CHAPTER 49
“The Honor of Honorable Men”

Defending and supporting the Warren Report is as absolute an impossibility as cows flying over the
moon. It cannot be done, not with even the thinnest trace of honesty. The only means of pretending
requires the grossest ignorance or by a combination of both. Posner and Riebling not only illustrate it —
they typify it. They typify aso the knowing, the very ddiberate dishonesty any such crud fraud on our
history requires — and that for their own self-serving purposes there are those who are capable of the
literary whoring, literary prodtitution that makes the litera practitioners of it eminently respectable by
comparison. The most obvious purposes are fame and fortune, but there are other motives. Oneis palitica
acceptance and acceptance and help fromit.

That pathetic pathologica case, David Belin, amord, ethicd and politica assassnation Judenrat
makes those who were Hitler' slook judtified by comparison, too. Unlike them, Bdlin did not face the dmost
certain degth of refusing to be Judas goets for themselves and their families. Unlike them he did not and
could not hope for delaysin their daughter in doing what if they did not do, others would, anyway, under
the same terrible compulsion.

Unlike Posner, who adopted Bdin's basic method of progtituting himself and our higtory for fame
and fortune, Bdin did it in his effort to judtify his dishonesty when he was a Commission counsd. He did
it to recgpture the reputation he surrendered — | was about to say “integrity” but no man capable of what
Bdin did can have begun with integrity — in what for a young lawvyer means fame and can mean
professond fortune.

| dedlt with Belin's persona perversions of assassination evidence at length throughout my books,
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beginning with the first of them. My exposures of his dishonegties are strong accusations againgt him, his
character, his professonalism as a lawyer and as a man who was cagpable of anything at dl to do his
Judenratische duty as he saw that demanded of him. Demanded if he wanted to keep that job and the kudos
from it and the benefit from that for his subsequent career. This of course dso means for money.

What is true of Bdin's progtitution of our history and perverson of his assassnation related
respongbilities, persond and professond, istrue in varying degrees of dl the Commisson counsdls. Bdlin,
however, has written more dishonesty into our history and corrupted it in booksto alarge, decaived — lied
to— audience. His compulson for sdf-judtification drives him to innumerable newspaper artides and oped
piecesthat, literary whore that heis, the literary whores of the mgor media gave him mgor attention and
gpace when he wanted it.

Mot of the other counsels had enough sdif respect and in some ingtances fear to keep their mouths
closed and to avoid confrontation with those who knew the subject matter and their recordsin the officia
Orwellian re writing of our higtory.

When he was didtrict atorney of Philadd phia Arlen Specter refused to confront me on Philadephia
radio and TV about two dozen times. During his campaign for the Senate in which he is still a Republican
Senator from Pennsylvania, areporter who knew me told me that Specter had begun exploiting his career
on the Warren Commission for political benefit. Specter’ s being the most despicable of al those upwardly-
mobile corrupters of that higtory, | wrote him aletter addressng hisremarks. | mailed it to his home rather
than his office so he could not pretend that it did not reach him. To be certain that it reached him persondly
| sent it by certified mall. | fill have that letter in the gtill-sedled envelope because as the postd information
added says, he refused to accept it three times The post office made that many efforts to ddliver it before

returning it to me.
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The country saw the skills he developed as ayoung Commission counsd when on nationwide TV
he took advantage of his Senatorid immunity to label quiet, soft-gpoken diminutive law professor Anita Hill
a perjurer. Unfortunately, she was so intimidated that her lawyer’s mind clogged up on her. If she had
merely responded, particularly because it was on nationwide TV, “Mr. Specter, would you please step
outsde, shed the immunity you have in this hearing that you bare taking advantage of to defame me, and
repest that accusation? Then, gr, | will seeyou in court.”

Had she said that | doubt Specter would have been redected. And | doubt that the black oreo
Thomas would st in judgment of us al and on dl issues that reach him on the Supreme Court to which
Specter, personaly — and in this gppealed to the reactionaries in his congtituency and in his party — saw
to it hewould ascend. To take the Sde vacated by that excellent lawyer, a principled Justice, ghastly!

If my long-delayed NEVER AGAIN! that | expected to have been published by the middle of

1993 isfindly published, as now scheduled, less than four months after | write this, and if it gets attention
in Pennsylvania, | doubt that Arlen Specter will ever again stand for election or re-dection. Such is his
record other than in the officid mythology if he was important in making up. In 1987 Wedey Liebder
confronted meon TV in Los Angeles. | was then exhausted from extengive travel, appearances and little
degp and | did not do aswdl asordinarily | would have, but after that show was over Liebder was publicly
mute about the assassination for more than a decade and has said little about it since then.

| made him face part of his Commission record.

Howard Willenswhose name | lagt saw in the papers when he was counsel for Caspar Weinberger
— Waeinberger escaped conviction when he was pardoned by George Bush — was the Department of
Judtice' seyes and ears on the Commission. As the man who said he would arrange it, Nicholas Katzenbach

saysin aJustice Department record | have. Willens had the good sense to keep his mouth closed for years.
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But once he did agree to confront me on a Washington TV show on which he knew the moderator was on
hissde. When | dumped on him alittle of his record on the Commission, beginning with his seeing to it that
the records would not be indexed, the only response Willens could makeis, “Why that isan ad hominem”
Trandated from the Latin, that means | was addressing his prgjudices or interests. It can aso mean that |
was attacking his character. | was as he knew addressing only hisrecord on the Commisson, and that with
officdd documents. But if it was his character | was addressing, dl hisreply was, for dl the world as though
that replied to anything a dl, was, “Why, that isan ad hominem”

And since they Willens dso has been publicly slent about the assassnation, with one exception.

Those Honorable Men, as I've begun to research a book on them that says they so regard
themsdlves. | use them as Marc Antony used those words. They did react to the Oliver Stone movie JEK.
All of them, with press conferences from coast to coadt. They prodamed their honor, purity and completdy
indefensible record on the Commission. The mgor media gave that mgor media attention, and they have,
save Bdin, been slent in public about the assassnation since then.

But Bdinislike atugboat that has alarge whidtle, the equivaent of which he has and asmdl bailer.

Every time he hears anything about the assassanation his whistle blows. It takes so much from that tiny
boiler that the boat just stops. It has no power to move.

Bdin isapathetic psychologica case but heisnot afool. He knowswhat he did. He knew what
he was doing when he did it. And now he smply cannot bear hearing any question raised about it. Heis
compulsively driven to judtify himsdf when thet isatotd imposshility. His method of doing this— wll,
he never doesit and cannot — his method of getting the uncritical mg or-media atention he knows he will
0Oet, it to dacken hisjaw and gush with irrdevances— irrdevancies that do not respond to the criticism and

heis capable of doing thet, as I’ ve seen and heard him do, that at interminable length. The time he takes
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aone diminished what e'se he can expect to have to face and cannot refute. So, he sayshe knowsit al and
that he isright because he says heisright. He needs no more— and he has no more.

Whether or not he understands it, whether or not he is even cagpable of understanding it, each time
those words pour out, while he gets the atention for his dishonest efforts at salf-judtification from the mgor
media, he adds to the record for our history on his part in the officidly-intended fraud officidly perpetrated
on our history by dl those Commission counsals who cared more about advancing their careers than they
did about the most subversive of crimesin asociety like ours, the assassination of the President. Or they
cared about thelr country. That isacrime that inevitably has the effect, whether or not the intended effect,
of acoup d etat.

Compared with Specter and his Commission career, the career in which he was responsible for
what lawyers cdl the corpus delicti or the body or mgor dements of the crime, Big-Mouth Belin was
reaively smadl potatoes. His areas of respongbility included the murder of Ddlas policeman J.D. Tippit.

However, whether or not Oswad killed Tippit, as the Commission said he did, aided and abetted
asit was by Bdin's sawart and less than honest efforts, there was a specia sgnificance to the Tippit
murder that | addressed in my first book (Whitewash, pages 42-52ff). Looking through his specid looking-
glass, as Alice in her Wonderland did, Bdlin saw up and as down in as out, and proof? There was none.
He did help make it up.

These are the words with which | open the chapter on the Tippit Murder:

If the Tippit murder had not happened, it would have had to have been “invented”.

Thereisreason to believe that, in effect, it was.

The assassination case againgt Oswald was no case a al. It hung on coincidences,
conjectures, speculations, and eyewitness accounts of such dubiousness no sensible lawvyer

would have taken them to court. Above dl, it depended upon a willingness to believe.

That willingness was supplied by the murder of Tippit. As the police seized upon this
“coincidence’ and wholesded their verson to an upset world clamoring for the capture of
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the assassn, there seemed to be no question in this murder.  Innumerable dependable
witnesses saw everything — the shooting, the flight, and the capture.
Nothing could be further from the truth. The so-cdlled evidence in the Tippit case

is atissue S0 thin the Commission should have seen through it without difficulty. But its

myopiain the Kennedy assassination turned into blindness in the Tippit killing.

In rushing that writing, which was completed by the middle of February, 1964, | did not recall that
| was drawing on Voltaire. He said that about religion.

Everybody hates a cop killer so, laying that on Oswad made attributing the assassnation to him
immediately acceptable.

In the 30 years Since | wrote that | know of no reason to change aword in what | said about the
JFK assassnation and in adl my subsequently published six books on it based on the officid evidence, that
demondtrated | was completely correct is overwhelming.

What was butchered out of Case Open when it was published is my taking the Posner contrived,
overwritten and flimsy prosecution case of Oswald' s guilt and with the officid evidence only disproved it
as had he been tried, Oswad' s lawyer would have acquitted him. It redly isthisterribly bad.

| do pretty much that in NEVER AGAIN! aswritten, again with the officid evidence.

