Chapter 18

How Valid and Well Informed Posner’s Criticism of Me Really Is!
Posner’s first mention of me could not have been more irrelevant to what he there wrote.  It is on page 77.  It is a footnote supposedly to apply to or amplify or explain the first sentence of his twelfth chapter:

James Earl Ray was born on March 10, 1928, in a two‑room basement apartment a few doors down from the largest whorehouse in one of the poorest and toughest neighborhoods in the blue‑collar town of Alton, Illinois"*

The note, which clearly has no relevance and is typical of Posner's using anything at all, no matter how unrelated, as an excuse for his malicious criticisms of those he does not agree with or, to put it another way, those the FBI does like, says:

*  Most who conclude that Ray was a patsy fail to study him in order to discover whether he was capable of such a crime.  For instance, Harold Weisberg completely omits Ray's biography in his 530‑page book:

In all his writing, Posner has nothing at all not even from his version of Ray's “biography'' that shows Ray was “capable of such a crime.”

Only an apologist writing a work of fiction would consider that in a book reporting what was in the press about an assassination required a “biography” of the man the evidence proved could not have been the assassin.  And only a writer with no principles at all would append a footnote like this to saying that Ray was born near a large whorehouse.  Only a Posner could imagine any relevance and only a Posner, certain that whatever nonsense he wrote would be published and promoted by his publisher, would think of turning in this kind of trash and irrelevancy.

However, it is faithful to the complete lack of principle and of standards that characterize this little man who seems to imagine that his stature increases when he is critical of others, no matter how that criticism reflects on him rather than on those he intends to criticize.

With his criticisms almost always as totally irrelevant to what he is writing as this one is, he just drags it in, regardless of irrelevancy, when the urge hits him.

This may also reflect the sick ego of the egotistical man.  He wrote what he regards as a "biography" so all others who write an the subject must regard the biography as the subject, not the assassination.  Posner includes so little about the assassination in a book supposedly on it that, as we have seen, if he had any less he would have nothing at all.

Perhaps this is Posner's way of claiming legitimacy for his using the assassination, the solution to which he just assumes, in contradiction of the evidence as the justification for his writing his version of the life of a man nobody would care about if he were not accused of being the assassin – what the actual evidence proves he was not and could not have been ‑- Posner's reason for having so little about it in almost four hundred and fifty pages.

Foolish and dishonest or also ignorant as this is, Posner has more of it.  He appears to regard this, kind of literary shystering as necessary.

Another of his hang-ups is race.  He keeps returning to that, for all the world as though racism is proof that a racist is an assassin.  But then, Posner really has no proof and he knows it and with all these excesses seeks to hide it.

There is another form of Posner's literary shysterism in another of his false pretenses, that somehow Ray got to be the William Tell of riflemen.  In it he also lumps together three of us who agree on very little in our writings as though we were in agreement.  So he made up another of those footnotes that, absent his compulsive need to be critical of others, Posner would have had the good sense to forget.

The text that his footnote relates or supposedly relates to is:

Ray was sent to Camp Crowder, Missouri. for basic infantry training.  There he qualified with a rifle on the practice range as a marksman.

Posner's note, which begins with eight lines of type at the bottom of page 92 and continues with three more lines of type on the next page, is:

1  Marksman is the lowest of three military rankings, below sharpshooter and expert.  Ray has tried to downplay his marksmanship medal.  In 1993, he “testified" in a televised mock trial of his case, “You have to qualify as a marksman or they will keep you out on the rifle range for six months until you do," he contended.  When asked on cross-examination how long he had had to stay on the range before he qualified, Ray admitted, "I qualified as a marksman when I first went out there."  While Ray's proficiency with a rifle does not necessarily indicate whether he could make an assassin's shot, even an easy one, over twenty years later, it is a factor to be weighed.  However, Mark Lane, Harold Weisberg, Joachim Joesten, and William Pepper, in their eagerness to diminish Ray's proficiency with a rifle and therefore his likelihood of being a successful assassin, omit from their books any discussion of his military rifle training.

It is true that the lousiest shooter In the military is rated as a "marks​man” in shooting.  That is the minimum required of all, by all branches of the military.  So, in considering the propaganda Posner puts together here, the fact is that more than twenty years before the assassination Ray was as poor a shooter as could remain in the military.  “Marksman” is the minimum rating required of all.  It has to be fairly easy or many men would be rejected for service and many more would get themselves rejected by simply not qualifying as, of all things, "marksman" when that was the absolutely lowest rating.

