Foreword

This, the first authentically free country, was created in controversy and with the belief that controversy is essential to it.

When Independence was declared many remained faithful to England.

The lives of those who did not remain faithful to England could have been forfeit if they had not won their revolution.

Thomas Jefferson, who could have lost his life over his writing when independence was declared, was firm in the belief that a free press was essential to freedom but before his Presidency was over he had changed his mind radically.

With. the revolution won, the new country adopted its Constitution, and that it did in the midst of controversy.

Once that Constitution was adopted, the first absolute right added was of the freedom of speech and of religion.

Before long Jefferson was not alone in his changed opinion of the free press.

There were abuses and abusers but over the years the guaranteed freedom of press helped guarantee the freedom of the people.

The fear in the early days, in the days of the creation of this new freedom, was of the government and that first amendment to the Constitution assured freedom of the press and of speech while prohibiting government retaliation:

Congress shall make no law . . . abridging the freedom of speech or of the press . . .

While Alexander Hamilton had the military in mind, not the civilian government, when he wrote what became the twenty‑fifth essay in the collection titled The Federalist Papers, what he said in it was a form of the fear for those who did speak freely and say what the government or some in it would not like:

For it is a truth, which the experience of all ages has attested, that the people are commonly most in danger when the means of injuring their rights are in the possession of those of whom they entertain least suspicion.

From time to time over the years some government effort was made to control what could be said but the courts, for the most part, protected the right granted by the Constitution.

With some limits.

The courts held (in a case against the Communist, Ben Gitlow, who later wound up as a witness for the government against others) that there is no right to “cry fire in a crowded theater."

Justice Hugh Black who in his early days had been a member of the Ku Klux Klan, when a “New Deal” Justice of the Supreme Court, held that the right of free speech extends to libel.

With the passing of years ownership of the press tended to concentrate in the hands of the richest who had their own interests that were not the interests of most people.  With the lack of enforcement of the laws against monopoly the organs of expression were more concentrated in fewer and richer hands.  With the importance of advertising, advertisers came to have great influence over what was considered news and what was not.  This increased greatly with the "Red” scare that began just before World War II and escalated greatly after it in The Cold War.  There were blacklists and those blacklists extended past the initial form of the press, newspapers.  They extended into all forms of what came to be known as “the media."

Blacklisting extended to Hollywood.

People were punished for their political beliefs and were even denied job because of what their beliefs were suspected of being.

With the beginning of the importance of the electronic media the Federal Communications Commission established what was known as “The Fairness Doctrine.”  Under it, broadcasters had to present both sides on controversial issues.  However, after Ronald Reagan was elected President, he wiped that Fairness Doctrine out and his successors did not reinstate it.  That and the greatly accelerated increase in monopoly further restrained views that could be taken to the people.

With the relaxation of enforcement of the anti‑monopoly laws, which followed the assassination of President John F. Kennedy, as the means of expression were concentrated in fewer and fewer hands, this began to extend into book publishing.

There had been those who published books who specialized in publishing what would be regarded as controversial.  With the passing of years they were fewer and fewer as they died, retired or were bought up by those who were wealthier and as the wealthier publishers were able to make it more difficult for those not as wealthy to survive.

Wealthy persons and wealthy corporations also bought up book publishers.  Many of those who became book publishers were important in other areas of communications.  Some owned newspapers, magazines and radio and TV stations.  When Random House first published Gerald Posner in 1993 it owned some twenty other book publishers, including some of the largest, most important and most successful.  The real owner of Random House was S. I. Newhouse.  In addition to newspapers, which is where his family wealth and influence began, he owned radio and TV stations and many important magazines.  These included The New Yorker and Vanity Fair.  He also owned the publication that probably reached more Americans than any other, the syndicated Sunday supplement that was carried by so many newspapers, Parade.

As an example of how that can work against other book publishers, when Random House published Norman Mailer’s support of the Warren Commission titled Oswald’s Tale, a major part of an issue of The New Yorker was devoted to it.  When the book did poorly, there was an effort to salvage it by making it the main story in an issue of Parade, which also gave it prominence on the issue’s cover.