The big thing those Honorable Men did, the Belins, the Specters, the Willenses and the Liebelers
and the others, was to make up a case against Oswald, Specter handling the corpus ddlicti_himsdf.

To be able to atribute the Tippit murder to Oswad the Commission had to place him a the scene
of the crime a the time of the crime. Thet task fdl to Belin. He was up to what it required of him. Here are
afew excerpts from what by the middle of February, 1965, were gpparent to me as | studied the evidence
and wrote about it:

The telepathic powers of the staff did not extend to learning the dleged Oswald's

dleged dedtination. There gppears to be no reason why he should have been walking as
he was in the recongtruction. The one possible destination indicated by the Report or its
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chart is the Texas Theatre. He would have reached this by waking south on Beckley to
Jefferson and turning west ashort distance. That is where he was subsequently arrested.
No suggestion of where Oswad was going or why he would have gone the way the Report
says he did is even hinted a. He was seen by no one. He went that way because the
Report says he went that way.

Thereis but one thing that makes sense of this recongtruction. Thet is an effort to
make it conform to the highly suspect testimony of Hden Markham. Mrs. Markham sad
she saw the man she later identified as Oswald cross Petton a Tenth, going from southwest
to northeast. The mogt direct route in conformity with Mrs. Markham’ s account was the
one the Report used, whether or not it makes sense. By using its new technique of willing
the exigence of proof, by anybody needed subgantiation, it certainly was Mrs.
Markham.

The Report dlows Oswad less than 13 minutes to wak from his roominghouse to
Tenth and Petton. This generosity towards itself was accomplished by smply ignoring Mrs.
Roberts unquestioned testimony [Earlene Roberts was the roominghouse housekeeper].
As it did with its other Oswald movements, the Commission timed this one with a
stopwatch on April 8, 1964. It did not bother to take sworn testimony from the staff
members who did the timing. Assstant Counsd David W. Bdin merdy declared while
examining Whaley [a cab driver] that he and others had walked by what he described as
the “long way around route” (6H434). How long did it take?

Seventeen minutes and forty-five seconds! Tippit was killed five minutes before
Oswald could have gotten to the scene of his murder!

It isnow clear why thisisthe only one of the time reconstructions not quoted but
“interpreted” by the Report (page 56).

When Bdin and | debated a Vanderbilt Universty in Nashville, Tennessee in the fdl of 1975 he

did not dispute this. Instead, as he dways did, he made along and irrelevant speech.

Bdin'snation of how to investigate, how alawyer established fact for a Commission like this one

isindicated in his saying of the time, his time “recongtruction” that he took “the long way around” in

established Oswad' s dleged timing to get him at the scene of the crime. And that when they could not get

him there on time!

It makes no sense at all, another Bdin specidlity.

The Commission’s own map of that area and Oswad's dleged route, dong with severd other

maps, is in its Report (page 158). The one and only way in which it was the “long way around” isin
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Oswad s going to the thester where he was arrested. For that it is the longest way around. Oswad would
have had to circumnavigate the entire earth the way the Commisson and its area expert Bein haveit. Only
a Bdin could say that in going to the thester Oswald would not have taken the direct route down Beckley
Avenue sraight dmogt to the theater as the map shows, from his rooming house.

Instead, when to get to the theater Oswald would have made aturn to his right on Jefferson, where
the movieis, Bdin and the Commisson have him turning to his left about haf way there, onto Davis, from
which he dmogt immediately turned to hisright to take Crawford diagondly in the wrong direction and then
turn left ill again, to get 180 degrees away from the theater to which he was going and in which he was
arrested. If he had not turned 180 degreesin the wrong direction onto 10™ he could not be placed at the
scene of the crime. Then, after dlegedly killing Tippit, in this hocus-pocus of “evidence’” made up by the
most dubious witness Bdin, Oswad made aturn of 360 degrees to get to the theater.

And thus did Hercule Poirot Bdin get Oswald to the scene of the crime.

This dso has to mean that Oswad had a purpose in turning away from the theater and more, it has
to mean that he knew where Tippit would be so he could kill him when even the police dispatcher, who
cdled Tippit on theradio in vain, did not know.

That none of this does or can make sense is obvious. Also obvious is the fact that athough the
Commission said there was no conspiracy of any kind, there had to have been oneto let Oswvald know
where he was going to meet his destiny and kill off the cop.

What amishmash of insane conjectures that would disgrace a child writing a novel.

Thisisonly the beginning of how Bdin built his Commission reputation that made him one of those
Honorable Men who proclaimed their purity and their correctness in pretended answer to the Oliver Stone

movie. There dill remained getting Oswad there in time to shoot Tippit.
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This, too, Bdin and the Commisson solved, wel not quite, but pretended they solved with atypicd
meld of conjecture, telepathy and most important of dl, need. Getting here to there on time required stark,
ddiberate dishonesty, but they were dl up to that.

Having had Oswad take a cab to go to his roominghouse only to leave the cab quite some distance
away from it, the Report “caculated” hisarriva there a 1 o' clock. How did it come to that conclusons?
It asked Mrs. Earlene Roberts, the housekeeper, when Oswald got there. That timing is based on this
tesimony. It wasdicited by Joe Bdl, Bdin's partner:

“Now it must have been around 1 o' clock, or maybe alittle after, because it was
after President Kennedy had been shot — what time | wouldn't to say because --”

That was enough for Bal. He interrupted her to ask, “How long did he stay in the
room?’

“Oh, maybe not more than 3 or 4 minutes...” Mrs. Roberts answered (6H440)
(page 54).

A phony case can be built thisway but because those telecadts lasted dl that day for three more
days it would not be agood ideato cook a chicken that way. Or bake a cake.

If there had been any dterndive in the faking of a case againgt Oswad the Commission would not
have used Mrs. Roberts. What | next wrote in Whitewash — about which Bdin and Bdl and dl ther
cronies on the Commission have been totdly slent, is:

The Report acknowledges Mrs. Roberts statement that shortly after Oswald left
the house she saw he was waiting at a bus stop. She did not use the word “seconds’ as
the Report does. Nor did this question even come up in her tesimony. It wasin an affidavit
she executed December 5, 1963 (7H439). The Commission, of course, knew of the
affidavit and quoted it in her testimony but avoided this part. In it she Sated, “1 saw Lee
Oswad standing on the curb at the bus stop just to the right and on the same side of the
dreet as our house. | just glanced out the window that once. | don’'t know how long Lee
Oswald stood at the curb nor did | see which direction he went when he left there.”

Understandably, the Report wanted to avoid this as much as possible. The bus
stop at which Mrs. Robertslast saw Oswad isfor the bus going north on Beckley. The
Tippit murder was south of there. The Report preferred not to explain why a man it
wanted to be going south without the waste of a fraction of a second was waiting for a

1024
For personal useonly, not for distribution nor attribution. © 2004 Harold Weisberg Ar chive



northbound bus. Naturdly, the amount of time waiting a a bus sop should have been
deducted from the time Oswald had to get to the Tippit killing. The Report did not want
to deduct it, and so it did not (page 54).

So the only evidence the Commission had about where Oswad was, leave done the time, from the
only witness it used who knew him had him not rushing to his rendezvous with Tippit's destiny but instead
waiting for a bus that went in the opposite direction. As the Commission does not mention, very soon that
bus turned and went to that thesater.

Although not & this point, the Report dso acknowledges Mrs. Roberts testimony
that after Oswald got home and before he | eft, a police car stopped in front of the house.
It sgnaed with the horn “severd times’, and drove off (R253).

“Investigation has not produced any evidence that there was a police vehicdle in the
areq,” the Report continues. It also pretends to account for dl the vehicles with numbers
smilar to 106 or 107. Mrs. Roberts had made clear she paid no attention to the number
and guessed it might have been one of these (6H443). Her vison is o bad — sheisblind
in one eye — she waived reading her deposition, a courtesy granted by the Commission
(6H444).

Ddllas palice cars bear their numbersin rdatively smal and thin lettering within the
word “Dallas’, arranged like an arc above the word “Police’, lettered horizontdly. In the
combination of these numbers the Commisson investigated, it avoided one— 10. Thefirg
two numbers given by Mrs. Roberts were one and zero, 10. That was the number of
Tippit'scar.

What kind of investigation the Commission conducted on the assgnment of police
carsisnot indicated, but one thing is certain — it did not include examination of the police
radio logs which clearly reved one police car was assigned to that area— No. 10, Tippit's
(pages 54-55).

This additiona problem that dso reeks of conspiracy was not difficult for the Commisson and its
Bdins and Bdls to circumvent. They merely resorted to that SOP of suppression, protected asthey were
by the omnipresent secrecy. This does account, as so many other things do, for the Commission’sdecision
for al its proceedingsto bein secret.

Those police radio logs a so reflect that at least this time the dispatcher radioed Tippit and got no

answer.
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To the Commission’s knowledge, and to Bdin's that being the area of his responghility, of dl the
witnesses to the Tippit killing there was only one who said he looked a his watch to see what the time was
and he had areason to do that. For the Belins and those others on whom our integrity rested and who were
entrusted with the solving of both murders, the way around this was smple: they did not cal Thomas F.
Bowley as awitness. At the same time they did not dare ignore him entirdly. This was because the Ddlas
County Sheriff had taken an affidavit from him. So dong with a greet number of other police and sheriff’s
records it was just dumped into the record in Volume 24 and ignored in the report. Many are of poor
legibility and were illegible enough to discourage trying to read them. Then, those Sandard-Sze shedts, eight
and a hdf inches by eleven were reduced in Size by four times when they were published Sdeways the
page, two sheets to each page sheet. The Bowley affidavit, the gppropriate width on the page eight and a
haf inches wide. Thus 6x9 gppears as the Commisson published it on three and a hdf inches wide.