Shooting is a mechanical skill.  Like playing a piano or a violin, to be good requires constant practice.  If Ray used a rifle rather than a carbine, which is similar but shorter, and Posner has no source for any of this -- he just says it was a rifle and not a carbine ‑- more than twenty years before the assassination with which he was charged, an assassination in which the shooting, as Posner never once says, was incredibly good, remarkably accurate, Ray was as poor a shooter as the military would tolerate.

It simply is not true for Posner to say of this that “While Ray's pro​feciency [sic!] with a rifle does not necessarily indicate whether he could make an assassin's shot, even an easy one,” with his malice then hanging from this fantasy, it is essential if it is to be believed that Ray could have been an assassin.  When Ray was as poor a shot as the military would tolerate, that is first of all a lack of "proficiency.”  He was a very poor shot to begin with.

From personal experience I illustrate how poor a shot he was.

When I fired for rating the first time, I used the old Springfield 1903 rifle.  Before World War II I had never fired anything larger than a .22 and I had not fired a .22 rifle very often.  Part of the shooting was rapid fire.  We had only so much time in which to fire a clip of bullets.  As I recall those clips held six bullets.  It was my bad luck to get two consecutive defective clips.  That meant that I did not get to fire a dozen bullets, a dozen that were a dozen zeros in the scoring.  But I still qualified as a “marksman" in the upper half of that range.

Posner says that “Ray has tried to downplay his marksmanship medal,” but he does not say now you can "downplay'' anything when you are already at the bottom.  His use of the word “medal" is to convey the false notion that the very poor shot shooter, Ray, was rewarded because he was a good shooter, for which he got a “medal."

Everybody in the military got that kind of medal!

The medals differed with the grade, but all three grades were awarded medals.

A very real factor is that there are more than twenty years in which Ray is not known to have used any kind of weapon, rifle or carbine.  Those years further reduced the lack of skill with which he began.  All of this does indeed “indicate whether he could make an assassin,” but it does indicates that he could not​.  Despite what Posner writes, as quoted and as to be quoted, he knew it.  His first words in the footnote are, “Marksman is the lowest of three military rankings.”  Being the lousiest shot the military will tolerate thus, when Posnerized, becomes qualifications for an expert assassin – after more than twenty years of not using a rifle.

Having in his left‑handed way admitted this and made out of it a meaning the exact opposite of what it really means, he then says that Lane, I, [Joachim] Joesten and [William] Pepper have an “eagerness, to diminish Ray’s proficiency.”  Which never existed!  He began as the poorest shot the military tolerates.  How can that be “diminished"?  When he began at the very bottom, that is "profeciency" to Posner and if we wrote as he says, that means Ray was "proficient” and we , the others and I, “diminish" that?

The editor who approved this “convoluted” writing was never in the military, never fired a weapon, or knew that whatever nonsense Posner put on paper Random House was going to go with.  But there is still more of it later.

As there is on race.

Typical of the dishonesty that Posner manifests throughout and his childishness in always referring to me as a "conspiracy theorist" or a “conspiracist” and the constant question, does he quote fairly, honestly, and in context, in his footnote on page 111.  As usual, Posner's direct quotes are second‑hand.  He has used McMillan’s writing about Ray as anti‑black.  McMillan’s source was Walter Rife.  I spent a half day with Rife when he was in the Leavenworth prison.  I found him to be amiable and not like his reputation of being a big liar, although what we talked about was not what he might lie about.  We talked about what he knew about Ray and about their time together, what it reflected of Ray.  I did not ask Rife about race and he did not volunteer a word about Ray as a racist when I was, to his knowledge, trying to learn more about Ray from him.  This does suggest, whether or not it is true, that with McMillan paying for it, Rife gave McMillan what he believed McMillan wanted and was paying for.

As in all his indulgence of his childish malice Posner never once tells his reader, who has no way of knowing, Frame-Up came entirely from the media, as the publication date Posner gives, 1969, would make inevitably to the average well informed person.  But he says of me, “ However, typical of defenders of Ray, conspiracy theorist Harold Weisberg, writes, "most of those who knew him say Ray showed no signs of special feelings against Negroes."

When Posner is careful, in his citations he says are of Frame-Up, not to give the pages, it is not possible to check him out, what is always necessary with him.  What, he says, and to paraphrase him I give it an introduction: “Typical of those who preserve a pristine ignorance of the established evidence and of one who believes and says there was a conspiracy . . .” which is true of Posner in all parts.

