Chapter 25

Commercializing Dishonesty Endangers Our System
The end of a work of non‑fiction is often "Conclusions,”  but there is no conclusion to the unsolved King assassination and there is no end to the commercializing of dishonesty over it.

Not one of the books that support the official King assassination mythology​ -- and little of the actual evidence as we have addressed, it is clear that the solution was an official myth, not in any sense a fact ‑- made even the pre​tense of investigating the crime itself.

All assumed Ray's guilt, once that was officially announced, the announcement being accepted as unquestionable fact by all the media and all those who saw the possibility of fame and fortune in the assassination.

The bankruptcy of the claims made officially was apparent in the extradition: the government could not place Ray at the scene of the crime and it could not prove the rifle he had bought had fired the fatal shot.  This is so clear in even the best face that can be put on these admissions I reproduced this official bankruptcy in facsimile on a single page of Frame-Up, page 506.

When this was the best case the government could make to get Ray extradited to the United States, and it was public, it was also apparent that the government had no case at all!

For all the friendships between the two governments, there was always the chance, if not the high probability, that the British courts would not recognize this non‑evidence as evidence, this evidentiary meaninglessness as proof.

But then the corruption from commercializing dishonesty, the Huie deal with Hanes, ostensibly to defend Ray, required that Hanes bring Ray back to the United States before he got a penny of Huie's money.

With Ray's extradition a violation of the extradition treaty and with there literally being not a thing to connect Ray with the actual crime, the irreconcilable conflict between Ray’s interests and those of his supposed defender are obvious.  However, Memphis federal judge Robert McRae said there was no such conflict and thus was able to continue to live in Memphis and sit on the federal bench there.

Without the corruption of Huie's money, spent in Huie's interest, so he could have a book with some "exclusive” in it even after trial, there is every reason to believe that Ray would not have been extradited.  And what a scandal that would have been!

First in trying to blame an innocent man with that terrible crime and second with having not the slightest notion of what actually happened, who was behind that terrible crime.

If not also a scandal, with some attention caused by failure of the extra​dition, to the fact that the government presented no case at all for extraditing Ray.

Who it could not place at the scene of the crime at the time of the crime and who it could not connect with the killing in any way at all!

It has been the traditional role of American writers to keep their governments and their politicians honest and to expose them when they are not.

But when "the black messiah" was killed there was no American reporter who sought to fill that role, meet that responsibility; and there was no pub​lisher, of any newspaper or magazine or of books who wanted to meet the pub​lisher's responsibility in our society by assigning a reporter or reporters or a writer of books to meet that responsibility.

Our media behaved as had the German media under Hitler and the Soviet media under Stalin.  It was all “ja!” and "da!” to what was said officially.

All the interest was in “ja!” books that said “da!” as effectively as they could.  We saw earlier how with its intrusion the Reader’s Digest, fed by the FBI, dominated Ray's thinking, made him believe he could not get a fair trial, and in the end helped persuade him to give in to Foreman's pressure that he enter a technical plea of guilty.

With his unproven guilt proclaimed by the government and then proclaimed again by all the media despite the fact that, as we saw when it became known, the actual evidence proved Ray was not guilty, all those scavengers who saw the possibility of some fame and some fortune from books fell into lockstep with what the government had announced.

Those works of sycophancy gave promise of real profit.  The Frank advance was large for those days.  So also was prepublications rights to the McMillan book being sold in eight other countries before he put a word on paper.  That indicates that McMillan would make his pot -- and he had those contracts when he said he just assumed Ray's guilt and would write about Ray.

They, all established writers, prostituted themselves for what they would get paid for their prostitution.

The one exception, the one book that tried to assess what got to be known about the actual evidence, could not find a publisher until, after two years, a friend introduced my work to a friend of his who was a small publisher and would not be able to place any ad or do any promoting to attract attention to the book.

Posner’s prostitution begins with his title, Killing the Dream refers to the killing of King.  His subtitle is also of a book on the killing of King.  It is James Earl Ray and the Assassination of Martin Luther King, Jr.  But this book, as we have seen, is not about that killing, that assassination.  It is an angled biography of James Earl Ray, and about him there would be no interest if he had not been accused of killing King.  Yet this book is not on that killing.  There is barest mention of the killing.  That mention is infrequent, inadequate, and dishonest, with the obvious intention of suppressing what the uncontested, sworn‑to fact of that killing is so that Posner could whore his way to fame and fortune by his endorsement, of the official “solution.”

