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Chapter 18

Professor Fetzer, Ph.D., Flunks

One of the most informative of Fetzer's unintended confessions of omnipresent subject-matter ignorance, of not even understanding the Warren Report, is in his reproduction of the first two pages of its conclusions.  He reproduces them in facsimile on page 3, pages 18 of the Report on which the number is not visible, on the left, and page 19, which also has no visible page number, on the right.  (In the official printing of the Report those conclusions begin on page 18 and end on page 27.)  What this bragging Ph.D. does not understand is that one of the most basic conclusions of the Report that he is without comment about is false, obviously false to anyone who knows the published official evidence, the evidence published in that Report as well as in the hearings.  This makes it apparent that Fetzer's concept of what is required to be able to write responsibly about so momentous an event in our national life is the preservation of the ignorance of the so‑called investigation and of the actual official evidence with which he began ‑- and of which when his work was over he was still, determinedly, abysmally ignorant.

The third of these numbered conclusions – which is not in any real sense a conclusion – is:

3.  Although it is not necessary to any essential findings of the Com​mission to determine just which shot hit Governor Connally, there is very persuasive evidence from the experts to indicate that the same bullet which pierced the President's throat also caused Governor Connally's wounds.

Not a word of this "conclusion," which was not any conclusion at all, is true.

It is a rephrasing of what got to be known as the single‑bullet theory when it also is not even a theory, and as "the magic bullet," because it had a magic unequalled in science or mythology.

A brief version of the facts, of what led to this phony "conclusion," is in my 1974 Whitewash IV.  Whitewash IV is in Fetzer's index (Assassination Science, page 459).  My beginning source on what was so scandalous that if we had a parliamentary form of government the government would have fallen, was the first book that followed my Whitewash.  That was Edward J, Epstein's Inquest (Viking, 1966).  It is not in Fetzer's index (Assassination Science, page 454) but  "Epstein, E. J" is in his index (Assassination Science, page 452).

If Fetzer was not so thoroughly ignorant he would have known that in the official evidence the best shooters in the country could not duplicate the shooting attributed to Oswald so that the preordained conclusion that there had been no conspiracy could at the least be pretended to be possible, as it was not.  Nobody was able to duplicate this shooting attributed officially to Oswald alone with three shots fired within as little time as 4.6 seconds in one version, in another just under six seconds.  With those shots from the easternmost of the TSBD's sixth‑floor windows; with the wounds on those two victims; with what the Commission tried for seven months to pretend were all the wounds knowing all the time that they were not; and when nobody could duplicate that shooting in three shots, obviously the Commission could not acknowledge a fourth shot and continue to pretend there was no conspiracy.

One shot missed.  It impacted on a curbstone at the opposite end of Dealey Plaza and a spray of concrete from that missed shot caused a slight wound on the face of James T. Tague, who was standing nearby.  (This is in great detail in Post Mortem.)

That Tague received this wound was on the police radio immediately and the Commission had, published, and used and cited those transcribed broadcasts.  There also was a picture in the paper of the point of impact on that curbstone.

With the known history of the shooting, of the non-fatal and fatal wounds, and the actual testimony from those experts, it was only the second shot that in the careers officially attributed to them could have missed.

That meant that the first shot only could, in the official accounting of them, be the one to which all seven non‑fatal wounds on the President and the governor dared be attributed.  It was not real, not possible at all, but with the prior determination to "conclude" that there had not been any conspiracy, nothing else was possible.  (The third acknowledged shot exploded in the Presidents head.)

Aside from reporting the official evidence we are illustrating Ph.D. scholarship, Fetzer‑style.

My 1965 Whitewash was the first book to prove this false and impossible and to do that with only the official evidence and what the Commission published of what those experts actually told it.  It seemed impossible to me that the Commission members who had handled guns , as most boys and men from in or near the countryside do, could have agreed to this conclusion but I found not a thing in the Commission records available at the Archives to reflect any disagreement on this magic bullet invention which was essential to the preconceived conclusion with which the Commission began.  (This preconception is documented with the Commission's own outline of its work before it held its first hearing that I published in facsimile in the first chapter of my 1975 Post Mortem.  Post Mortem, too, is in Fetzer's Assassination Science index on page 457).