I am a conspiracy theorist who has not advanced a single conspiracy theory in 10 published books but in this book Posner goes for the palpably false St. Louis "bounty” of $50 thousand conspiracy theory that he says hired Ray to kill King ( a conspiracy.

With this he is not a "conspiracist" or a ''conspiracy theorist" but one who has never published a theory in either assassination is in his endless lies.

With George McMillan as his source, the McMillan who paid those he interviewed, giving them motive for jazzing things up, and with McMillan quoting Walter Rife, who had the reputation of being an amiable liar, in a note that extends over two pages, Posner says that Ray stabbed a man, with McMillan’s quotation of Rife as his sole source.  Prefacing what he then argues, Posner says that ''if Rife's recollection of the event is accurate, it is significant, since many of Ray's strongest defenders point to his supposed lack of violence prior to the King assassination as evidence that he did not have the disposition to carry put that murder, 'His criminal record is all one way, entirely non‑violent,' contends Harold Weisberg. 'If Ray, however, had the capability to stab someone because he did not like the way that person spoke to him, it could indicate a streak. of violence that was part of Ray's underlying personality” (pages 113‑4).

Posner himself casts doubt an Rife credibility and on this story by beginning it with his big ''if, ''if Rife's recollection . . . is accurate."  Posner then adds his second ''if,'' a word that he equates with solid proof, "If. Ray, however, had the capability . . .”

Nobody came forward to make an such allegations against Ray, the man Posner himself indicates does not exist with the “ifs” with which he presents what he says McMillan got from Rife.  For all the time and work and records, to say nothing of help he had, Posner could not come up with another single example of any meaningful violence from or by Ray.

With all the people who knew him over the forty years of his life, not one came forward to describe Ray as violent and not one of those he robbed did.

In this there is a typical Posner dishonesty in the basis of his presentation:  it is not because Ray had a history of violence that he is defended.  It is because the evidence does not prove him guilty and what evidence there is makes him not guilty.  The evidence that in his entire book Posner does not draw together for his reader.

Prefacing it with his customary and deliberate lie about me as a “conspiracy theorist” he has this sentence about me: “However, typical of defenders of Ray, conspiracy theorist Harold Weisberg writes, ‘Most of those who knew him say Ray showed no signs of special feelings against Negroes.'"  In this, Posner omits the source to which I attributed this.  However, I spent many days on end with Ray inside maximum security prisons, without a single indication of any racism on his part.  I have no doubt that he was a racist but in those many days I did spend with him "Ray showed no signs of special feelings against Negroes."

When Ray was at Brushy Mountain, that maximum security prison had two wardens with whom I spoke.  Both said there was not only no manifestation of any racism an Ray's part, when, if he had manifested such feelings, it could have led to serious troubles, perhaps a racist riot, both told me that in anticipation of the possibility of trouble from blacks because Ray was accused of killing King, they read the mail of all their black prisoners themselves.  Both told me that not a single one the black prisoners believed that Ray way guilty and not a single one of them manifested any dislike or hatred of Ray.

This alone makes it clear that in the prison, whatever his personal feelings may have been, "Ray showed no signs of special feelings against Negroes."

Posner knew I had been Ray's investigator, but he never once asked me about this or anything else I knew or learned about Ray or about the assassination.

He is more at home making it all up, writing as though he were working for the FBI, seeking to justify all it did that it should not have done and not doing what it should have done, with not a word of either in any Posner writing.

That he constantly misrepresents and makes up what he wants to be when it isn’t and then he pretends it is is among the reasons that throughout I have referred to Posner as a small man behaving like a small man.  His reference to me illustrate how appropriate it is to add to his being a little man that he is a dirty and little man.  Take for example his deliberately dishonest notes on pages 172 and 173.  His attribution to me of what he made up as “Typical of the wilder conspiracy charges" appears to be based on his invention, because I never said it or anything like what he says that "Weisberg never explains why Ray would have wanted two Mustangs or what purpose it would have served in an assassination plot still seven months away."

For this deliberate lying of his, and it is the most deliberate of lying, dirty little Posner being dirtier, was careful to omit any page citation to where he says I said this so he could be checked.  Not unwise when he is a liar making it up to be nasty about a man who exposed his earlier dishonesties about which, little man that he is, Posner was not able to utter a word of complaint, protests or refutation.

From the first there were repeated reports in the papers to several different white Mustangs.  If there is one thing that is clear in what I wrote in Frame-Up, it is that Ray had only one.  I even wrote how his could be distinguished from the others, by its a radio aerial.  The newspapers even carried sketches of the cars said to have been parked along the curb, with two different white Mustangs said to have been parked there at the same time.  (Later I learned it was not true but it was widely reported.)