Few people believe it.  It can’t be believed in the Posner rehashing of it.

In Posner’s shabby and shallow pretense of this being a book on the King assassination. as we have seen, it has so little on the assassination it is pathetic.  It has less than six pages under “The Assassination” and much of them is not on that assassination in any way.  All of it has been published decades earlier by earlier Posners when this Posner was still a schoolboy.

The Book-of-the-Month Club, further discounting the discount it offered on this trash, refers to Posner's rehashing of rehash as ''the investigative reporter at work."  The work is that of a whore and it is a whore at work in this book, as it was in his preceding and also mistitled Case Closed.  Both are entirely unprincipled.  Both are for money and are without regard for how it is gotten.

That same book‑club blurb also emphasizes that it is selling what is supposed to be a biography of Ray, for all the world as though anyone would care about him if he were not accused of killing King.  It advertises this book as "an unprecedentedly full portrait of Ray himself; a child of an impoverished family who grew up to be a liar [at which Posner is himself expert]; a petty criminal . . .”

This is going to sell a book?

No, it is the false pretense that this is a book on the assassination of the great man so often called "The Black Messiah” that is intended to sell it but is really absent from the book because, if not it would kill the book.

Even the claim to sell this rehash, that it "gives the reader an unprece​dentedly full portrait of Ray himself" as "a child" is false.  That was the claim made to sell the first books of this genre, and their character was clear from the very first.  This is what I wrote – in 1969 in Frame-up -- about the first two of them, both precious and heavily‑used source for Posner:

As has become the profitable, commercially acceptable custom with the recent political assassinations, further works of sycophancy are scheduled to appear.  They have enormous public relations and advertising budgets behind them.  Large sums are invested in Their preparation.  Two examples on the King/Ray case are books by Gerald Frank, who has written six bestsellers, including The Boston Strangler, and by George McMillan, titled Portrait of an Assassin.  Doubleday reportedly advanced Frank $100,000 against expected royalties. McMillan's "psychological study" got what he described as a "very happy contract” from Little, Brown, with eight foreign reprint contracts signed by the time of the minitrial.  Both books assume Ray's guilt.  McMillan, who hired a psychiatrist to help him "understand” not the crime or the workings of society, but the second‑ and third-hand published pap about Ray, was forthright.  He immediately said, "This guy is a loner.  And I have never investigated any aspect of a conspiracy, which has left me free to work on his biography."  McMillan’s expressed concern was about “things like what does it do to a guy to sleep in the same bed with his parents when he is growing up"  This is the Warren Commission‑0swald formula again  -- but with a man in the bed, too.  (Understandably, McMillan's book is more than a year past publication date) (pages 450-1).

That formula delayed McMillan's book until 1976.

We have seen how the sheriff's office, with their pleasant ladies to keep Frank happy and the prosecution, which leaked copies of the FBI reports to him, were convinced of Ray's guilt and of the correctness of their efforts to convict him.

We have also seen that because McMillan paid Jerry Ray for what Jerry told him, Jerry made up what could excite and get him more money and McMillan used what Jerry made up in his book.

This, of course, made McMillan an excellent source for Posner.

Huie's was the third of these most‑used Ray biographies in Posner’s rehash but despite his inside track, Huie's book had not yet appeared when I wrote that.

And, thirty years later, there is no need to change a word of what I wrote!

The public‑relations and advertising budgets behind Posner's prostitutions of our history have been vast.  They got him and extraordinary attention that promotes him and makes a celebrity of him.  But it did not get his book on any best-seller list.

As what I wrote thirty years ago stated correctly, the money for those who whore with our history is, as it is with those who sell their bodies rather than their minds, what is paid up front.  Before they write their books that are, inevitably, dishonest.

This kind of writing is commercialized dishonesty.

Like Posner, all before him also assumed Ray’s guilt and his lone guilt.

McMillan spoke for them all – thirty years ago ‑- when he said of Ray, about whom he knew not a thing when he signed that book contract, “This guy is a loner. And I have never investigated any aspect of a conspiracy, which has left me free to work on his biography.”