The first published information I had reported that there had been controversy over this was in Epstein's small book that developed from his master's thesis.  His formula in that book was to interview some members of the Commission and some of the staff.  After reading what they told Epstein, as best I could while doing all else I had to do, I investigated in the Commission's records what Epstein reported and then let drop dead.  For the information of those not familiar with this official hokum and its history and to further illustrate the scholarship that is required for a Ph.D. in philosophy, if not in common sense, I quote Epstein at longer length than some might con​sider necessary.  His footnotes, which are not included,, identify his sources, some Members of the Commission and some of its staff:

The second conclusion concerned the sequence, of events and presented a difficult problem.  It will be recalled that the film of the assassination showed that the President and Gov​ernor Connally were hit less than two seconds apart, and that rifle tests showed that it was physically impossible for the mur​der weapon to be accurately fired twice within this period of time.  Thus, either both men were hit by the same bullet or there had to be two assassins.  Norman Redlich, Arlen Specter, and other members of the staff took the position that the Re​port had to conclude that both men were hit by the same bullet.3  There was, however, no substantial evidence which supported this contention, and there was evidence that all but precluded the possibility that both men had been hit by the same bullet.4
The Commission was thus confronted with a dilemma.  If it disregarded the evidence that Connally could not have been hit by the same bullet that hit Kennedy, and if it con​cluded that both men were hit by the same bullet, the credi​bility of the entire Report might be jeopardized.  If, however, the Commission concluded that both men were hit by sep​arate bullets, the single‑assassin theory would be untenable in terms of the established evidence and assumptions.  In the "spectrum of opinion" that existed on this question, Ford said he was closest to the position that both men were hit by the same bullet, and Senator Russell was furthest away.5  In fact, Russell reportedly said that he would not sign a Report which concluded that both men were hit by the same bullet.6  Senator Cooper and Representative Boggs tended to agree with Russell's position.  Cooper said, "I, too, objected to such a conclusion; there was no evidence to show both men were hit by the same bullet."7  Boggs said, "I had strong doubts about it [the single‑bullet theory]," and he added that he felt the question was never resolved.8
Both Dulles and McCloy said that they believed the most reasonable explanation of the assassination was that both men were hit by the same bullet.9  The Commission was thus more or less evenly split on this question, with Ford, Dulles, and McCloy tending toward the conclusion that both men were hit by the same bullet, and Russell, Cooper, and Boggs tending toward the conclusion that both men were hit by separate bullets.

McCloy said that it was of vital importance to have a unanimous Report.  He proposed, as a compromise, stating merely that there was evidence that both men were hit by the same bullet but that, in the view of other evidence, the Commis​sion could not decide on the probability of this.10
There then followed what was described as "the battle of the adjectives."11  Ford wanted to state that there was "com​pelling" evidence that both men were hit by the same bullet, while Russell wanted to state merely that there was only "credible" evidence.12  McCloy finally suggested that the ad​jective "persuasive" be used, and this word was agreed upon.13  The Report states:

Although it is not necessary to any essential findings of the Commission to determine just which shot hit Gover​nor Connally, there is very persuasive evidence from the experts to indicate that the same bullet which pierced the President's throat also caused Governor Connally's wounds.  However, Governor Connally's testimony and certain other factors have given rise to some difference of opinion as to this probability but there is no question in the mind of any member of the Commission that all the shots which caused the President's and Governor Connally's wounds were fired from the sixth floor window of the Texas School Book Depository.14

The question was thus left open by the Commission (Inquest, pages 148-151).

Epstein was young and inexperienced and he was dominated by his political beliefs, which were of the far right.  He thus gives no indication of the enormity of the scandal he reported without really understanding it.  (Epstein, too, is a Ph.D.)

That was not merely "the battle of the adjectives" and as we saw above, it did not leave the question "open" because, in fact, without it, that Report would not have been signed by all the Members and the crime would have been unsolved, officially unsolved.

When I had gathered all the information I believed  I needed I wrote and told Russell about it and he invited me in.