Then there was what was well known, the fake CB broadcast of the made‑up flight of a white Mustang.  That also was not Ray’s.

Posner had to go out of his way not to cite the page number that because, if what he said had appeared on any page, he had it in front of him.  With it in front of him, if he did not misrepresent he would have given it.  He cites no page number, that not being possible for what he made up.  But that was the only way he could be able to make any seemingly substantial criticism of my work.  And, little man that he is, he thinks he makes himself bigger by falsely criticizing others.  He can make no citation because this is what he made up to be nasty, to lie to and to deceive the reader, who has no way of knowing the truth.

I was certain I had written no such thing and certain that there could not be any page of my book Posner could have cited for what he made up to.  So, I checked the index.  There are forty‑nine pages that refer to a Mustang in Frame-Up and to be certain, not merely confident, that this dirty little man was as he had been before, a deliberate liar, I checked each and every one of those pages.

They leave it without question that I never said anything at all like Posner's dirty‑little‑man's dirty notes attribute to me, as it is likewise without question that I made no "conspiracy charges" based on it and that there was not a thing at all "wild" in accurate reporting of what the newspapers said.

Just Posner being Posner, a dirty little‑ stinker taking advantage of his reader as he seeks to rewrite our tragic history for dirty money and dirty fame.

But it is and it represents more than this, much more.

It is the shyster in Posner making a shyster's living the literary shyster's way and it is yet more than that.

This nastiness, these dirty inventions of his to replace legitimate criticism, which he cannot make, serve another purpose, as Posner himself does.

We have seen that in his entire book he has only a chapter on ''The assassination" and that in those less than six skimpy pages he does not report what information he had about the crime itself.  He makes a couple of passing references to a shot being heard and an inadequate reference to the fatal wound King suffered.  We saw that his index establishes that he does not address what as a lawyer ‑- and remember he boasts he is a “Wall Street lawyer" ‑- he knows has to be addressed, the corpus delicti or the body of the crime.  He suppresses it all.  "Suppresses" because he had it in the sources he does use and from which he does suppress it.

These petty fabrications intended to reflect on me serve no real purpose in his book.  For him perhaps, they do.  He has the little man’s compulsive need to seem to put all others down to make himself seem bigger at least to himself.  But pettiness like this serves no constructive purpose, does not help the book itself in any way.

It is, however, what the FBI likes.  It is also what the FBI practices when it, like Posner, can make no legitimate criticism.

Doing it can, in fact, hurt him and his book because there are many thousands of people who are familiar with my work and from whom I have heard.  I have heard from quite a few more than twenty‑ thousand.  Many of those people have told me that they hold this kind of childish seeking of childish vengeance against him, not against me.

Aside from the possibility that to a little man this particular kind of littleness to which no response can be made to a book’s captive audience gives him some satisfaction, whether it be that of a child or of a shyster.  There are facts of the case and those facts, as we see, make it clear that the shot could not have been fired as in the official accounts, it was allegedly fired (Posner includes elsewhere a junior‑grade part of a sentence on this).

Posner used a source that includes the unrefuted expert testimony on this that I produced at the Ray evidentiary hearing when I was his investigator.

It was also a physical impossibility for Ray to have made and carried the strange package that included the rifle that officials say, knowing better, fired the fatal shot, and to have deposited it outside Canipe's store when it was deposited there.  Again, the unrefuted sworn testimony in that same evidentiary hearing from which Posner quotes extensively and with the most determined dishonesty, proves this.

There is the officially admitted, fact that neither the Memphis police nor the FBI could connect the recovered remnant of the fatal bullet with the rifle both claim Ray used.

There is more like this, but this alone is enough to at least raise the question of others having been responsible for the crime, especially someone else who fired the fatal shot from a different weapon.  And a different place than that bathroom.

It understates the unrefuted sworn evidence to say that it does raise this question, which does indicate that this terrible crime is unsolved and those responsible for the crime is unsolved and that those responsible for it remain unpunished.

Looking at it this way, what Posner’s practice of his literary shysterism does is protect those who are really the guilty ones.

Considering what that crime did to the country, it is Posner's own way of making his own record of himself, of the kind of man he is, the kind of lawyer, the kind of writer, the kind of American.

it is Posner himself who is describing himself, as no enemy could.

Nobody else made this up for him.

Nobody stood with a gun at his head and made him write such lies.