This, as we have just seen, is the Posner formula.

If the McMillan advance was public I do not recall it but that advance to Frank, if the cost of automobiles can be used for converting its into what its value would be, it would be close to a half‑million dollars.

There is no way in which any of these writers do not lack  principle, as informed examination of their books discloses.

As we have seen with Posner.

Huie’s book was not out when I wrote what is quoted above, but he had said he was paying for Ray's “defense.”  It was his money that Ray's lawyers got when Hanes and Foreman were Ray's lawyers.  Huie's idea of "defending" Ray is clear in what, when he said, it was secret, in his appearance, his own idea, before the Memphis grand jury.  It could not have subpoenaed him from Alabama.  That was on Friday, February 7, 1969, beginning at 10:55 in the morning.  The caption put on the official transcript of Huie's appearance says it was "concerning a possible conspiracy in the assassination of Dr, Martin Luther King."  Not a word in the transcript is on that subject.  The transcript states that also present were Canale and his two top assistants on the case, both later rewarded by being made judges, Dwyer and Beasley.

The first thing Huie said is what they all who write books believed, and they all signed book contracts requiring them to believe it:

I assumed from the beginning that James Earl Ray would never give information to any part of the law, never testify; therefore, the only way the information could be gotten from him was for a man in my position to make a deal with Ray for him to furnish me with information so I made a deal with him to tell me everywhere he went, who he saw and who gave him assistance.

(Jim Lesar and I obtained the this transcript under discovery and we entered it into evidence in the evidentiary hearing in Ray v Rose, where it is Exhibit 119.)

This tells us much about the thinking that is the thinking of those who are the literary whores in this field.

Huie assumed that Ray "would never give information to any part of the law.”  Under the Fifth Amendment, Ray not only did not have to do that ( his silence would have been right and proper.

Huie, as we also see, assumed Ray's guilt so that when he says that he "made a deal with Ray” in that deal, as Huie put it, Ray was required to tell Huie ''who gave him assistance.''  That also assumes Ray’s guilt and if Ray was not guilty, if he did not tell Huie “who gave him assistance,” he gypped Huie.

Which is what Huie actually told that grand jury!

As Huie continued he has another and a very big lie:

. . . I have paid him money to get the truth and this is my only interest as so stated in my relationship with Ray.

Because Huie began convinced that Ray was the assassin, the “truth” that he wanted from Ray was a confession and in not getting that confession he regarded himself as cheated.

So much for Huie and the “truth,” which also applies to them all and what they all see as "truth."

“I have paid him money" is as big a knowing lie as Huie could have uttered.  He never paid Ray a penny.  Not a single penny!  He paid the Hanes and Forman, lawyers, who then did his bidding, rather than serve Ray's interest.

After his self‑serving statement Huie was asked a few questions supposedly by grand jurors but the transcript is not clear on this.  It has “Q” for the question, with no name, and “A” for the answer, with only Huie to answer.  But Canale or his assistants could have asked questions without the transcript being clear on that.

Q.
From your experience with Ray and your own investigation of this matter what is your opinion about whether James Earl Ray fired the gun that killed Martin Luther King?

A. I have never had the slightest doubt that Ray and Ray alone killed Dr. King.

That sick ego of Huie's!  It makes him lie when he had no need to lie!

When he signed the contract for his book it was titled, "They Slew the Dreamer. "  This title alone, the "they" instead of Ray alone, makes a liar of Huie.

Ego-sick liar that he was, 

Huie could not have been more unequivocal: he said he believed from the very beginning that Ray and Ray alone killed King.

Yet he also claimed that it was his money that paid for Ray's "defense."  He defended the man he believed guilty?  Intended to defend him?

That “investigation" of Huie’s had nothing to do with the crime.  It was for the schmaltz for his "biography," the parts of his book that Posner had use for in his rehashing of what Huie wrote when Posner was still a schoolboy.

Huie, like Posner and McMillan and Frank and the others, never investigated the crime itself.  They merely exploited and commercialized it.  Huie exploded all over TV when I exposed him on this.