What | quote diminated the affidavit heading, the name of the rotary, the December 2 date and the
white space on that sheet. The affidavit was typed single-spaced.

Who, after being duly sworn, on oath deposes and says. On Friday November 22,
1963 | picked up my daughter a the R.L. Thornton Schoal in Singing Hills at about 12:55
pm. | then left the school to pick up my wife who was a work at the Telephone Company
a Ninth Street and Zangs Street. | was headed north on Marsdlis and turned west on 10"
Street. | traveled about ablock and noticed a Dallas police squad car stopped in the traffic
lane headed east on 10™ Street. | saw a police officer lying next to the left front whes. |
stopped my car and got out to go to the scene. | looked at my watch and it said 1:10 pm.
Severd people were a the scene. When | got there thefirgt thing | did wastry to help the
officer. He appeared beyond help to me. A man was trying to use the radio in the squad
car but stated he didn’t know how to operateiit. | knew how and took the radio from him.
| said, “Héllo, operator. A police officer has been shot here.” The dispatcher asked for
the location. | found out the location and told the digpatcher what it was. A few minutes
later an ambulance cameto the scene. | helped load the officer onto the Stretcher and into
the ambulance. Aswe picked the officer up, | naticed hispistal laying on the ground under
him. Someone picked the pistol up and laid it on the hood of the squad car. When the
ambulance left, | took the gun and put it indde the squad car. A man took the pistol out
and said, “Let’s catch him.” He opened the cylinder, and | saw that no roundsiin it had
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been fired. This man then took the pistol with him and got into a cab and drove off. The

police arrived and | talked to a police sergeant a the scene. | told him | did not witness

the shooting and after questioning me, he said it was dl right for meto leave. | then went

on the Telephone Company at Ninth and Zangs. T.F. Bowley

Bdin cooked the books, so to peak in his time recongtruction and he gtill could not get Oswald
there until some time after Tippit was killed and that was some time before it was one the police radio, the
only basisused in thetiming. It happens that the same thing happened at the book depository, as | detall
in that chapter of Whitewash, the time recongtruction absolutely indigoensable in placing Oswald at that
sxth-floor window in fact proved he could not have been there.

Bdin did reed my Post Mortem. He told me so a VVanderhilt, the one time we met. How he got
it remainsamysery. | am the publisher. When | sent the book to the printer | was then hospitdized for my
firgt venous thrombosis. | thus was not able to get any copiesinto the bookstores. Belin did not get his copy
from me. The only few copies | had distributed were to a few Members of the Congress. | do not
remember the names of those to whom | gave copies but | am confident that none of them had anything in
common with Bein paliticaly.

There does remain, of course, the possbility that Bdin's friend on the Commisson whose
Presdentid Commisson Bedin would run, Gerdd Ford, got it from one of those to whom sent it. Then, too,
from their disclosed records, the FBI and CIA have their own ways of getting copies of manuscripts, proofs
and advance copies of books.

In any event, Belin was Slent & Vanderbilt and ever since then after he read this footnote on page
493 of Post Mortem, whereit is under the facamile reproduction for the Bowley affidavit:

David Bdin damstha Oswvad s guilt is demondrated by taking the Tippit murder
and working backwards. Belin should know since he suppressed the evidence proving

Oswald could not have killed Tippit. The Report claimed that Tippit was killed at 1:15
because Domingo Benavides reported the killing over Tippit's car radio “at about 1:16
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p.m.” (R166). Y et Benevides hed told Bdlin that another man had placed the cdll (6H449).

That man, T.F. Bowley, was never questioned by the Commission and is never mentioned

in the Report. This affidavit is published without comment a 24H202. Y, if Tippit were

killed a 1:10, asBowley swore, Oswad would have had no more than 7 minutes to walk

amog amile to the scene of the crime, an impossibility of which Bdin was wel aware.

What better reason for Belin to ignore Bowley and pretend the killing took place later?

Actudly, | stretched thisabit to lean over backward for Bdin. When Bowley looked at hiswatch
at 1:10, Tippit had dready been killed. Thus Oswvad had even less time to get there within Belin's own
impossible and redlly made-up schedule.

Thisisnot dl of the officid evidence or said to be of the Tippit killing. Far from it. Some is even
hilarious in itsridiculousness, ghadtly asthat isto say. It isnot even dl | published onit. But | usewhat |
published because Belin has that and because non-stop as his jaw gets when he hears “assassination” he
locked it closed on the evidence that he cooked up a phony dedl that is so basic to the Report.

It would not have been easy to get a conviction based on thiskind of junk even from afixed jury
with apublic trid.

Bdin has proclamed for years that the Tippit killing is the Rosetta Stone of the JFK assassination.
Whether or not that is because in his twisted mind on the assassination he believes that attracts more
atention to him, in writing thisin hisbook and in saying it so often in public and to the media, he does not
have to face the actudities of any trandation of his Rosetta Stone with the officid evidence he twisted,
misrepresented, ditorted and ignored in the dictionary of the officid evidence that is the dictionary with
which | here trandate Bdin's Rosetta Stone. The dictionary those to whom he pontificates do not have.
With too many of them the dictionary they do not want. They prefer his propaganda to facing the grim
redity of the terrible truth of the crime and with aradica change in the meaning of the word, of the officia
investigations.

1028
For personal useonly, not for distribution nor attribution. © 2004 Harold Weisberg Ar chive



Bdin persondly and in combination with the others resorted to many dirty tricks they would not
have dared if their proceedings were in public or if instead of the hearings of a non-judicia body their
testimony was in a public trid, with an opposing counsd and a judge to keep them honest. Not that the
judges | faced in dl those FOIA lawsuits persuades that dl our judges are as honest and impartial asin
theory they are to be.

Bdin's abuses done are so greet that if one were to undertake to make his dishonest first book of
the Rosetta Stone honest with the officid fact and the office details it would require a series of books its
Sze.

Aswe have seen above, his Rosttais a plagtic counterfait to which he gives the fase trandations
and meanings he built into it that are not there. But there is naither time nor space nor need after our look
at the truth of what he has the professiond indecency to describe as the key to the assassination. The only
key it holdsisto the corruptions and dishonesties of the officid assassnation mythology. Well, it dsoisthe
key to Belin, his character, his mords, his ethics, his honesty or dishonesty and to the convolutions of truth
and redity by which he made his Rosetta Stone up.

Of dl the many other illudrations | sdlect but one more. That is because on the one hand he falled
to do hisduty asalawyer, faled to meet his responghilities to the Commission and to the country. It dso
is because of how he and his partner did it and to whom, besides our history, they did it.

Two of the more important witnesses at the scene of the crime who had important testimony to
offer and they, despite Belin's and Specter’s diligent effort to prevent it and to destroy their credibility
nonethd ess got important information into the officia record. That where it was not misrepresented it was
ignored is gill another tribute to the effectiveness of the corruption of our history for which Bdin and

Specter are persondly responsible. | go into thisin Chapter 8, “Eyes So Blind,” of Whitewash 11 (pages
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71-92). What the Report says of Arnold LewisRowland and his wife Barbara appears on pages 250-252.

In the cute way in which those Honorable Men, in their own account at least, made it ever so much more
difficult for anyone to get any understanding other than the one they built with careful confuson, Rowland's
testimony appearsin Volume 2 beginning a page 165. Hiswife Barbara s, not & the same time and place
but on the same maiters, isin a different volume. Four volumes separate them. (Volume 6, beginning on
page 177).

Rowland' s testimony was exceptionally long for the Commission. It does not end until page 190,
or for 25 pages. He testified before the Commission in Washington at the sesson that began at 9:15 the
morning of Tuesday, March 10. Specter, then honing the skills he used to defame Anita Hill, and to place
the ultrarreactionary Clarence Thomas on the Supreme Court, was the questioner.

Bdin handled, and | do not misuse the word, Barbara Rowland' stestimony. Hetook it in the office
of the United States Attorney in the Dallas post office building beginning at 4 the afternoon of April 7.

Seeking to discredit their testimony the Report (pages 250-252) begins by saying that Rowland's
testimony, “if accurate, would create the impossibility of an accomplice at the window at the time of the
assassnation.” Initsdf this more than judtifies that crack about “if accurate’ as goplied to the Commisson
and to its Report. It was not “at the time of assassination” at al. It was prior to the assassnation. Putting
it the way the Report doesis deliberately dishonest. Rowland not only did not say or even hint thet it was
“at the time of the assassination,” heinssted it was earlier. He was in the unusud pogtion of being able to
give the Commisson ameans of timing it with precigon.

The Commission, especidly not that pair of Judenrats, Specter and Bdlin, did not do that. | did in
Whitewash I1.

Following other shedy lawyers' trick to discredit Rowland, the Report has to admit, not daring not
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to because they could get caught at thet, officid confirmation of what the Rowlands said. Speaking of both
Rowlands. Deputy Roger Craig, only recently the Deputy of the Y ear, testified,
“And the boy said he saw two men on the sixth floor of the Book Depository

Building over there; one of them had arifle with atelescopic sght on it — but he thought

they were Secret Service agents or guards and didn’t report it. This was about — oh, he

sad, 15 minutes before the motorcade arrived.”

So much for the ddliberate dishonest of saying it was “at the time of the nation.”