But it is what he wrote and it is what he published and it is his own characterization of himself and of his work.

One of so many sickening examples of it!

I add more, including direct quotation, so there will be no question about the deliberateness of Posner’s dishonest writing about Ray and a second Mustang.  As Posner used it also illustrates that these malicious notes of his are not really necessary to what he is saying and he uses what he is saying as pretended justification of doing what the FBI does when it had the motive slurring those who say what it does not want believed.  Here is the paragraph Posner ends with his footnote.  His source note is to the FBI interview of William Paisley:

But without much hesitation, he told Paisley, "I'll take it off your hands."  "He didn't try to cut the price at all," recalled a surprised Paisley, who was ready to drop his price by tip to $300.  But Ray said that he had been saving his money and since he worked on a river barge, he had no place to spend it.  The fact that Ray, normally a penny‑pincher, did not even try to negotiate it better deal is a good indication that he was flush with money.  The most expensive car he had ever previously owned was worth $250 (page 172).

Without realizing it because, as usual, he is insensitive to it and because he also knew the effort his publisher would make would assure no questions from the media or reviewers to whom the media would assign any reviews, Posner here is arguing that Ray had plenty of money the only source of which, in this Posnerian theorizing would have been those with whom he allegedly conspired.

(As we have seen, Posner goes for that St. Louis conspiracy in which supposedly $50 thousand was paid to get King killed, the story made up by the professional criminal Russell Byers, to learn if an associate was an FBI informer, as he was.  Throughout Posner adheres to this fictitious conspiracy while denouncing all others for what this alone makes him, a ''conspiracy theorist.”)

Posner’s footnote bears no relationship to this text, Ray being flush, or Ray’s not trying to get a better deal:

1  Conspiracist Harold Weisberg noted that the Mustang had an automatic transmission.  He then quoted a newspaper article in which a gas station attendant, after the assassination, mistakenly said he had fixed a clutch‑problem on the car.  Weisberg uses the erroneous secondary source to imply there were two Mustangs, one that Ray bought from Paisley, and a second one with a clutch that he drove.  As is typical of the wilder conspiracy charges, the issue is raised to imply some supposedly sinister connotation, yet Weisberg never explains why Ray would have wanted two Mustangs or what pur​pose it would serve in an assassination plot still over seven months away (pages 172-3).

With his usual, his permeating dishonesty, Posner is careful not to give any page citation to what he attributes to me.  His source note, however, does give a page citation for this quotation of Paisley, "William Paisley quoted in Blair, The Strange  Case of James Earl Ray, p. 117 . . ."

It is not because the pages of Frame-Up are not numbered that Posner gives no page citation.  They are numbered.  One time he does give a page citation.  That Mustang is mentioned on fifty‑three scattered pages and it is not necessary to read all of them to expose Posner for what he is and what he is up to.

As Posner never tells his reader, almost all of Frame-Up came from the newspaper reporting I was able to gather from all over the country.  While I do not recall the quotation from some newspaper report that Posner represents he refers to, it does not mean and I am confident I did not even suggest that Ray had or wanted a second Mustang.  There is no "conspiracy charge" in what I reported.  That is Posner’s invention in, ''As typical of the wider conspiracy charges . . . Weisberg never explains why Ray would have wanted two Mustangs . . .”

Of course I never explained it, never having said it!  Or implied it!

But even in Posner's terms, assuming that the mechanic had not made a mistake and that this was one of the second Mustangs the media was full of, it does not mean that Ray owned that car.  Or that if it could have had anything at all to do with the assassination that, as Posner admits, was "Still over seven months away."  There was hardly any plotting to kill King in Memphis seven months later when nobody knew who would be where in seven months.

Posner’s omission of the pages he says he refers to in Frame-Up is not normal or consistent with honest intentions.  His omission of page citations in this book is pronouncedly abnormal.

For which there must be a reason, a reason that cannot be consistent with honest intentions.

It is not limited to the Mustang and it does include what this subject-matter ignoramus is ignorant of. not that ignorance ever kept him from indulging his nastiness.

Typical of the maliciousness and the absence of even claimed proof for his malice is Posner's footnote in which he is critical of my accurate quotation of what the newspapers report ‑- and again Posner did not dare provide any page reference to his malice:

1  Ray supporters often ignore or distort the evidence about the Atlanta map.  Harold Weisberg, for instance, flatly but incorrectly writes, "No Ray print on the marked map of Atlanta!" (emphasis in original).  The author obtained an order of the court in Memphis to examine personally the physical evidence in the case, and part of that review in​volved inspecting Ray's maps.  Ray has claimed that he often marked maps to get his bearings. Although all the maps reviewed by the author are in poor condition due to the FBI's application of a solvent for finding fingerprints, the pencil markings on the Atlanta map are still visible, and no other map has similar ones . . . (pages 220-1).