Having said repeatedly that he began with the assumption of Ray's guilt he nonetheless testified, if that is the word, that:

. . . I did not go into this case for business reasons.  I went into this to find out how and why Dr. King was killed.  If I don't find the complete facts, I will have failed.  I expect to continue even after the trial trying to find out how and why Dr. King was murdered.  All that this King assassination has caused me was money, trouble and I may get put in jail this afternoon.  I didn't go into this for money.  I went into this to find out how and why Dr. King was killed.  Trying to get from this man the truth.

Q.
I believe you stated earlier there is no doubt in your mind that James Earl Ray was the man that pulled the trigger, is that correct?

A.
There is no doubt in my mind.

He also “testified” that "I have no interest whatsoever except to bring to this country the truth about one of the assassinations.  I paid Ray $30,000 through Hanes.”

The "truth" being Huie’s preconception, of Ray's guilt, a preconception that eliminated any need to investigate or to learn anything about the crime other than get a confession from Ray.

Huie knew that Ray did not get a penny from him yet he swore that he "paid Ray $30,000 through Hanes."

Of Hanes and Foreman Huie told the grand jury:

. . . I know them both; they have different personalities; but they are both interested in money but Mr. Foreman is a lot richer which means he is more not less.  In any case, it is perfectly obvious to you gentlemen that I have been completely dependent on Ray’s defense counsel because I didn't have any other way.

Huie "didn't have any other way”?

Of what?

Of getting a confession from a man who under our system of justice is innocent until proven guilty in a court of law before a jury of his peers.

There was nothing else that Huie wanted.

Because he wanted it enough to put his money in it he corrupted out system of justice.

"Didn't have any other way?"

He could have stayed out of it, not corrupted our system of justice, let the system work as it is supposed to work.

But if he did that he had no book and none of those articles he also sold.

Hanes and Foreman got their money from Huie and it is Huie they served, Huie's interest.  If Ray had not become convinced that is what Hanes was doing, he would not have fired Hanes and hired Foreman.  Foreman, from the record, never did a thing to prepare any defense of Ray.  From the first he was serving Huie's interest.  That required Ray's guilt be confessed or proven in court.  Huie had no other interest and he paid to have this interest of his served.

What else was required for Huie to qualify as the prime source he was for Posner?

From the very first, as we saw earlier, Hanes served the Huie interest and Huie’s money dominated what Hanes would do.

Hanes got not a penny from Huie until Ray was back in the United States.

So, Hanes got Ray not to appeal the extradition, which was not only in violation of the extradition treaty between the two countries but was procured, as we have also seen, by perjury and its subornation.

All the records, the official records, proving this, are in what Posner claims are his sources but there is not a word or this in Posner’s book.

If Huie's money had not corrupted justice from the first there would have been an airing of the actual fact in England and it then would have been clear that what was used to get Ray extradited was untrue, was fabricated.

We have seen that there was not a truthful statement in what was alleged to get Ray extradited.  Unless the British courts also did not function, this is part of what any defense of Ray would have established.  We have seen enough of that kind of proof, as for example in the MacDonnell forensic testimony.

Without Ray extradited a real investigation of the crime might have been forced on both the state and the federal governments.  Neither, ever, investigated the crime.  Period.  There is absolutely no question of this in the records disclosed to me under court order.  The FBI was so acutely aware of this that it withheld its records from the state and it kept them withheld until Canale protested to the Department of Justice.  Even then some – most -- remained withheld.

The crime might not have been solved but had it been investigated, without being solved, that would have been better than the fraud that was perpetrated and the false pretense that the crime was solved when it wasn't – wasn’t even investigated!

If Ray had appealed the extradition and had not succeeded, had he been shipped back to the United States to face trial, he would have been better off with counsel who owed no obligation to anyone else, as Hanes and Foreman both did.

As Posner’s prime source, Huie, required them.

There was no real case against Ray, as we have seen, and without Foreman's coercion of Ray, with an airing in open court of the alleged evidence, there would have been a major scandal because the fact is that there was no case at all against Ray.

We have seen enough of this evidence for that to be without question.

In simplified form:

The prosecution could not place Ray at the scene of the crime not only at the time of the crime but ever.

The bullet that killed King could not be connected to the Ray rifle and the certainty is that it would have been proven not to have been fired in that rifle.