This is the toughest kind of competition for any other book or book publisher to face.

The larger book publishers tried to be able to do better with the books they publish for these and similar reasons and that helps them attract writers whose books generally sell better.  This, too, adds to the influence of those publishers.

The more powerful the book publisher the more that publisher can decline to publish what he does not like, knowing as he does that other of the larger and wealthier publishers will agree with him and also will decline the work he declined.

With the assassination President John F. Kennedy disagreement with the official account became the first topic that could not be published.  Yet it was a topic that in previous years would have been one for which there would have been lively competition.

The assassination of a president, which in this country is a de facto coup d’etat, affects everyone in the country.  It also endangers the political system.  By force, it eliminates the president chosen by the people.  It also, inevitably, means changes in national policy.

It happened that I wrote the first book on the Warren Commission and that assassination.  I had a contract for it, I delivered the manuscript on time, in mid-February 1965, and the publisher was not only pleased, he told me that advance indications from the salesmen were of a best seller.  Then his vice president made a trip to Washington and the day he returned the contract was broken.  I did not even get the manuscript back.

Whitewash: The Report on the Warren Report, was finished in mid‑February.  Before I  published it for general distribution, which I had to improvise, I had more than a hundred rejections internationally without a single adverse editorial criticism of that book.

More than thirty years later it remains the basic book on the subject.  In those thirty years, despite the severity of the criticisms in it, not one of those of whom it is critical has written or phoned to complain that it was unfair to him or was inaccurate.

Yet that book could not be published commercially.

Quite a few of the publishers who had refused to publish it later confessed they had feared to publish it.

Their fear was of the government.

The first of the books on the subject that followed mine was favorable to the FBI and was critical of the more liberal aspects of the Commission and of those of its members who were less conservative.  Edward Jay Epstein wrote what is a politically conservative book and his subsequent books have all been politically conservative.  That perspective is more welcome to most publishers.

Mark Lane's Rush To Judgement also could not be published in the United States until after it was taken by a British publisher and that British publisher was able to place it here.  But before then two books that were critical of the Warren Report had been published here.

Thereafter no book critical of the official account of the assassination was published by any publisher who made a real effort to make a success of it until the crazy books began to appear, books the publisher know the government would not dislike having published because they tend to make the official story seem to be more credible.  But there was, over the years, a steady supply of books that were in accord with the official story.

As Gerald Posner himself explained it, when Oliver Stone decided to do a movie not in accord with the official story, Posner saw the commercial attractiveness of a book disagreeing with Stone and endorsing and supporting the official story.  Posner said that Random House agreed with him and contracted what was mistitled as Case Closed.  When it appeared, in 1993, it was the beginning, of an annual Random House publishing empire support, in one way or another, of the official account of a political assassination.  All were of the Presidential assassination until this Posner book, supposedly on the assassination of Martin Luther King, Jr.

But for the most part, book publishers had from little to no interest in the subject.  After the first few books appeared only one major publisher went for one of the crazy books, the craziest, one that as​sumed without a vestige of proof, that the President’s body had been kidnapped and toyed with before the autopsy was performed on it.  Other than for the craziness invented to attract attention, which happened with one more major publisher, even the crazy books found no major publishing home.

It was that way with the rest of the major media.

No newspaper reviewed the first book on the assassination of the President.

The daily New York Times, which then had a “Books Received” department of its book reviews, "received" a dozen free copies before I made it pay for the subsequent copies, but never once was Whitewash listed under that daily heading of “Books Received.”

The Sunday Times assigned the book to the papers' then legal correspondent in Washington, Fred Graham.  He told me, "You have come between my wife and me," with a straight face and baffling me.  Then he laughed and said they both worked and the only time they had for reading was when in bed and then both wanted to read Whitewash.  But when, after a long period of time, the Sunday Times carried a review, it was almost all on the book that followed Whitewash, Inquest, which was much less critical of the Warren Report's conclusions.  Graham had a sentence on Whitewash, saying that it was painstaking and overwhelming.

One sentence.

