38%-9)., With Hoselli the top mafia man of those the CIA
recruited through Robert Maheu tu get tthe Presicent assassinated -and
they “ailed - bi /s hardly a dependa#le autbrlty on the assassiggld@

L1ker;§ 1éFhe Bcath of Sa¥ Gianacana"(psges 38%1389 392) either
dependsble or in any way related to th JFK assassination. These nutty
Blakey 1nclud‘bﬁaas related to the sssassination of the President
represents Blakey ; hangup and his total undeneﬁ;aability when he
talks about the President's nssassination,

"4 The Aregi Anguish of Robert Kennedy'(pages 391-394 is more of
Blaﬁﬂéy's effort to make it a mafia crime. |

Of which there tien anﬂ'since then;as no real evidence.

"Los Angeeles:June 4, 1968" is the nﬁéf subsection (pages 394-

395§). That was wheniobsrt Kcnnedy was killed and 1t nas no real

relationship to the assassination of his br.g#other bﬁ;égﬂ gyears
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earlier.

sxcept as more hinting that the assassination of his brother

was a mafia kob. :
J 2 9L
"A Witness t@ ¥Two Tragedies" (pages %3%522M0re unrelated mafia

rubbish.

"Murder Will Out" ipages 397—&398) is the end. The short %ext

a

says the opnosite of the subheading and it says fhat &s more of

Blakey's mafia baloney.
Co

Here is that textt}““/ ’

s 1

Tr—— On September 28, 1978, as our public hearings were drawing to a close,
the final witness before the Committee was Burt W. Griffin, who in
/ 1964 was one of two Warren Commission attorneys responsible for the

Ruby aspect of the assassination investigation. The Committee asked

' Judge Griffin to reflect on the successes and failures of the Commission
e and the FBI in light of his experience as a staff counsel, as well as a
w former prosecutor and current member of the judiciary with criminal
jurisdiction. He showed extraordinary insight and candor in his com-

’ ments, especially when he put his finger on a crucial fact, one often
' overlooked in analyses of the President’s death: the great problem of
obtaining ‘‘proof of conspiracy’’ in a free society. He directed the Com-
mittee’s attention to the “‘reality that under the American system of
civil liberties and the requirement [for a criminal conviction] of proof
beyond a reasonable doubt, . . . itis virtually impossible to prosecute or
uncover a well-conceived and well-executed conspiracy.”” Almost
prophetically, Judge Griffin said: ““The few successful . . . [prosecutions
of a sophisticated conspiracy] . . . almost always result from accidental

{

discoverlies].”” That explained, he suggested, why our society had
“‘almost totally failed in its efforts . . . to prosecute the organized com-
mission of crime.”

It was difficult to disagree with Judge Griffin’s perceptive comments.
That freedom carries with it a certain price — and one that is well worth
paying — ought to be obvious to experienced observers of American
history. Proof of conspiracy in a free society only comes when there has
been the right mixture of diligence and luck. Successful prosecution of
conspiracy is in fact rare. Yet there is another point that must be made.
History, if not prosecution, is well served, for truth has a way of taking
care of itself. Chaucer said it well, as our investigation showed. Murder
will out.




Hzving begun W.th the baseless belief thatfxé mefia assassinated
the President, sronibpsob» prob:bly in part tiis notion coming from
‘his experiences in the organired crime section of the Departm:nt
of Justice, Blakey %hen turned th: full power of Mshis comn ttee,
~which had 4the larges appropri-tion the House of Representqtives
ever gzave an investigation and with all of that power and authority
having failed all over agaig)unablc to recognize that he was and
#insisted 2%.being s fool, a stubborn fool, in his book Blakey
tries to shyster a case tha®t might fool pdovnle into believing

/
£ . . P
that h /was not = ‘ool, into believi:g tgf despite ‘a ‘1 the renl

@f’ e d ey
evidence there was no case &}t of the mafia as 'éﬁéssin.
Which is what his bo.k tries to convince people is not so,
tries to zo'virce those si’ly enough to buy his book that in snite

of hisTEii“committeés total failure to make any kind jfgeal
case against the mafi?a, by far its greatest effort, the mafia was
guilty znyway. And tp5 seem to prove thatv Blakey shystordd fake
oretended evidence.
With all that power. with all that staf’ aglall that money
and al 1 those FFI pagss relating to the maﬁ?: gpartiqbularly
transcipts o t levhone taps, Bankrupt Blakey hokes up z very poor
and entirely cishonest book in which h= pretends that irn spits #®
pof al’, he was right and the mafia did do the job.
ﬁut?%en the{bii<iishonest as so much of Blak:sy's book is, the
diskonzsty largely in hthe crea:ion of ohony evidence, he still f;
falls flat on h.s face in *nis Heetu-sgruce of a book by a #lawye V7
a.d a Conrgressional chief invessigator.
Who :loses his isgrace of a nook with quotations rfrom the
testimony before nis comiittec c¢f a former counsel Jor the earlier

fauilure, Bert #tGriffium who worked on 1ne Runy paf t@f the Warreb

P . ‘
comission, whi:h was rezlly th e Warrdd fuilure. With his own
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record to apologise for Grifiin, who had befn a prosecutor and then
waga a local judgg)used words %tiat Blakfy culd use and misuse in
his own defense.