Note that Craig refersto Rowland asa“boy.” He was, but do not look for any mention of thet in
the Report. He and his wife were till school kids who, after they married, were on their own. Life was not
easy for them then.

The Report accurately quotes Barbara Rowland as saying, “at times my husband is prone to
exaggerate” The Report givesthis no context. Rather than then saying that Rowland exaggerated when
as a kid seeking to make out in a man’'s world he did what millions of others did, exaggerated their
preparation for employment — and built his bruised ego. The Report says he was aliar about such things
as “the subjects he studied in school, grades he received whether or note he had graduated from high school
and whether or not he had been admitted to college.”

Thereis other confirmation of part of Rowland's story , as the Report does not say. Instead, with
its omnipresent assumption that Oswald was the assassn, it again uses tricky language in saying of
Rowland’ s testimony that, it, “if accurate, would create the possibility of an accomplice.”

“Create?’ This suggests, as with that Anita Hill technique it is intended to say, that Rowland
“created” that. The proper word is, obvioudy, “reported” or “testified to.” Something like that.

The Report then seeksto wipethisal out, as for the dishonest purposes of the Report and counsd

it did, by another tricky formulation in the same Anita Hill spirit:
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“Rowland’s failure to report his sory despite severd [d¢] interviews until his
gppearance before the Commission, the lack of probative corroboration [sic], and the

serious doubts about his credibility, have led the Commission to rgect the testimony that

Rowland saw an elderly, balding Negro in the southeast corner window of the sixth floor

of the depository Building severd minutes before the assassination.”

Thetrickinessin thisis that while saying nothing to indicate it thisisthe lavyers dirty trick used to
“rgect” therest of Rowland's testimony that is without question not only corroborated by others but is
timed by the means to which Rowland testified with Smply astounding fiddity.

In order that this intended dishonesty be better understood, Specter was referring to FBI

interviews. A bit more on them later. What he does not say isthat those interviews were not taped so they

would not be transcribed. They are reported on the proper FBI FD201 form and they include only what

the FBI agents wanted to include! What they did not include and in innumerable instances witnesses did

tel them iswhat they did not include, not wanting it with the corruption of our history that was long before
then dearly what the “solution” would be. Rowland could well have said what the Report says he did not
say a dozen or more times to the FBI. Witnesses never saw their reports and were not aware of the
censorship they practiced when what they knew was not wanted was reported to them. The FBI saw to
it that nobody could ever know if Rowland reported that to them or did not. Specter and Bdin were fully
aware of this, 3o, trueto their role in the ddliberate corrupting of our history, they omit thisand pretend that
those reports include everything Rowland said, know that to be false.

o, they did what the Commission needed them to do. The Commission could not admit the
possibility that there was either an accomplice or adifferent assassn. Specter and Bdin firgt rigged that and
then wrote it in the Report.

If those Commission lawyers had given adamn about seeing to it thet what the Commisson used

as evidence was prigting, pure and entirely undtered, they would have had what they did not want,
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photographic judtification, of what Rowland said. They not only did not — they dared not!

The third of the photographs of the motorcade taken by Dalas AP photographer 1ke Altgens is
used to time the shooting. It is important for this and for other reasons, it is basic evidence, yet those
lawyers not only never saw the entire Altgens picture, they had to have recognized thet dl of the many
vearsons of it given to the Commission by the FBI were dtered in a different way. They could — aslawyers
they had the obligation to get, sudy and use afull, uncropped print of the Altgens 35mm negative.

Not having any federa or police authority it took me a year to get the Associated Press to get
Altgens origind negative and to make me an 8x10 print of it. | useit in full, entirdy undtered in any way,
on two facing pages in Whitewash 11 to enable the reader to make out dl the details possble in it and
officidly suppressed.

To be confident that there could never be any accusation that | had had anything at dl dtered, |
located a professond photo lab in Washington owned and operated by a former FBI speciad agent. |
pointed out the parts | wanted enlarged for reproduction and | 1eft what he did to accomplish that and even
the sze of the enlargement up to him. He made negatives from the print of those aress. | have them
wrapped and put away with the origind of the Altgens picture with al ese used in publishing Whitewash
11 for the vdue they can havein our higory.

My specid interest was in identifying a man in the building's doorway that severd newspaper
professondsin photography beieved was Oswad. They had nathing they could usein trying to determine
whether that was so or possible. AP cropped the picture for its own purposes, none of which was ether
congpiratorid or of intended deception.

The other part of thisfull and clear Altgens picture that grabbed my eye gppeared to me to be a

svere indictment of the Commisson. There were witnhesses who had an devated view of the scene of the

1033
For personal useonly, not for distribution nor attribution. © 2004 Harold Weisberg Ar chive



crime, including dl the vehicles in the motorcade and the Commission records and Report make no
reference to any of them. They should have been interviewed. The FBI dso ignored them. With both the
FBI and then the Commission beginning with the concluson that Oswald was a lone assassin, neither
wanted ether pictures nor evidence to contradict their beginning assumptions. Whilethisisclear indl my
published books, particularly in thefirst chapter of Post Mortem, | go into in consderable details in the

manuscript of NEVER AGAIN! long delayed and as of thiswriting due in April, 1995.

Those witnesses are leaning out of awindow of the Da-Tex Building, which is across Houston
dreet from the TSBD and on the same sde of Elm Street.

Above them on the fire escape, is aman, as Rowland testified, but instead of being in the Book
Depository easternmost window he is on the fire escape on the west wall of the Da-Tex building facing the
TSBD.

Whether or not this is taken as confirmation asit surdy can be, of Rowland said about that man
only, the sole basis those Commission shysters used to regject dl of Rowland' s tesimony, it isamuch less
sgnificant mistake or eror on his part than they were guilty of inignoring dl of this dl the information they
did not want in that isin the Altgens picture. They suppressed it, redly, those sanctimonious shysters did.

One of the many obvious investigations that should have been medeis one | mede and they did nat.
At the photo |ab of that former FBI specia agent, one of the parts of the Altgens picture | asked them to
enlarge was of a picture of aman in that doorway. In order to say it was not Oswald, as those severd news
photo editors had said and believed, the officid line was that it was afellow worker, Billy Nolan Lovelady.
Without investigation, the picture can be said to ether of them.

Inside the back cover of Whitewash |1, | have the enlarged part of the Altgens picture that shows

that man and more importantly, it shows his shirt. It dso has that print an FBI picture of that shirt, its
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imperfections marked with numbers. Those imperfections coincide exactly with those visible on the shirt of
the man in the doorway, where the shirt could not be buttoned in particular.

| the examined actud Oswald shirt in the Archives, under north light and under south light to
eliminate any question of light interference with what was S0 dear in it. Itsimperfections and those on the
shirt in the Altgens picture are identical and obvious. It was aworn-out shirt, not uncommon for working
in.

Also what seems to be a very visble and postive identified is the pattern of the shirt. It was of
vertica grass-weave pattern one popular in wallpapers, it is flecked with a gold-like fiber. This patern is
identica with that of the shirt of the man in that doorway.

That iswas not her husband was proven beyond question by Billy Loveady’s wife after she saw
Whitewash |I. Aware asit was of the identicd patterns, the FBI photographed Loveady in a shirt with very
loud wide stripes.

All of Photographic Whitewash had been printed except the “sgnature’ or section that would

include itsindex. That had been completed and | wasto take it to the printer when | had asurprise cdl from
Mrs. Lovelady. Therethen being no other spacefor it | added anote about her call at the end of theindex,
on page 294. It speaks for itsdlf:

A partid sequence of Loveady-Altgens pictures gppears in the gppendix of
WHITEWASH II. The question is. Who is the man in the doorway? Is it Lovelady?
Oswald? Someone ese? What shirt is he wearing? Firdt is the great enlargement | hed
made from the Altgens picture. Then there is the photographicaly decapitated picture of
Oswad as he wasled from thejall devator. Unnecessarily removing the top of his head
made comparisons difficult, especidly of the harlines and facid characteridics Thisisone
of five consecutive Shaneyfelt decapitations (21H467). They are not norma and cannot
serve any congructive purposes. Next isthe FBI-Loveady picture suppressed from the
evidence but in the Commisson'sfiles 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 Oswdd's shirt. From this it would seem that it cannot have been
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Loveady in the doorway. However, while this book was being printed, | received a phone

cdl from a woman identifying hersdf as Mrs. Billy Lovelady. She expressed great

goprehension for the family safety and protested the FBI evidence, including this, printed

iINWHITEWASH II. Sheindgsitis“my Billy” in the doorway, that the FBI never asked

him what shirt he had worn that day, and that he had worn ared-and-black check with a

white fleck. The checks, she says, are about two inches. When | said the Altgens picture

shows no check, she replied that it is not as clear as the enlargement “as big as a desk”,

about 30x40 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 aleges tesimony was edited,

FBI reporting was inaccurate and not dl in the evidence. | indlude this at the last minute for

what it may be worth or mean.

A few minutes after the assassinaion a Ddlasite amateur movie hobbyit, John Martin, changed the
exposure as he pointed his standard 8mm camera to that doorway. That footage is over-exposed.
Nonethdless, in it, and wearing a shirt precisaly as his wife described to me there was Loveady, his shirt
having the largest black and red checks I’ d ever seen on ashirt.

Those infected with them officid mythology dinned into us from the time of the assassination and
then by the Bdins and others with their own reputations too week to protect, may not be willing to believe
that thereis not ashred of evidence that can withstand examination to place Oswad at that window at the
time of the assassinaion and for some time prior to the ariva of the motorcade. It was five minutes late and
thus if he planned to be the assassin he had to have been there at least five minutes before the actua
assassination. And then he dlegedly had therifle to reassemble. It took a skilled FBI agent Six minutesto
do that. Then in the made up officid mythology, he had dl those sedled book cartons to make into what the
Report says were his sniper’s nest — without asingle fingerprint where he had to have held them to move
and stack them.