That the papers refused to review the book did not mean they had no knowledge of it.  Reporters from major papers spent days on end speaking to me and in time asking me to debunk for them assassination assignments given to them, to look into some of the crazy theories.  This aspect extended to the King assassination a couple of times.

The first book on the assassination of the President was of no interest to network TV news when it was to foreign TV networks.  Two radio network news programs that I recall did mention it one time each.  But the only real interest was manifested by radio talk shows.  They made opening the subject up possible.  In part this was because they liked what seemed crazy and regarding the official solution to the Presidential assassination as other than true and factual seemed crazy enough.  However, some of those who had those shows were former reporters and were responsible and fair.  But I did more shows by phone to San Francisco and Chicago than I did both in person and by phone closer to home, to Washington and New York.

It was the opposite of what I would have expected from my news background.  One would have expected the subject to be of great media interest but the exact opposite was true: the topic was a no-no for the major media.

It is not that Big Brother in Washington ordered that the subject be boycotted.  It was that there was no such need!  The boycott was spontaneous.

If there had been a big Brother in Washington and if he had issued such orders they could hardly have been more effective than the de facto boycott of the subject that, with a few exceptions, has never ended.

The first big change came in early 1967 when what Jim Garrison was up to in New Orleans got attention.  What he then said and did was news because he was the district attorney and could take cases to court.  The attention he got led to a new level of the wildest allegations, his and those of others patterning themselves on him.  This wildness led to major‑media debunking and that led to more major‑media refusal to examine the officially established facts of the assassination and of its investigations.

No element of the major media has ever really examined the assassination or its investigations.

If there is any other major event of the same period of which this is true, that it was without major‑media examination, that event does not come to mind.

That there is no real exception is also unusual, given all the different elements of the different major-media.  But when these elements have seemed to address the assassinations, they in fact began with the intent of supporting the official conclusions and that is what they did.  With regard to the King assassination and the charges filed against James Earl Ray as the lone assassin, what CBS‑TV knew and had on film and did not use could, probably would, have changed all the subsequent history of that crime and the charges filed against Ray if CBS had not suppressed what it in fact did suppress until 1975.  By then it made no difference, although it should have.

The information that CBS suppressed did get published two weeks after that assassination but no attention was paid it then or a little later, when Ray was captured in England as he was about to take a plane for the continent.

If Ray had been captured before this information became public and if he had what he never had until it was too late, really independent counsel, that one bit of information would, without question, have changed the history of the case beginning then, as will be apparent.

Faced with the political assassinations of the 1960s, the media failed to meet its obligations, its responsibilities in a society like ours.  This media failure made the official failures possible to begin with and protected them in seeming perpetuity.

If any element of the major media has spelled out to the people who depend on the media for what they know that the assassination of a President, of any president, is a de facto coup d'etat, I've not heard of that being done.

The failure of the major media has been that total, that permanent, that unchanging.

That it had has been so total is in itself cause for alarm, a danger to our system.

So also is the fact that it is without any Big Brother compelling it.  It is voluntary and its monolithic.

With the failure of the major media to assume its traditional responsibility, really its abdication of responsibility, unknown private people none of whom was in any sense important did raise what questions they could to the limited audience that was accessible to them.  The failures of the major media, which include not taking the basic, established fact to the people, led to conjectures some of which were, from this established fact, impossible. But to begin with the fact that was established also not accessible to those who were interested.

Until the Warren Report was published toward the end of the tenth month after the assassination, none of this information was public.  There were leaks and those leaks were  designed to create a climate of acceptability for the coming conclusions, but nothing else was known because the major-media was content to have the Commission work in total secrecy.  The media should have seen to it, as it could have, that the Commission held all its hearings in public, with the media reporting that testimony.  However, if that had happened the Report that was issued could not possibly have been issued.  Its conclusions, from the official evidence itself, are untenable.  I have published this in ten books, along with that official evidence, often in facsimile, and I have yet to get a single refutation – including from this or from the previous Posners.

The same major media went to court to compel full access in the murder trial of former football star O. J. Simpson.  When the major media went to court for full access, there had been TV coverage and there was and continued to be pool coverage.  But there was only total silence, abject acceptance, by this same major media when the official investigation of the assassination of the President was a star-chamber proceeding.