As Epstein was not told and did not report, Russell had forced an executive session of the Commission at which he intended, at the least, to make a record of his vigorous disagreement for history.  The Commission had agreed at the outset to have all those sessions recorded by the official court reporter and to preserve them for history.  But the transcript of that executive session was, obviously, phonied up.  I was able to  prove that easily, beginning with recognizing that it was not the work of the Commission's court‑reporting firm, with which was familiar, and then with the what is represented as what transpired.  There is no transcript of any spoken words.  It is  a thin and shallow paraphrase of the little that was not controversial at that session and that in half of a page!

In plain English, it was a fake and Russell and history were screwed.  That had to  have been done by Rankin or at his order and it had to have been with Warren's agreement if not at his order.  And to make it impossible for any Member to do a thing about it, the phony "transcript" was not given to them until after the Commission's life ended and there is no evidence that any of those busy  men ever looked at it then.

Russell wanted the assurance of the Archivist of the United States, that there was no other "transcript" of that session and I obtained that and gave it to him.  Thereafter, he encouraged my exposure of the Commission and of its Report to his dying day, regretting that his health and his Senate obligations prevented him from having an active part in it.  (He knew he was in terminal illness from emphysema.)

He knew that Warren wanted unanimity.  Russell laughed as he told me, "I told Warren just put a little old footnote in [on this conclusion] saying 'Senator Russell dissents.'"

He told me that he and Senator Cooper were absolutely opposed to this impossible history for that one bullet and told Warren they would not agree to it.  He also told me that while Boggs objected to it, his object was not as resolute.

My friend Gerard "Chip" Selby, who prepared a prize‑winning TV documentary, Reasonable Doubt, for his master's degree at the University of Maryland, was able to get to the Russell archive in the University of Georgia, at Athens.  Chip gave me copies of some of Russell's absolute refusal to agree to what he and Cooper were slick-talked into believing accommodated their objections when it did not.  They were conned by the cunning McCloy into agreeing, that his seeming modification of it included their objections, that what the Report was "concluding" was "not necessary to any essential findings of the Commission to determine which shot hit Governor  Connally."  That "not necessary to" part is what conned them.  There could be no bigger lie in that Report because, as we have seen, it is absolutely essential to the whole Report.

Russell prepared two memos for the executive session he, with Cooper's support, forced.  It was on September 18, 1964.  The Russell archive holds his file carbon copies of those memos.  The original, which he handed out at that executive session, are among the records of it that were memory‑holed, that the Archives could not let me see, not having them or, the only alternative, just hiding them.

In the first of these memos Russell refused absolutely to agree with this magic‑bullet concoction and in the second he said he could not agree that there had not been any conspiracy.

In an oral history for the Russell archive Senator Cooper was eloquent in his liking and respect for Russell and in his complete agreement with Russell that they could not and would not agree to this the magic attributed to that one bullet.

In fact, these  two Members of the Commission, Russell, a Democrat, and Cooper, a Republican, were the first critics of the Commission's Report.

Russell liked my first four books.  He gave them to his legislative assistant to read and analyze for him.  That report to Russell refers to my first book as "scholarly and evidences a tremendous amount of research" and it "completely agrees with your thesis that no one shot hit both" Kennedy and Connally.

Russell's memo talking paper for that September 18 executive session begins<

I do not share the finding of the Commission as to the possibility that both President Kennedy and Governor Connally were struck by the same bullet.

In a disclosed telephone conversation with President Johnson right after that September 18 executive session Russell went into great detail in explaining his reasons for not agreeing to that single‑bullet myth.  Johnson said he did not believe it either.

In a letter written two years after the Report was out Russell said of what Epstein wrote that "It is not nearly as strong as the position that Senator Cooper and I took in regard to the single bullet theory."

Today we have no way of knowing  all that is relevant and did exist that the archivists told me is not in the Commission's files and thus they could not show me.  The foregoing is not all there is on this in the archive Russell left.  I did go into much more of that in a lengthy and documented account of this that I wrote as a record for our history, Senator Russell Dissents.  I have made it, more than forty typed pages in length, available to all writing in the field who asked for it.

The two records that did remain were the fraudulent substitute for the required stenographic transcript by the official court reporter and the Commission's file on its court‑reporting services, both of which I gave Russell.  The latter file established that the last date on which the court reporting firm submitted a bill and for which it was paid was September 15, three days before that executive session.  From that alone Russell knew he had been set up.  And that there was nothing he could do to really offset it without making himself look like a fool because he had signed the Report he did not agree with.