Asdefrom the ignored and misrepresented officid evidence that places Oswald elsewhere, a

careful examination of the evidence cited in the Report | use a the beginning of Whitewash, the first book,
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proves the impossihility of Oswad having been there — from the offidd evidencedone! | do examinethe

corpus ddicti with care and in detail beginning in the earlier chapters of thet first book and | do it in greeat
detail in my later and unpublished ones.

Thisis not the point to go over dl of that, but there are o many infected by the made-up officid
assassnation virus| cite afew points here.

Oswad dlegedly brought the rifle to that building the morning of the assassanation. In the officid
mythology that is the reason for histrip to where Marina was staying, with Ruth Paine, in nearby Irving,
Texas. Allegedly the rifle was wrapped in a blanket and dlegedly Oswald took paper from where he
worked and made a paper bag in which dlegedly he carried the rifle that morning.

Each and every person the Commission used as awitness on this proved the exact opposite under
oath. Buel Wedey Frazier and hissster LinnieMay Randle, between them saw Oswald with that paper
bag from before he reached the Randle residence, then when he placed the bag on that back seat, when
he got out of the car and as he waked toward the building while Frazier revved his motor to put alittle
chargein its battery.

Their testimony, the only evidence of any kind the Commission even clamed to have, in fine detall
proves not only that Oswvad did not carry the rifle to work that morning — it proves the impossibility of his
having done thét.

Aswith Rowlands, Bdin's partner in thisarea of their work, Joe Bdll, tried in every way possible
to get them to change their vivid accounts. Ball knew they destroyed the basis of the entire Report and, in
fact, proved that Oswad was framed, as he ingsted to the police he had been. What a disaster they
presented to the corruption of our history the Commission counsds dl knew from the start they were part

of! Asthework of them dl shows so clearly and so repeetedly. But try ashe did, Bdl would not get them
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to change thar testimony. That might a police polygraph examination proved Rowland' s truthful ness.

If Oswdd did not take that rifle to that building that morning then someone dse did. It had to have
been after the end of the previous day’ s work and before the beginning of that day’swork! Not only did
Oswad himsdf not do that — the evidence is that doing it was impassible for him. He was and he remained
in Irving. Heis the one person for whom proof that he could not have done that was without the possibility
of any question &t dl. He was proven to havebeen in Irving from the time he gat there in Frazier’ s car until
he left in that car the morning of the assassination!

Thisis one of the areas of the Commisson’s evidence that it did not want that is overwhemingly
proven by its own evidence — every hit of it!

Thisonly evidence — 100 percent of it — isthat Oswad did not take therifle to that building that
morning.

The evidence after his getting to the building, isthet he did not take any rifle into thet building. Only
Jack Dougherty, abuilding employee, saw Oswad enter the building. He swore that Oswad then was
carrying nothing and the more he was questioned about this the firmer his testimony became.

No search was ever made for the curtainrods Oswad said were in the bag he carried until August,
and even then there was no search a dl. The building manager, Roy Truly, merdly told the FBI thet if any
curtain rods had been found they would have been given to him. This is an absurdity but it is dl the
Commission got.

Nobody thought of looking in the shed-type building adjoining the main depository building on the
west. Reportedly employees left their things other than they wore init.

It may be closer to the actudity to say that nobody dared search for the curtain rods Oswad said

he carried because his room needed curtains.
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And, going back to the Altgens picture shysterism of those Honorable Men, if they or if they had
asked the FBI to do it for them, had canvassed the photographic agencies they would have gotten what |
have, a series of pictures showing the curtains Oswad said his room needed being put up later that day!
And they are 0 thin and trangparent he would till have been living in a veritable fishbowl.

| had planned for and expected it to be published in Case Open. The picturesfor it is part of the
a least three-quarters of it that was just butchered out — and | could do nothing abouit that.

Asof thiswriting it iswith the publisher for indusonin NEVER AGAIN! Theone | recommend

using and copies of the other pictures of that series are and long have been there.

The rifle was wdl-oiled when firg seen by the FBI, and these are its words, not mine. The lab dso
examined that blanket and that paper bag. Both were as magicd asthe one bullet said to have inflicted dll
seven non-fatal wounds on the President and on Governor Conndly. The FBI Lab’'s examination of that
blanket that was officidly aleged to have been wrapped around that rifle -- proved it held not the tiniest
smidgeon of the ail. The FBI Lab’'s examination of the bag likewise proved that it had not even the dightest
trace of il from dl the travel and bouncing of that well-oiled rifle dlegedly inddeit.

It had not a crease or any other mark on it from any rifle. And had not a sngle Oswad fingerprint
a any point where he had to have carried it for so long and in severd ways. Even where he dlegedly
crumpled the top to hold onto it — no trace of it where dlegedly made so many, many creases that do not
exig in crumpling dl that paper up for ahand hold.

The well-known firgt law of the FBI is “cover the Bureau's ass’ as severd agents and former
agents have told me. The second law is “cover your own ass” The FBI and its Lab technicians
accomplished both with these reports | cite above.

Those reports aone both prove Oswad was not the n and that he was framed. They thus
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prove there was a conspiracy.

As| say and prove above and repeatedly dsawhere and in dl my books, the Commission ignored
what was uncongenid to its preconcelved “solution,” that was forced upon it by the FBI with its earlier
“solution.”  And both made up whatever they needed. This dleged rifle trangport is only one of innumerable
proofs of the most deliberate and premeditated dishonesty with which a case was S0 shamdesdy made up,
unembarrassed by al the evidence, as above, and without which the crime was unsolved.

Thelr part in what amounts to a conspiracy to frame Oswad and exculpate the red assassnsis
precisaly what Belin and Specter were up to with the Rowlands. Beginning with suppressng the truth from
the Report so0 they could digtort and write prgudicidly in an effort to destroy credible and confirmed
evidence of another man at least and another rifle seen in that building just before the assassnation.

Thereisno mention in  the Report of what abounds in the testimony, that the Rowland teenage
married couple was on their own and struggling to make out, the obvious explanation of Rowland’'s
exaggeraion of his education.

Despite the Commisson pretense that Rowland was not credible, any examination of his testimony
such as| make at some length in Whitewash 11 establishes that he was not only credible, he was truthful and
he was confirmed.

Those “severd” interviews the Report refersto? They were “ seven different pairs of FBI agents’
(page 80)! Of thisonekid! The Report does not tell us who conducted those interviews. Rowland testified,
without contradiction, they were by the FBI and in them it sought to pressure him to change his story.

The actudity is that rather than first withholding it and later making it up, the thrust of Specter’s
questioning and of the Report, Rowland voluntarily spoketo a*“police officer” a the scene of the crime only

afew minutes after it (page 79). No effort was made officialy to determine whether there was such a
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report made. That ishow Rowland got to the sheriff’ s office to begin with. Whatever the normal practice
there was, the great and unprecedented volume of witnesses from whom statements were to be taken and
used as affidavits was such that after Rowland was there he had to wait for four hours before he was
gpoken to. Under these conditions it is obvious that the sheriff’s department had but little time for each
person and evolved affidavits that for the most part are of but a single paragraph, as the Bowley afidavit
above was.

There is no need to repedt al the ddiberate misrepresentations of what Rowland said here. They
are detalled in Whitewash [1. However, because the shysterlike misrepresentation of whether the kid-
husband/high school dropout was credible, | do repesat part of it (pages 76-78). 1t showsthe precison with
which he st the time he saw a rifleman and the means those shysters should have used to determine
whether or not he was truthful and credible. The only reason they did not is because they decided they
wanted his evidence not to be consdered. It shook their coming Report to its foundation!

In reading this it should be remembered that he was no more than akid, beset with serious persond
troubles and had been under tough and undisguised Specter efforts to rattle him and to get him to back
down, to admit that what he said he saw he had not seen. The wrongful secrecy meade that possble. These
pages, by the way, do not include another part of the building where he said, as others dso said, he dso
saw arifleman he believed was from the Secret Service:

This confuson, which diminates the location of the Rowlands at the time he said

he saw the rifleman and which could have been important had the government not aready

decided it did not want the evidence, is, unfortunately, characterigtic of the Rowland hearing

and the Commission’s use of photographs.

After two pages of rather specific testimony in which Rowland gave unequivocd
answers, such as about the time he returned to Pogition “V” (*We got back there 14 &fter,

| noticed the time on my watch, and the Hertz time clock (atop the Depository Building)
| noticed was about a minute later”), Specter showed him another photograph,
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Commission Exhibit 356, and asked, “Will you point to the window where you observed
thisman?’

“Thiswas very odd,” Rowland replied. “ There were — this picture was not taken
immediatdly after thet, | don't think ... “ And he was quiite right. Specter did not identify the
time the picture was taken, as one might have expected. He ignored Rowland' s statement.
From interna evidence, the photograph was taken soon after the assassination. Despite
itself, the Commission did have severd pictures taken a the moment of and only very
shortly after the assassination showing the south face of the Depository building. And there
were dso countless hundreds of frames avallableto it from the Ddlas TV dations done that
it avoided putting into its evidence or even looking a (Whitewash 43).