Going along with this is the ridiculousness of having a rifle that has a magazine clip which holds additional bullets but with the rifle left to be found at the scene of the crime, that clip was empty!  Not a bullet in it!  Yet as we saw, there was a supply of bullets that was also in the box that held the rifle.

There is no possibility at all that anyone planning to assassinate King – shoot anybody -- would have believed he would have succeeded with a single shot and would have been so certain of that he would not have filled the magazine clip so he could fire again as fast as he could pump another bullet in place if he missed or the one shot did not kill King.

There also is no chance at all that anyone planning a murder would have done it with a weapon that held a reserve supply of bullets and would not have had that reserve loaded when, for one example, he might have needed it to escape, to protect himself.

(All of this is in the official records Posner says he used as his sources but he made no mention of any of it, either.)

Without Huie’s corruption of our system of justice it had the possibility of working, the possibility his intrusion into it prevented.  There would have been a public trial with all the alleged evidence presented in open court and fully reported to the country.

There was not the remotest chance that Ray would have been convicted.

And that would have put great pressure on government to try to solve the crime – to at least investigate it belatedly.

No book publisher was interested in a book that was not a book that presumed Ray’s guilt.

Huie’s corruption of our system of justice is only partly to blame for that.

No publisher commissioned any real investigation of the crime, and that is not what the country should have been able to expect.

No publisher commissioned an impartial examination of the crime, or of what the government alleged.

There is no part of our system that functioned as it was intended to.

And that when the victim was a man of King’s stature and his importance to the country.

With one exception the books on which Posner could draw and with no exception, the books which he did draw were books that began with the presumption of Ray’s guilt.  Posner steered clear of what is exculpatory of Ray in Frame-Up.  It is the only book that did not begin by presuming Ray’s guilt and it is the only book that was not commissioned in advance by a major publisher – all of whom, in commissioning their books, assumed Ray's guilt.

Without a shred of evidence of his guilt that any one of them had!

They had only the official allegation that was not proven and could not be proven.

Our free press is not free so that it can be without questions when questions should be asked.
It is not free so it can automatically support government whatever govern​ment does ‑- or does not do.

It is free so that it can, and it has the obligation to, examine what government says and then let the people know whether what the government says is true.

Or, more importantly, is not true.

It did not work that way when the President was killed and it did not work that way, the way it is intended to work under our system, when King was killed.

It does not work that way with Posner, as it did not with earlier authors who were his sources.

He sees money and fame in support of what the government did and says and not in asking questions about this, leave alone answering these questions.

If he did not know earlier, he knew when Random House went for his dishonest Case Closed, what it would and would not go for, what it would do and would not do, what it would contract and would not contract.

He knew particularly after Random House had anything at all to do with him after he and it could not refute a word in Case Open.

That told Posner what he had learned with Case Closed, that dishonesty can be commercialized.

That is what he did in Case Closed and from that, he knew, Random House knew was dishonest.

So, he knew that dishonesty can be commercialized and that Random House could go for what it could know was dishonest, if it saw commercial or other possibilities in it.

Supporting the government on what is controversial is not hurtful to those who can be hurt by government decisions, those who are part of a monopoly, for example, when there are laws against monopolies.  An authoritative published account is that Random House went for this Posner prostitution of our history only when doing that could be what some in government would like.

Paul D. Colford writes about books for the large Long Island daily newspaper, Newsday.  When Case Open appeared, a friend who knows him and knows the field of books urged me to send a copy to Colford.  Predictably, Colford wrote no word about Case Open.  Random House places ads, I do not, among other reasons.

Reasons that include not having the vast Random House book‑publishing empire unhappy about him – when his field is books – and Random House advertises in his paper.

But, as Colford spelled it out in his April 30, 1998 column, “Ink,” it was support of the government on the King assassination that got Posner a contact to do his dishonest book.

Colford's column is headlined, "The No-Conspiracy Theory."  It has the sub-headline, "A new book on the King killing, timed just right."

This is a strange headline for a book that says Ray killed King to get that supposed fifty thousand dollar bounty that Byers made up hoping to get favorable treatment for it!