This encapsulates some of what relates to the shooting and is basic in it.  All the medical evidence is based on the ballistics evidence.  Fetzer revels in what he says his book does with the medical evidence.  At the very beginning he brags that:

The volume you are about to read presents some of the most important findings about the. medical and photographic evidence . . .(Assassination Science, page xiii).

Fetzer et al do not report the actual, official "medical evidence."  What he refers to as "findings" are not what is usually meant by "findings."  They are conjectures and beliefs that are not official and are not confirmed.  They are the conjectures and belief of, for the most part, men who are experts in subjects  other than the assassination and who were not experts in it.  None reflected any intent to become qualified experts on the subject, not one of them is.  Most wrote about their beliefs or theories without regard to the actual, established official evidence and, firmly convinced of the validity of their conjectures and beliefs, they did not test them against what is the established fact of the official evidence.

Brad Kizzia, however, did not have to be familiar with more of the evidence than he used in representing Dr. Charles Crenshaw in a lawsuit against the American Medical Association and its Journal, and Crenshaw had no need to use the official evidence in his account of what he remembered.  But for those who wrote about their conjectures or beliefs, whether those conjectures or beliefs can be valid can be established only if they conform with the official evidence or, at the very minimum, do not disagree with it.

Some of the theorists were in contact with me.  When in one form or another I put this need in a letter to them I usually didn't hear from most again.  For example, there is no question about Dr. David Mantik's qualifications in the fields in which he is a specialist, but there is question about his subject‑matter expertise.  He thoughtfully sent me copies of what he wrote as he evolved it.  I received the last after I had survived hospitalization for the second congestive heart failure, renal failure, and exceptionally high blood pressure.  I was rather feeble when I wrote him on August 21, 1997.  He did not reply.  This is the way my letter begins:

Thanks for your thoughtfulness in sending me the article.  When and where will it appear?   In part so I'll know how long to keep it confidential.

I've become a very slow reader and can 't speed it up any and still comprehend what I read.  I've begun to read it and when I can I'll resume.  I see a. problem you have with some of your sources.  They are not dependable.  I'll not get into any argument on this.  I'm not up to it.  But believe me, you've used some pretty undependable people.

I think  you should reread what I wrote about Shaneyfelt and the reenactment in WW II {Whitewash II] and if after all these year my recollection is correct, his testimony on that.  He used two different cameras, not only Zapruder's.  The picture the Commission printed is I think of a 16 mm job on a tripod in that window.

To explain the last part quoted, the official "reconstruction of the crime was photographed from two different places and with two different cameras.  The camera other than Zapruder's recorded what Zapruder's did but in a third less time.  That was not a valid "reconstruction."

My saying that I would not get into any argument over whether the sources he used were dependable came from feebleness, which severely limited what I could do, because arguing pointlessly was not a thing I wanted to do, and from the fact that this undependability was established in the official records.

Besides, much experience over many years had made it obvious that those who develop theories or have conjectures about the assassination without a solid founding in the evidence that was established officially, those who like Fetzer are really ignorant of this established evidence and nonetheless believe they can, despite that ignorance, conjecture or theorize responsibly, refuse to recognize that it is not possible.

For those who may misunderstand this, I cite what the Department of Justice and its FBI said about me and my knowledge of  the facts of the case when we were in controversy in my FOIA lawsuit, CA 75‑226.  I had put myself under oath to charge the FBI with perjury in that case.  It not only did not deny the perjury, it told that court that I could make such charges "ad infinitim."  That, it said, was because I was "perhaps more familiar with events surrounding President Kennedy's assassination than anyone now working for the FBI."

This is not to boast.  And that was only the first, not only or the last time I so alleged, under oath myself so that if I lied I could be charged with perjury.  Some of that false swearing was by those who are experts in a field in which I am not, like the work of the FBI Laboratory.  Some of those statements that were not true were made by the FBI agent in charge  of the crew that was processing records they had access to that I did not have access to.  I proved them wrong, time after time, in what they told the courts was and was not in those records they had and I did not have.  In the end I got hundreds and hundreds of pages the FBI denied it had and I said -‑ and proved -‑ it did.  On occasion, some of them, like the theorizers and those who conjecture, thought they knew what they did not know.