Thereis“Dillard Exhibit B” (19H564), taken by Photographer-Journaist Tom C.
Dillard, riding in the first press car, which was the sixth car in the motorcade. And thereis
the twdfth dide of “Willis Exhibit No. 1" (21H773), taken by amateur photographer and
retired Air Force Officer Phillip L. Willis. Close examination of these photographs shows
that, in fact, the windows are not exactly asthey were at the time of the assassination and
shortly beforeit. Itisdl Rowland sway, al againgt Specter and the Commission. It &t least
tends to establish Rowland as a sharp observer with an excdlent memory and aman willing
to speak up, regardless of what it ways of the Commission and its counsel.

Specter was entirely without comment, question or explanation. He kept Rowland
testifying on the basis of and marking a photograph that was not an exact representation
of the events and observations about which he was questioned.

Only one thoroughly familiar with the Commission’s record can be believe how
norma such an event is, how without any interest the Commission and its counsdl were
about the dipperiest kind of examinations and evidence, witnesses and possibilities.

If these seem dtrange to those who want to believe the Report, and there is no other basis for

believing it, the fact is that using the wrong and sometimes incomprehensible pictures was not a dl
uncommon. One of the most outrageous of these shyster-like exploits was, as | brought to light with no
comment from him, by Wedey Liebeler. A TSBD employee, Mrs. Virgie Rachley, testified to seeing the
impact of abullet on EIm Street not far from and in front of the building. That aone, of course, provesthe
officid mythology aso to be officid mendacity. So, in her tesimony, Liebeler showed her apicture taken

from the triple-underpass. It was taken steeply uphill. Asthe result, it wasimpossible for that camerato
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have seen the place to which she testified. That same messy picture had been used for other supposed
identifications. 1t wasdl marked up. Others dso reported seeing bullets hit in that generd area

What Liebeler, Specter, Bdin and the others could and should have done was show each witness
not only an unmarked print but also a clear and relevant print. At one point, on facing pages of Whitewash

11, I'illugtrate the clear means by which this could be done with what those shysershad!  On page 246 the

top haf isaview toward the grassy knoll over the Presdent’ s head. The bottom half is a surveyor’s plat.
The Commission had a number of those and | reproduce two others e sewhere.

On facing page 247 isaclear agrid photograph of the Dedey Plaza area. It extends from dightly
to the west of the entire overpass to past the other side of Houston Street to the east.  On the north it
includes the TSBD, the shed-like building thet is part of it, and the pertinent parts of the Da-Tex building.
On the south it includes dl of Main Street and the grassy area on both sdes of it, to well past Houston
Street and dl of Commerce Street to opposite the west end of the TSBD. With such a picture, in
which the painted road strips are quite clear and can be used for orientation or on the plat which hasthe
sameidentifiersinit, dl counsd had to do is hand any witness a dear and unused print plus a pen or pencil
and ask that the point being testified to be marked.

The problem with that for those shygters, however, isthat it reduced the possibility of playing their
unseemly games with the evidence to contrive, despite the evidence to the contrary, exactly what the
Commisson wanted and needed to be able to clam a reason for discounting or “regecting” testimony
uncongenid to the “solution” with which it began. Thisis obviousits own outlines of it work and Report
it (seefirg chapter, “Conclusons Fird,” in Post Mortem).

Rowland' s story is congstent, unchanged by the craft of a skilled cross-examiner,

unaltered by the progpects of glory and fame, and [it is] exact. What he said he did not
know, he would not testify to.
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Heis deadfast in hisingstence he saw thisrifleman through the eesternmost of the
pair of windows at the western end of the sixth floor; that the statements he had signed,
typed by others, erred in placing the rifleman 12 to 15 feet indde the window, that it was
three to five feet; that he never said the rifle was being held in the “ parade rest” position,
inwhich therifleis not held but rested on the ground; that he could give the proportions of
the man’s body but, at that distance, not its dimensions; that he could not say it was
Oswad, not having seen him dearly enough (here, of course, was his chance for the front
pages); on how the man was dressed; how much of the body and therrifle he could see and
what he could not see; when he saw him; what he and his wife, who did not see the man,
discussed about him (“must be Secret Service’); how fast the Presdent’ s car was moving;
what he was wearing; who he spoke to and what was said; what others were doing and
where; the finding of potentia evidence and how he turned it over to the police; the date
on which the FBI interviewed him and where the interviews took place; even a description
of therifle as having atdescopic Sght (which he reported before it was public knowledge).

In short, for a young and troubled man, under the pressure of great and strange but
important events, whether or not his background is beyond reproach, in histestimony about
his observations a the nation scene, ressts the temptation to exaggerate and rigidly
adheres to the congstent account regardiess of the interruptionsin his narrative, the jumping
around with abrupt changesin the subject of the question, and what seemsto beridicule,
from the cold type.

Ohbvioudy, Oswad could not have been smultaneoudy at both ends of thet building. So unlessthe

shysters destroyed Rowland as a witness they would not be able to reach their pre-ordained conclusion,

reached before there was an investigation at dl.

In what follows, and I’ ve diminated nothing in this direct quotation, Hetcher Knebd is a well-

known novdigt. Without knowledge of the nation he was anovelist rather than the reporter he once

was to attack and criticize Edward J. Epgtein’s Inquest in an articdle Knebel did for what was then the

second largest weekly picture magazine in the country.

What follows that iswhat | referred to earlier, the ease with which an honest lawyer could have

satisfied himsdf whether or not the kid Rowland had a clear and accurate recollection. He is confirmed

totally by the police radio broadcasts he heard while standing exactly where he said he had stood, where

there was a parked police motorcycle with itsradio on:
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Itisadigplay of probity, the Commission and its gpologist Knebel to the contrary
notwithstanding, and a display of integrity under stress and pressure unequaled by those
witnesses the Commission, in its own poverty, made famous and important.

Throughout it islarded with little touches thet are the lawyer’ s ddight because they
are 0 natural and o typicd of the kinds of things that linger in the mind and make for
credibility. To aremarkable degree his testimony is confirmed by that of hiswife, whose

recollection is not nearly as clear and whose testimony is more equivocd, and by other
evidence.

Rowland testified he saw this man, whom he took to be a Secret Service agent
protecting the motorcade, right after 12:15. Immediately he called the presence of this
armed man to his wife's attention, but by the time she finished looking at what held her
interest and turned, the man had moved. At the time of this conversation with his wife,
Rowland explained, they were near a police motorcycle “and the radio was giving the
details of the motorcade, where it was positioned...and the dispatcher came on and gave
the position of the motorcade as being on Cedar Springs. This would be in the area of
Turtle Creek, down in that area. | don’t remember the street’s name but | know where it
isa.”

Now it is certain that Rowland had no access to the police radio logs, for the
Commission had plenty of trouble getting them and wound up with three untrustworthy,
inaccurate and incomplete versions that often contradict each other, incredible asthis may
seem since they were recorded (Whitewash 98-99).

But on this, no matter how gutted, they al agree. “ Sawyer Exhibit A,” of Police
Radio Channd 2, quotes this identification of the motorcade' s location shortly after the
12:15 time check — the firg item after it: “On Cedar springs off Turtle Creek”.  In Exhibit
705, the transcript of channd 2, as the first item after the 12:15 station break, Inspector
JH. Sawyer is quoted as giving the motorcade' s location as “now turning onto Cedar
Springs Road off Turtle Creek”. The next item is the 12:16 time check. Exhibit 1974,
which is more complete for the periods it covers, just before 12:14 quotes Dispatcher
Gerdd Hendee and Chief Jesse Curry as reporting the motorcade was “just turning off
Turtle Creek”, with Hendee adding “onto Lemon”. And sure enough, immediately after
the 12:15 gation bresk, thislog aso quotes Ingpector Sawyer the same way, “Now turning
onto Cedar Springs Road off Turtle Creek; Cedar Springs and Farmount.” The next item,
agan, isthe 12:16 time check.

What, according to Rowland, happened next in that area while he and his wife
were discussing the man they thought, following Adlal Stevenson’s abuse in Ddllas, was a
Secret Service agent? A boy had an epileptic seizure across the street from them.
Rowland s wife cdled his atention to it, “and afew moments later” the police “cdled an
ambulance’.

Once again the palice radio logs confirm Rowland' s observation and recollection:
“Give us an ambulance 100 N. Houston Street - epileptic seizure’, and right before the
12:19 time check.

In detail after detal the Commisson’s evidence, including even its pictures nobody ese had,
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Rowland is confirmed with positiveness and in even the smdler detalls:

How wide open was which of the pair of windows through which he saw the
rifleman at the western end of the sixth floor? “To the fullest extent that they could be
opened.” Specter asked, “What extent would that be?’ and Rowland, unhesitatingly, told
him that because these were hdf-frame windows “that would be hafway the entire length
of the window.”

And thisis precisdy what the contemporaneous photographs show.

Wha of the window through which the Commisson says Oswald fired, the
essdernmost on the same floor and the window in which Rowland said he saw a Negro man
just before 12:15? “How much of that window was open?’ Specter demanded.

Rowland showed with his hands, “It was open about that far.”

“Indicating 2v2feet?” This, as Specter knew, was closeto hdf of thelessthan Sx-
foot overdl height of the entire window. Rowland did not take the bait.

“Two feet,” heinggted. From ablock away he was less than six inches off, in the
direction in which Specter led.

The other window in this pair, with absolute accuracy, Rowland said was
“completely closed.”

Knebd is so convinced of the vdidity of his protest, that the Report of the
Presdent’s Commission was not “doppy”, that he gets cardless and, without redizing he
is S0 doing, quotes its doppiness in the disma campaign againg Rowland. He joins the
Commission and its Assstant Counsel Specter in a lusty effort to present Rowland as a
modern teen-age Munchausen.

This relates to the pretense that Rowland did not report seeing a Negro in the
easternmogt window of the sixth floor.