The Atlanta map, repeated, is another flaunting of Posner's ignorance of the FBI's records he is supposedly drawing on.  There is the alternative that the FBI did not inform him fully, and in this instance it would have had motive not to inform him fully.  There was more than one Atlanta map.  We come to that motive soon.

Posner says that I wrote "incorrectly'' in saying that there was “No Ray print on the marked map of Atlanta.  But what is conspicuous is that having said that I was not accurate and having said that he got a court order to see the alleged evidence in Memphis, he does not even suggest that there was any Ray print on it!  Or how he would have known if there had been.

And, Wall Street lawyer that he is, Posner does not have a word to say about that map not having been used to get Ray extradited if any of his fingerprints had been on it!

Can it be believed that, if there had been any Ray prints on any map of Atlanta that marked the locations of King's home, his SCLC headquarters and the Ebenezer church where his father was the pastor, that the government would not have used that to get Ray extradited when, in what it used to accomplish that, it could not place Ray in Memphis at the time of the crime and could not associate the large fragment of fatal bullet from King's body with the rifle that Ray bought.

There is a dead giveaway in this, in that Posner boasting that he got a court order to examine ''the physical evidence in the case,'' which Posner did not do ‑- did not begin to do!

As Ray’s investigator I had access to that evidence.  Not counting the larger item, like the rifle that would not fit in the usual larger grocery store cartons, there were nine large and overstuffed cartons of that “evidence" much of which was of tiny specimens in pillboxes.  Posner would never have taken the time to "examine" all that junk, like innumerable soil specimens from the Mustang and specimens from all the places Ray said he had been ‑- for all the world as though there had been any legitimate need for that great amount of work and all those many little pillboxes.

There were also innumerable laundry-label stamps from all over the country, the by-product of the excellent job the FBI did in trying to trace where that clothing had been with Ray or another or others.

So, he exaggerates.  That is not new.  He does it throughout.  He did not “examine personally the physical evidence in the case.”  He had no intention of doing that and no need to do it and it would have wasted a great deal of time for him.  Most of it is not relevant to what he wrote.  Moreover, if he saw a fingerprint on that map, as he does not say, how in the world was he going to identify it?  How could he know, if it was Ray's, that it was?

There is no way in the world that by eyeballing a map thirty years after pencil marks were placed on it that Posner could tell whether, if there had been a visible fingerprint on it, that it was Ray's.

The dead giveaway on this, what comes close to being proof that the FBI did his work for him, is the fact that, subject‑matter ignoramus that he is, Posner did not have to get a court order for what could tell him nothing, looking at that map!

He had a much better source, a meaningful source, an official rather than a Posner‑eyeball source, and because of his ignorance of the records he claims to have examined and uses so extensively in his book, he is not aware of it and the dead giveaway that it is.

It should be a safe assumption that if there had been a Ray print on that map it would have been called to Posner's attention by those who were giving him all the records about which he knew nothing at all ‑- not even how to cite them cor​rectly – and in which it certainly would have been.

That one particular map has a special history, a history the FBI would never call to any to a writer’s attention, certainly not to one it expected to write what it wanted written.  Not only does it have this history, it is all in the Atlanta MURKIN records Posner claims to have used as a source.  No, he did not identify them as “Atlanta MURKIN records," but he did give their correct file number, which establishes that they are that.  (To him the only MURKIN file is at headquarters.)

The records relating to that map includes what documents FBI felonies and its violating of Ray's rights by what it refers to as a "black bag job,” entering and stealing.  Only in this case it did more than steal!

There was false swearing, which was the felony of perjury, by the Atlanta special agent in charge, Frank V. Hitt, and there was the headquarters felony of suborning that perjury by ordering it, and all this is in those records that I sued for and got and thus made freely available for the use of to the Posners who came along later.  He has the lust to exploit and commercialize the assassination and to defame those who did the only real work of bringing suppressed official assassination information to light.  He also suppressed this, which is in detail in the records he says he used in writing his book.  Of course, if the FBI chose what he would use, did the selecting for him, it could not be expected to expose itself and its agents who had engaged in criminal acts.  No, it would not want even the Posner it had in its pocket to know the truth.
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