Here is how the Colford article begins:

Gerald Posner had been unable to generate interest at Random House in yet another book about the killing of John F. Kennedy until Oliver Stone's conspiracy‑churning film "JFK" re-ignited popular interest in who shot the presi​dent.  Published in 1993, two years after the movie came out, Posner's "Case Closed" went on to become a best‑seller as it convinced numerous doubters that Lee Harvey Oswald really had acted alone, pe​riod.

For an encore, Posner started to poke around Memphis, Tenn., with an eye to​ward doing a book about the assassina​tion in that city of the Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King Jr.  But despite the success of Case Closed," and the critical acclaim for Posner's investi​gative skill, his pub​lisher again showed little initial interest in his idea.  Whatever mysteries surround​ed King's death in 1968 were thought by Random House to intrigue readers far less than the circumstances of that fateful day in Dallas.

There may have been "critical acclaim for Posner's investigative skills.” but there is no reflection of it in either book.  We see that clearly enough in this manuscript: the one thing Posner never does is investigate, and establish fact.  If he did he'd not be published, as he knows very well.  And he learned that Random House had no interest in a book on the King assassi​nation.

So, Random House rejected the Posner proposal of a book on the King assassi​nation.  Colford asks:

What then altered Random House's thinking about a King book, and got Posner a contract last spring, was the King family's out‑spoken belief in the innocence of James Earl Ray. . . . 

After a few comments by Colford, who comments as though he were Posner, he reports that reports that:

The Kings also have a deal with Oliver Stone for a film about the assassination ‑- a twist that would put the director and Posner on parallel inquiries once again.

Random House would not publish a book on the King, assassination – refused to -- until it could again ingratiate itself with the government, support the government on what is so controversial, so widely disbelieved, what the government says is the solution to the King assassination.

Then it not only gave Posner a contract ‑- it had the large first printing of fifty thousand copies in hardback, as Colford also reports.

This required unquestioning support of the what the government had said, what Posner had learned with Case Closed it is where the fame and the fortune are.  So, literary whore that this literary shyster is, he did that, having no question about what he was doing and, as we have seen, he commercialized his dishonesty.  We have seen in what he suppressed from his claimed sources that it was deliberate dishonesty on his part ‑- literary whoring for the rewards of whoring.

For which he is acclaimed by those who review books, knowing what the papers for whom they write the reviews will and will not accept.
To them, some actually said, without any basis for making the judgement, he answered all questions.

Local news and national and local TV went for him big.

Their expert, their hero.

He was even hailed as typifying what investigative reporting should be.

How great is the "Investigative reporting" when it says it examined 
50 thousand pages of FBI records and does not mention a single file in those records of more than a thousand pages of FBI Laboratory evidence?

How great is the investigative reporting that avoids the existing scientific evidence of the assassination the book is supposedly about?

Those four hundred and fifty pages are indexed.

But not for "fingerprints'' (page 429).

Not for ''rifle,'' with a rifle, the murder weapon (page 443).

Not for the bullet allegedly fired from it (page 427).

Not for the "test firing" of that rifle (page 445).

Not for the standard scientific tests, like “spectrographic analysis: (page 444) or “neutron activation analysis” (page 438).

Nor for "evidence" (page 429).

All of which and more like it is in those thousands of pages of FBI records Posner pretends to have examined.

Examined for his book that is indistinguishable from an FBI book.

For his book that so clearly was helped by the FBI.

Which, as the book does not say,  could not place its only candidate for assassin at the scene of the crime.

Which could not prove that the fatal bullet was fired from the rifle it says was the assassin's rifle.

And so we have a book supposedly on the assassination of Martin Luther King, Jr., that has no use for the scientific evidence of that assassination and does not even index the autopsy performed on him, vital evidence that it is in a murder.  But then, when even the index argues the non‑existing case, that a county which killed nobody supported the South during the Civil War, for Posner, this single passing mention does require that “Civil War" be indexed, as it is on page 428.

The foregoing is but a small example of how truly great what is referred to as Posner’s "investigative reporting” really is!

There is a reflection of the true greatness of this "investigative reporting” in its single mention of James C. Hardin, in a note on page 210.  We saw enough of the Hardin story, of the man who phoned Ray from across the width of the United States then went to Los Angeles to see him, after which Ray left on the trip that ended with the King assassination.  In this single mention of Hardin, in that note, Posner says of him what is not included in those MURKIN record he says he used in his book, that the FBI launched ''a nationwide search” for Hardin.