Whilethey, of course, knew the facts, the authors of the Report, as not infrequently
happens when writer seek to establish as fact what may not be, got carried away by their
own efforts. Uncriticaly, on the same page of his article, separated by but 17 lines, Knebel
quotesthe Report as declaring Rowland was interviewed but asingle time by the FBI and
aso as having had “ severd interviews’. Seven, Rowland’ s version, is confirmed.

Intwisting Mrs. Rowland' s testimony to make it appear that she “tedtified that her
husband never told her about seeing any other man on the sixth floor,” which is something
less than the scrupuloudly accurate representation one should be able to expect of such a
Commission, the Report cites as evidence that “ She was aso present during Rowland's
interview with representatives of the FBI”. Apparently Knebd sees nothing doppy in
comparison with this quote he o retails from the Report, “...Rowland' s failure to report
his story despite severa interviews’, cited as a reason that the Commission “regected this
portion of Rowland' stestimony”. Logt inthisliterary goo isthe fact that the Commisson
rejected dl of Rowland’ stestimony.

| could continue thiswith additiona quotations from Whitewash |11’ s reporting of the Specter and

Bdin shenanigans but this is more than enough to prove the matter and for Specter to characterize himsdlf.
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Ingtead | give the unabridged definition of “shyster”:

“1. a lawyer who uses unprofessond or questionable methods; 2. one who gets
by with petty sharp practice.”

Barbara Rowland was often looking € sewhere when her husband saw what he reported seeing,
as shetedtified. Women and men do have some different interest. Specter’s misuse of his prosecutoria
experiences on her husband did not intimidate young Rowland abit. He would not change his testimony
and from the record he should not have. Because this was supposedly a fact-finding body, not a
prosecution of any kind of casein court, with ajudge and opposing counse to kegp him honest and within
bounds, Specter’s behavior was both bad and in very poor taste. But he and the Commission were not
worried about that. They knew al dong what they were going to conclude and they knew al aong that
the evidence not only did not support their preconception — it destroyed it. So, they adso knew dl aong
that there would be witnesses like Rowland they had to get rough with. Belin was superficidly polite with
the young woman but he aso tried his best to get incorrect, inaccurate testimony they could useto “regect”
her husband. Aswe saw they had to phony up an excuse.

Bdin fdt it incumbent on him to apologize to Barbara Rowland severd times. Once he actudly
admitted that he was ddiberately trying to embarrassher. As| quote him in Whitewash 11 (page 86), the
second time Belin wanted to make himself look not quite as bad as he was and behaved, he said he
gpologized “for in any way trying to embarrassyou.” She hed neither accused him of it nor even suggested
it.

One thing she did get in that was not asked of her is misrepresented in the Report by its being
ignored so the Report could imply that Rowland was aliar in saying that he wasinclined to exaggerate. To

quote from the same page, “ She carefully limited the things about which Rowland exaggerated to what
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would ‘boogt hisego’ and is not concerned with anything other than himsdf.”  With Bdin aswith Specter
| here use what has been public domain for more than 29 years as of thiswriting. | use what they know
about and have. Without a peep from either of them. And | use what givesther dirty tricks meaning as
unexplained quotation from it would not.

They were dirty, they intended to be dirty, and this offense, which might not be an offensein acourt
of law, was magnified because they were dirty, tried to intimidate and to “embarrass’ a couple of teenagers
inanon-legd proceeding, in secret, and with no judge to keep them honest. The Rowland' s only defense
of any kind was having seen what they saw and telling the truth about whet the government was determined
not to tell the truth about.

It is not because of the importance of their testimony compared with that of othersthat | use the
Rowlands to illusgtrate how these Honorable Men conducted themselves and how they devoted themselves
and their tdlents to seeing to it that the truth would not be told about the assassination. | use them because
in an honest invedtigation, theirs would have been important testimony, if not nearly asimportant asthet of
many others.

| useit dso becauseit is so obvioudy dirty and because Specter and Bdlin have said not aword
about it Snce | published it 30 years ago. Thiswas not and was not intended to be an honest investigation.
What Specter and Bdin did to them and with what they tedtified to illustrates one of the means of seeing
to it that there was no genuine investigation, that the truth would not be known, and that when their diligent
professond effortsfailed, how the truth was distorted in the Report they were responsible for.

Therewas, of course, lengthier testimony than Rowlands and more important than it by far. Yet
mogt of the transcripts, including of the most important testimony, took ever so must less time and as

published is ever s much shorter.
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It was precisaly because Rowland' s endangered the “solution” with which the Commission, like
the FBI, began, that he was one of the very small percentage of witnesses caled to Washington to testify
before the Commission itsdf. That he was and that others who had evidence that was much more important

were not reflects the kinds of matters the saff drew to the attention of the Members of the Commission.

As of thetime of Rowland' s testimony the Commisson’ sinternd records | have show that Rankin
was sending memos to the gtaff to get cracking on writing their aress of the Report itself! He wanted the
drafts done and in his handsin May and thefind text in June. Asof that June the Commission and the Saff
in depositions with no Member present heard the testimony of only asmal percentage of the witnesses they
were compelled to hear. For example, Abraham Zapruder took the amateur movies now so famous but
he was not deposed until the month after the Report had been scheduled to gppear.  His was important
testimony both because of the importance of his film and the need to have testimony relating to and
authenticating it and because he was more of a witness because his eye was focused on the President
himsdf through the magnifying lens of his camera.  Like the Rowlands, he presented a hazard to the
preconceived “solution.” When he gave hisfilm to Secret Service Agent John Joe Howlett he told Howlett
that he heard and fdt ashot come from over hisright shoulder. That meant an assassn on the Grassy Knall
and that meant that dl the shots were not from behind the Presdent.  That, without any question at dl
proved there was a conspiracy. In a hand-lettered covering memo Howlett reported what Zapruder told
him. In the Commisson’s files these memos are identified as “CD 87 in Folder 1.” Thefile copies are
remote generations of the originds and are close to completely illegible. | printed them in Photographic
Whitewash on pages 138 and 139.

The problem of Zapruder telling the Secret Service what would have ruined the preconcelved
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solution, gpparently the reason his testimony was not teken earlier, was solved by talking Zapruder out of

it Ashe himsdf actudly tedtified (Whitewash, pages 45-48). The Commisson’s expert testimony isthat

“if any shot wasfired after Frame 166" of hisfilm *and before Frame 210, it could not have come from thet
window” (page 46). Zapruder's testimony indicates strongly that a shot had been fired before frame 210
when the Commission said the firgt shot wasfired. Hisisnot the only probative tesimony on that (pages
47-48).

James Tague is the third man wounded in the assassination. His dight wound came from a bullet
that missed the motorcade entirely. Like Zapruder, he was not cdled to testimony before the Commission.

That missed shot was anathemato it. Histestimony, in the same volume asZapruder’ s (pages 552-558),
is less than a third the length of Rowland's and Rowland tedtified before the Commission itsdf. His
testimony (7H569-76), Zapruder and that of 50 othersis so brief the saff included them dl in asingle
volume, and it is not the largest of the testimony volumes at that!

Anacther comparison with the length of Rowland' stestimony isthat of Linda Kay Willis. Shewas
as close an eyewitness to the impact of the bullets on the President as the Commission had. Shetestified
to what she saw, including these impacts. Important testimony? No more important to those Honorable
Men than the single printed page length of her tesimony reflectd But by its length Rowland’ s testimony
is 25 time more important than hers and he was not awitness to the shooting. By the same measure it was
more than twice as important as Zgpruder’ sand Tague's. The greater length of Rowland' s representsthe
effort to discredit him not an effort to get the truth.

The only reason any of the testimony was taken in secret — and it dl was — was to keep the
media and the people from knowing that the Commisson’s own evidence, what it could not avoid taking,

proved it to be wrong, and to have faked a phony solution to the crime that is inevitable a coup d’ etat.
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Thisiswhy Rowland was before the Commission itsdf and why his testimony is four timeslonger
than Zgpruder’ s or twice as long as Zapruder' s and Tague s— with Linda Kay Willis thrown infor good
measure!

But Specter and Belin between them could not bresk that tawart couple of teenagers determined
to tdl the truth. So, they had to distort the Rowland' s testimony in the Report.

With this for comparison, with this aso for evauating how honorable those Honorable Men were,
whileit isnot possbleto giveBdin dl the attention he more than desarves, alittle more reflects more of his
and the counsdls dirtiness and whét they were o dirty about, whét |ater they bdieved judtified them in their
proclamation that they were dl honorable men. Agan | use what was public and they had and have,
Whitewash I1:

Assgant Counsdl Bdlin, who questioned Mr. Rowland, aso interrogated Deputy
Sheriff Craig on April 1, 1964. Although the printed transcript begins on page 260 of
Volume 6 and that of Mrs. Rowland on page 177, Craig' s testimony was a week before
Mrs. Rowland's. Bdin knew the contents of Craig's testimony when he took the
depostion from Mrs. Rowland.

In detall, Craig's recollection of what Rowland told him about ten minutes after the
assassination confirms that of the young man with one exception: Craig recdls that Rowland
told him both of the men he saw were white. The generd description of the clothing, the
kind of rifle, the telescopic Sght, the manner in which the man held it, where in the building
Rowland saw him — what window — why he did not report it before the shooting, that
one man disgppeared from Rowland' s view before the other, how the Rowlandsgot to the
sheriff’ s office— theworks. In close and intimate detail, dmaost Six months later, Deputy
Sheriff Craig corroborated Rowland' s story and confirmed that he had not held it back but
had volunteered it immediately.