There is no substitute for fact.

Until Christopher Columbus, it was believed that the world was flat.

In his preface Fetzer also states that "The contributors to Assassination Science are among the most highly qualified persons ever to investigate the assassination" (Assassination Science, page xiii).  The truth is that not one of them did that.  Moreover, those whose letters Fetzer used to puff himself up and pad his volume, one was then a reporter who wrote a contemporaneous article and who had no special knowledge of or later information about the assassination at all.  Fetzer has five letters to and from Department of Justice lawyers who had no knowledge of the assassination at all.  This is also true of the two former cabinet members Fetzer wrote and in whose name he got short responses and it was true of the very brief letter written for the mechanical signature of President Clinton.  He includes other letters which also have no real meaning.

It is only padding, and there is more like it.  At least one of his "experts" has an established record of deliberate untruthfulness and others are so ignorant they are wrong about the simplest and well-known facts.

The plain and simple truth is that not one of them ever conducted a real  investigation of the assassination and not one was in a position to do that.

Another, Jim Marrs, does not claim to be an expert on the assassination.  He claims to be an expert on the theories and he knows so little about so many of them he can't even keep them straight.  He even finds deaths from natural causes to be mysterious, but he does not use that word for the idea he took from Penn Jones.  Intending to and writing it as the same thing, instead of what Jones called those total irrelevancies, "The Mysterious Deaths," Marrs, with the same idea as Jones had, calls them "The Convenient Deaths."  Because he has innumerably more than Jones and used even less judgement and was less discriminating.  Marrs has a massive list compared to Jones and aside from their total irrelevancy he has them garbled, botched and grossly in error.

He is one of Fetzer's experts who cannot even crib straight.

(But he has the reputation of being a real nice guy.)

Doing a real investigation means studying more than the large report and the ten million words of its appended documentation.  It means studying two hundred cubic feet of the Commission's records it did not publish and doing that for the vast files of the other agencies, the FBI and the CIA in particular.  An extraordinary amount of time is required and a small fortune (not small for some), in Xeroxing costs alone.  When I had to suspend my FOIA lawsuits a decade and a half before the assassination bug bit Fetzer, I had acquired third of a million pages.  Can it be imagined how much time just reading that many pages takes?

Then, too, if someone makes a study of say X-rays and the pictures or, as Kizzia did, the JAMA articles over which he filed suit, that does not make them or anyone else an "expert" on the assassination or on its investigation.  There are many facets and they interlock.

How scholarly, how definitive this supposed study and expose of those JAMA articles can be, and that is but one part of Fetzer's book, is indicated by its failure to mention the one book written to expose those articles and those who wrote, mouthed and edited them.  My NEVER AGAIN! written by the end of the year in which those articles were published, 1991, but it was not published until 1995.

It is of five hundred pages and it is mostly on JAMA and the actual medical evidence that is foreign to all these supposed experts on that medical evidence and to the JAMA.  It also has no conjectures, no theories and what it deals with is the real, the actual, the official medical evidence.  Without a word of denial from JAMA.  

Is there any better reason for Fetzer et al. not mentioning it?  Or the actual evidence in it?  Aside from their ignorance, their devotion to conjectures and their dislike of the real fact of which they are ignorant?

That did not keep Fetzer from using what is uniquely from it and using it with no source given, which presents it as the result of Fetzer's own work.

In Post Mortem, I gave a detailed account of how and where it and related records were hidden.  The fact that they were hidden could have helped the argument the Fetzers were making.  But they were ignorant of it when it was in a large book centering on the medical evidence, Post Mortem.

For example, where Fetzer has reproduced those meaningless letters of formality to him, few words as there are in them, one letter to a page, he has what he refers to as the "verified" and "unverified" copies of the autopsy body chart, without any explanation of what that means.  He implies a meaning that is not true.  Their ignorance makes the Fetzers experts – to the Fetzers and Twymans.

It is not even that there were "verified" and "unverified" copies.

There was but one version, the original, which was on a navy form, and the Xeroxes of it.  Copies were for various necessary purposes.  Those that went to Admiral Burkley (whose name Fetzer misspells several times) are the copies on which he wrote "verified."