And actuallv, literally, thav is what “he snassassination

shyster really does.

’

Blakeyfquo aays ﬁﬁatéyrifiin put h¢s finrer on a cyucpal fact,

Pons one oiten over [ooked in analyses d{f tre President's death:
2 e g -
the grat oroblems of obteining ’froof oz censpiracy' in a %ree XS
1
society.... o

What proof of consvirzcy Griffin znd BSlakey werc tzlfivg affabout
Griffin, as quoted, did not say, and Bblakety, to give mesning <h at

it does not Weneed to have to what Griffin szid, <o 1n Johyster
~ Tt plets ﬁ/yr’/{w
There is proof of consviracy to €stablgish(tha ere had
ﬁ «i‘;(/(,o) fvvp/'f' LLMLV%{ a/ij (/LYM/M/\;JZ’L (,7 1L e

been a consp.rucy.

%&%ﬂﬁMH%L%£F%&%@¢“€§-eﬁﬁ8ﬁifhgy—%9_réﬂﬁyl*V
in ["enzvv}

Getting proof ﬁ—eeaefigaey- to establish tszt there had been

a sconspiracy need now be «fn:gzdﬁi&ﬁai” a difiicult matter. In tée

assassination of Presi ent hennedy there ia an extensive overs upov

anctyedy
of thav eVn;enCC 1anored by both the uOMllS sion 2nd Blakey's commlytupe.

Lyingz in The facd of an overabundanU of solid eviden:e and
true to national ssassination policy arsi:ularted in he Katzenbach
memo, the Coamission reached i1ts charged conciusion, g}gérdless of
fg:t, regardless of the national inteTr 85t, regardless of the
nation's honor and sieg he1¢e"‘h@ nationsl solicy £f that Kutzenach
memorandom.

Blakey was doing exactly that until, os we saw earzi:r,
wnat he had conceivea as th sutdown ﬁ@utdowns, :hefﬁagggﬂDallas

-~

volice tave that he had not even ask:sd Tor and was given 10
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him, prov~d there had besn =& cconspirscy.'fhem he had no choice,
SL
and thsn his commigtee 's ;ecorq was blank on all the othr rpoof
M A odre ‘
of conspirucy in both crikes he vias tq\inves:igatem.
One reagson neither case went to trial is becuse in both
assa581na£ions *hee had bec a conspir cy and both o0f “he accused
C~[/ 'F”ll -._f'l
would nave been acquited af trial. And the proof in each cas% is
”
sn the exising fofficial records. Blakey had no investigation to
mzake. Al he had tc do sas use tie uhidenc Hofficial evidence
e ———
wiich existed before his commistee was sormed.
But, shyster as he was o~ this case, heg# avoided tant
. o . : ks : . Da i drid ©
tkrcughut,,yrete;nded it &edid not exist, und ony when the ! G/ﬂJ/"' ‘
A .
tepe backfired on nim didd ne suddently, havine no choige,
4 . . s
gzlx about = conspirgey, with - that a’one as his indicat on of a
consPiracy, and ¢ ven thén this s hyster lie. zbout he shct t-as
prove.i the Prevident had bsen 2all killed by a conspiracy.
i
svidsnee, reason to belicve thut e was hit by :Lz{(ya Blake V/
fourth shot, €rou “hs Grassy £noll bu. Blekey, as dig t e [Co mission,
¥pignored trol amply supported evidenﬁeunl ¢ srociaimed oal shis
Ak wt’fwwoﬂ»{
shot from t a?ssy khnoll is fhe on—t—we miisd, un impossibility.
. . e . . .
He ]uqt made it up to confinie “.e gfficial fiction of Uswald as the

lone assasusin. crdained in tano? Latzenbach m mo Bluky coufd naver

1 et iy T
quc te in full ocna give ﬁnis, hich controlled his om i“ts cee, @ay

4 : ",._u"'. M’\t§
to £ the peopla) ﬁﬁb histqr @ prov- st there had been a conspi racy.
— ) ST
With, des»hgiit ©slakeu anc «.aj o says‘%ﬁ& uriffin soid, was a
Ceruntin, o !

sbst-in both cases.