Craig was, therefore, not awelcome witness. He was just as unwelcome for other
things he saw and heard (page 81).

On the next page:

Thereis nothing nove about the trestment of Craig and Rowland in ther testimony,
or in the Report. It was sandard Commission staff practice. So was the misrepresentation
and suppression of Craig's confirmation of Rowland' s testimony.
After a he more words about Knebd and the role in which he cast himsdlf, the role no reporter
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ought ever sarving in asociety like ours,

Mrs. Rowland corroborated dmogt dl of her husband's testimony; a fact the
Report avoids. She went into dmost as much detals as he did on the times and placesthe
FBI came to take Statements or interview him, on his reporting to her that he saw the
rifleman, and on what he and she did and discussed.

Unlike this representation in the Report, even Dallas Secret Service chief Sorrels
concedes (7H350-1) that Rowland may have informed him of seeing a second man. His
exact words were not a dl those of the Report. He said, “He may have, but | don't recall
that.”

After afew words about the Commission’s and Knebd'’ s effort to demean BarbaraRowland and
her tesimony, this from the next pages.

The rest of her quoted gpparent denid of her husband’ s testimony, as represented
by the Report and Knebd, requires examination. It is not difficult for an experienced
lawyer to lead ayoung girl into the kind of testimony he wants, whether or not it isa precise
representation of what isin her mind. But when asked (6H185), “Did he say whether or
not there were other people on that same floor looking out the windows,” she replied, “I
am not certain whether he said that or not.” And in response to a generd question, not
limited to this floor, she was “fairly certain that he said there were other people looking out
the windows.”

The Report, quoted by Knebel, says, “Mrs. Rowland testified that her husband
never told her about seeing any other man on the sxth floor...” , introducing another
prgudicia representation of the testimony. It is meaningless in the phony case the
Commission gaff was building, in any event. Thered question was. Had he told the FBI?

Of thisthere is absolutely no contradiction of Rowland's entirely uncontested testimony
that he had. Recall, the Commission never even asked the FBI agents if Rowland had.

Recdl, dso, Rowland had sought out a policeman, and had been sent by him tot
he sheriff’ s office. And then thereis Deputy Sheriff Craig's confirmation. In this questioning
of Mrs. Rowland, Belinis careful to avoid reference to the FBI (6H188):

Mr. Bdin. Did he tdl the police officer anything that was not on
that statement that should be?
Mrs. Rowland. | don't believe so.

Bdin wasreferring to the FBI, even though he said “police officers’. It ispossble
Mrs. Rowland so understood him. Asked, “Was there anything that your husband said that
was not on that written statement?” she replied, “I am not positive.”

Mr. Bdin. Was he asked whether or not he saw any other
peoplein any other window?

Mrs. Rowland. | don't believe he was specifically asked that
question.

Mr. Bdin. Did hetdl any of the police officers that he saw any
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peoplein any other windows?

Mrs. Rowland. | am not certain.

Mr. Bdin. Do you know whether or not he told them, the police
officers, that there was any other person on the sixth floor that he saw?

Mrs. Rowland. He never said that there was another person on
the sixth floor, in my presence, that | can remember.

What now follows is hardly worthy of a Commission so congtituted and with such afunction.

At the end of her tesimony, in which on severd occasions this young, partly educated girl had
spoken less dlearly than she intended (for a proceeding of this sort isimpressive, frightening and outsde the
experience of most adults, more so teen-agers), she was told she would be shown her statement and “you
can come down and reed it and make any corrections, if you like” She asked, “Could I, other than making
corrections, have it rewritten in better English?’

“No, I’'m afraid my English a timesisn't very good, Mrs. Rowland, and we have to let it go the
way itisright now.” Bein amplified this, saying only the correction of reporter error would be permitted
(6H19).

Inplain English, and when we are dedling with arcane concepts of honor and with the nation’s
honor and integrity, the English used cannot be too plain — Belin lied, as soon we see.

Resuming from page 84, with the combined Commisson- Knebe- L ook assault on this teenage girl
and her tesimony, | draw attention to the unusua means, the extra cost (at 25 cents a pagein the 1966 and
1967 vaues of money) to etablish truth and get ared understanding of what the Bdlins and Specters and
the others mean by “honor,”

The Report, as quoted by Knebdl, says of Mrs. Rowland' s testimony, “she dso

sad that she did not hear everything that we discussed.”

The language of the printed transcripts, resuming without omisson after the
quotations about whether or not Rowland had told the police officers of seeing any other

persons on the sixth floor, reads.
Mr. Bdin. Were you present when he was with the police officer?
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Mrs. Rowland. At times,

Mr. Bdin. On Sunday morning, November 247

Mrs. Rowland. Yes.

Mr. Bdin. And he, in your presence, never said theat he saw
anyone on the sixth floor other than the man with therifle?

Mrs. Rowland. No, he never said in my presence that there was
another man with therifle on the sixth floor.

Mr. Bdin. It isalittle bit like there has been asked a negative
question and you don’'t know whether to answer yes or no to the question,

isthat right, Mrs. Rowland?

Mrs. Rowland. Yes, gir.

That Mrs. Rowland did not *“know whether to answer yes or no to the question”,
clear in the transcript, isin no way reflected in the positive interpretation put upon it. But
this by no means the worse of it.

The printed transcript has been dtered, and less than completely honestly.

Thereis nothing here to judtify the language of the Report quoted above, about her
being present, “dthough she dso said that she did not hear everything that was discussed’.

Although the testimony has been printed, the stenographic transcripts are locked
up, put away with alarge red stamp on each reading, “Top Secret”. However, entirely
without explanation, typescript page 119 covering the testimony of Mrs. Rowland appears
in Volume 26 on page 169. The origina undtered transcript reads:

Mr. Bdin. Were you persondly with him throughout the time thet
he was with the police officers?

Mrs. Rowland. Yes.

Mr. Bdin. And he, in your presence, never said that he saw

anyone on the sixth floor other than the man with therifle?

Mrs. Rovand. No. He never said in my presence that there was
another man other than the man with the rifle on the sixth floor.

Mr. Bdin. It is a little bit like there has escaped a negdive
guestion and you don't know whether to answer yes or no to the question,

isthat right, Mrs. Rowland?

Mrs. Rowland. Yes, gr.

In this typescript, Bdin'sword, “escaped”, has been stricken through and replaced
by “been asked”, exactly the way it gopearsin the printed volume. But Mrs. Rowland here
aso misspoke hersdf (if that iswhat Bdin did) and here she dso made a correction.
Instead of the answer “yes’ to the question whether she had been with her husband
“throughout the time that he was with the police officers’, she crossed out the word “yes’
and replaced it with this language: “I wasin the same room during the entire interview but
| did not hear everything that was said.”

When it quoted what Mrs. Rowland said, the Commission staff — whoever
drafted this section of the Report — did not dare omit her correction. But it is not in the
printed officid transcript. The Report engaged in avery tricky representation of this entire
testimony.
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The records for the future, however, the record those seeking the truth now have

access to, clearly misrepresents the truth, clearly says what Mrs. Rowland says is not

correct, that she was “persondly with him throughout the time that he was with the police

officers’ and that in her presence he “ never said that he saw anyone on the sixth floor other

than the man with therifle”

And so they cooked the books as part of their phonying up and false“solution” to the assassination
of aPresdent, so they could do the phonying up of which thisisardatively minor but typica part. And not
without importance.

| published that page of the stenographic transcript in facsmile so that readers could see that Bdin
lied in saying he could not correct his language and then proceeded to do that — and not here only — while
denying Barbara Rowland the opportunity, in the published printed record, of a correcting an accidenta
error enticed by Bdin himsdif.

Lawyers say, “Let the record spesk for itsalf.” Thisrecord. Here the record made by Bdin and
Specter, does spesk for itsdf as it does for them, their honor, ther roles in the investigation and in the
Report and how, when a President was assassinated, the honor of these so honorable men disgraced the
nation and contributed to the foisting off on the sorrowing people and on our history a hoked-up and
knowingly false solution to that crime that turned the nation and the world around.

Int histhey wiped out, to the degree they could, one off the proofs that there was a conspiracy to
kill the Presdent and give us adifferent Presdent. With sgnificantly different policiesin foreign affars.

With great changesin our nationd life and future.

It isfor this reason there are coups d’ etat, to change palicies.

With their proclamation of their honor, by al of them, not by Specter and Bdin done, and with this

record that does spesk for itself, and that aso not for Bdin and Specter only because in varying degrees

they dl did as these two did, we see the “honor” of these so honorable men and what they individudly and
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collectively got arted, the JFK Assassination Industry.

We see dso what qudified this pair of shystersfor thelr subsequent careers. Specter became the
digtrict atorney of the mgor city of Philadd phiaand then aUnited States Senator from Pennsylvania. After
switching from liberd ADA (Democrat to Republican, thet is). For Bdin it led to his heading the s&ff of
adifferent Presdentid Commission. Thiswas his gpprenticeship for that whitewashing role, for hisfalure
to investigate the CIA as he should have, for his suppressing in the CIA’srecords, as | show above, what
inand of itsdf refutes the whole phonied-up assassination conclusion of the Report each of them wrote part
of for which both of them took testimony for misuseinit.

There may be, in the old saying, honor among thieves. That honor did not exist on the Warren
Commisson geff.

They plunge daggersinto our nationa honor, our integrity and our history. That is no better, if it
was not worse than, the daggers of which Shakespear wrote that Marc Antony said, “And so aethey dl,
al honorable men.”

These unseen daggers were in their way no lessfatd. With a quarter of a billion Americans ther

victims.
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