Two months after the Report was made public the appended twenty‑six volumes of what was said to support the conclusions of the Report were made available at the Government Printing Office.  The officially estimated extent of these large volumes is of about ten million words.  The first fifteen volumes are of the Commission’s testimony.  The other eleven are the reproduction of documents the Commission used as exhibits as well as many it did not us in its Report.

It was when this evidence was made available that those of us who had questions were able to find in it what we regarded as the answers to some of those questions.  When the Commission’s files started to be accessible at the National Archives, those of us who could get there found more that we regarded as raising troubling questions.  That cast more doubt on the official conclusion that, the Commission's own records reflected, were the preconceptions with which it began.  (We see this was duplicated in the King assassination.  The preconception was of the state government and of the federal government – and both knew it was not true.)

The secrecy imposed on all its testimony by the Commission, the secrecy that was accepted by the major media, and the lack of ready access to the Commission's files, particularly to those who were not in the Washington area, assured that many of the questions raised would not be in accord with the fact that was established in the official investigation.  (The fact that was established is not the same as the official representation of that fact, and this, too, led to more conjecture that was not in accord with those established facts.)

When the official conclusions were not acceptable to so many people, acceptable as they were to the major media, asking questions and expressing doubts were a public responsibility in a society like ours.  If much of this was not reasonable, that was made inevitable by, first, the secrecy of the proceedings that should have been entirely in public; then by the denial of all information until the Report appeared without challenge and with the total acceptance of the major media which had the responsibility of asking questions; then by the mass and the inaccessibility of the published, appended material, with the mass alone denying ready access; and then by the distance from most people of the Commission’s files that were made available after being processed at the National Archives in Washington.

Most of the little critical literature there was came from those who could do nothing, but conjecture and they evolved what was referred to as "theories" about the assassination that were, for the most part, proven to be impossible when compared with the ultimately available official evidence itself. These "theories" included who was responsible for the assassination, and when it came to these conjectures there was virtually no immunity from suspicion. The officially‑created situation made this inevitable for most who would raise questions.

Of those who did have and raise these questions I am alone in having, restricted what I published to the official evidence and in doing no theorizing, conjecturing no "solution" to what was, with reason, referred to as "the crime of the century."  This is not intended as criticism of those who did conjecture, nor is it to suggest that conjecturing was per se irresponsible or wrong because, per se, it was neither.

I believe, however, that it is because I did restrict myself to the official evidence in the six books I published myself and in four that were published commercially that, going back more than three decades, for all the serious criticism I published about so many who were part of the official investigations, I had not received a letter or a phone call from any one of them complaining that I was unfair or inaccurate in what I had written about him.

But for all that is so wrong about so much of the published criticism of the official "solution” to the political assassinations of the 1960s, the fact is that  those who undertook to try to do what the major media, whose responsibility it was and it did not meet, that the effort was made by so many people who had no personal importance and so few of whom had any real resources at all is in itself a credit to our society.

This effort, for all what was so wrong with so much of it, is what those great political thinkers referred to as our "founding fathers" had in mind when they added the First Amendment to the Constitution.

For all that was so wrong with those conjectures and "theories" after the Report was issued, those who did that conjecturing and theorizing were more faithful to the traditional United States belief than were those who, like Gerald Posner, elected to support the official “solutions" and did so with less than fidelity to fact, less than truth and less than rationality.

That Posner’s work as we have seen and do see here again herein, is so faulty it underscores official fault as it also underscores the importance of the possibility of raising questions without fear of official retaliation for questioning errant officialdom.
There can be money in the Posnerization of our tragic history but there is no true patriotism, not genuine Americanism in it.

The Posnerization of our history is the prostitution of it for a writer.  That can mean fame and fortune for him but it also means that he has set out to protect those who actually assassinated King because that is an effect of any​thing that supports the official "solution" that is, as we see, no solution at all.

Which, as a lawyer, Posner should have known from his own whoring with our history, this painful, tragic history that denied the nation one of its truly great men.
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