As Posner never once mentioned, I filed the difficult and long‑lasting FOIA lawsuit which brought the MURKIN and related records to light.  I also did, what from his book, Posner did not do, I went over them all with care.  So, I know not only that there was, no "nationwide manhunt" for Hardin but that there did not have to be because he was an FBI symbol informer.  He worked for it and was paid by it.

Was in repeated touch with it – except for the period that coincides with that trip from Atlanta to Los Angeles.

That Hardin was this FBI symbol informer is in those disclosed MURKIN records that, if we believe Posner, he went over for his book.

But, if we believe that, then we have to believe that he deliberately suppressed what certainly the FBI did not want to get much attention – that King was killed and the FBI blamed Ray for that killing, right after the FBI symbol informer, Hardin, went out to Los Angeles to see Ray.

How much greater can “investigative reporting” be than this Posner demonstration of it?

There was an evidentiary hearing at which evidence was presented under oath.  Posner knew of that hearing.  He claims to use it as a source (on page 423).  But his "investigative reporting" is such that he does not even mention that evidence was produced there.  Or what that evidence was.  Or, as he we have seen, that it contradicted the FBI.  It did that under oath, and that did not result in any FBI charge of perjury.

The actual official evidence, not the FBI's version of if, or Posner's, but the evidence itself proves that King was assassinated as the end product of a conspiracy.  This is what the evidence proves, and it is not any theory.  Nor a conjecture.

This same evidence, the official evidence, does not prove that Ray was the assassin.

Regardless of how it is exaggerated or misrepresented, the official evidence itself does not prove that Ray was the assassin.

It proves that he was not the assassin, and that is why there was so much FBI fudging of some of the evidence, like of the remnant of bullet removed from King's body.

The FBI says that "distortion" prevented determining whether it had been fired from the “Ray” rifle.  The sworn testimony at the evidentiary hearing (also not indexed, on page 429) is that the recovered piece of bullet was suitable for use in identification and could be used for identification, positive or negative identification.

But if that had been an FBI test, obvious as the need for it was, and it proved, as it would have proven, that the fatal bullet was not fired from that rifle, the FBI would not have had even a suspect in the King assassination.

This is the unrefuted evidence of that evidentiary hearing that Posner says was one of his sources.  It is not in his book.  So there is that same question, does he again suppress what would have cost him his book if he did not suppress it or did he lie about his sources he says he used?

The FBI and Posner and the State of Tennessee -‑ did not and cannot prove Ray was at the scene of the crime at the time of the crime ‑- even that he was in Memphis then.  But at the evidentiary hearing I produced witnesses who under oath and subject to the penalties of perjury if they lied swore that he was not and could not have been there because his car was not there ‑- not where the governments' case imagined it was, without ever producing any evidence that it was.

In one of his made‑up lies Posner lied in saying that I “interviewed dozens of people . . . to find supports for Ray’s gas station alibi” (page 233), what I never did.  I also made no mention of it in Frame-Up or in the evidentiary hearing.  It was just another of Posner's lies he made up to belittle others.  But the truth, the actual evidence, which he had before him is not only in the transcripts of the evidentiary hearing – which he says he used as a source.  After that hearing, as I learned in that FOIA lawsuit Posner never mentions, the FBI's own evidence confirms that Ray's car was not there and he was not there, either.

Again with Posner, that perpetual question: did he do his own work and knowing this suppress it or did he lie in saying he did his own work and was he ignorant of this, too?

And, of course, if this demon "investigative reporter" Posner had mentioned the sworn, uncontradicted, unrefuted  testimony I provided at that evidentiary hearing, he would not have had any book.

So, with dishonesty to be commercialized, he again commercialized his dishonesty.

Making no mention of any of this.

And much more like it.

Could it be that with four hundred and fifty pages, he had no room for a few paragraphs from the unrefuted, uncontradicted sworn testimony that destroyed the FBI’s case?

And his?

"Investigative,'' indeed! And such ''reporting''!

Perhaps, however, an apology is due.

For referring to Posner as a “literary whore.”

The apology is due those who sell their bodies, not their minds, not all the minds they can corrupt.
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