It was first published, brought to light, in facsimile, in 1975, in Post Mortem, on page 262.

On page 21 Fetzer pretends to have the text of a memorandum by the deputy attorney general, Nicholas de B. Katzenbach.  I obtained it from the Department of Justice and then it was included in the so-called FBI general releases of 1977 and 1978.  Fetzer does not know the story of and behind this, although it is in detail in NEVER AGAIN!  So, not knowing it, he cannot report it in his book.  What he did do is less than honest.  He presents this as his work and he pretends it is the full memo but it is not.  Fetzer has Katzenbach's signature at the bottom with no indication of any omission.  What he omits includes the beginnings of the Warren Commission.  Creation of a Presidential commission was recommended in that letter.  Fetzer omits this while pretending to present the entire memo.

The date on the letter, November 25, is correct, but being a big‑headed, subject-matter ignoramus, Fetzer does not know that the Katzenbach proposals were handled by phone the night before.  Before the Johnson telephone recording system was in place, they were discussed and agreed to.  The Secret Service records establish that Moyers phoned Johnson just before nine, Sunday night, that five minutes later Johnson phoned J. Edgar Hoover and five minutes after that he phoned Katzenbach -- the night before the date on the typed memo.  It is distinguished from how Fetzer presents those meaningless letters of formality, in facsimile.  Fetzer had this set in type for a reason.  Both pages of the entire original memo could have been reproduced on a single page.  But if Fetzer had done that, his omission of what he pretends not to omit would have been obvious.

After the phone recording system was in place Johnson and Hoover, in particular, made it without question that they were proceeding on the lines of their Sunday night conversation.  That, as this phony with the big head, this subject‑matter ignoramus does not say, if he knew and understood it, which is doubtful, meant they had decided to pin the rap on Oswald to the exclusion of all others and that there would be no real investigation of the assassination.

As there was not.

As Fetzer also did not know, that memo he edited was written early Sunday afternoon, as soon as Oswald was dead and it was known there would be no trial.  Katzenbach had no typist or stenographer on a Sunday so he wrote it out in longhand.  The longhand original was disclosed to me by the Justice Department.

Now with all this and more that is relevant to it public, published in books listed in the original source books that are in print and listed in the standard directories, what would the learned professor of philosophy, who is also a historian, have said (assuming he knew it, that, as a professor he should) to a student turned in as deficient a paper as Fetzer published a paper, using the work of others as its own and with the student not bothering  to learn and report its meaning, all readily available, all public?
Would not Fetzer or any other competent professor who was not ignorant have failed the student for what Fetzer published as a book?

As was first set forth in the first book on the subject, 1965's Whitewash, the Navy decided to divest itself of all assassination records and when I requested them under FOIA it so informed me.  In Whitewash I printed these records, including of the body chart along with others, from those copies that were published by the Commission.  Later, when I resurrected the originals from the Commission's hiding place for Burkley's copies, I printed them in facsimile in 1975's Post Mortem.  Fetzer did not see fit, while he was taking this work and presenting it as his own (which suggests it was more remote from him than second-hand), to include the other related documents.  Like Humes' certification to having, burned part of the autopsy, dated Sunday, September 24.  Or, dated the same day, his certification that he had turned all his notes in.  They are both noted by Burkley as "accepted and approved this day (Post Mortem, pages 524‑525).

That body chart, which bore no date, Burkley merely said he "verified" (Post Mortem, page 262).

On the fifteen pages before those Humes certifications, Post Mortem, reproduces in facsimile the second holograph of the autopsy report.  That one, also hidden in the same place, was written on white paper that had  pale lines.  But with the pages so crammed with what Humes wrote, Burkley content himself with initialing it, "GGB".  It also had no date so Burkley could not have written "this day" on them.

One page after the second of those verified certifications, on page 526 of Post Mortem and apparently not to Fetzer's knowledge, the commanding officer of that Naval medical institution, Admiral C. B. Galloway, sent Burkley the last copy of the autopsy he said the navy had along with the autopsy working papers.  And the day after that, and also in facsimile on the page after that, the head of the White House Secret Service detail, Robert I. Bouck, acknowledged receipt of what had been sent to Burkley.  Next to the last item is the remaining copy of the autopsy report and "the notes of the examining doctor" which, as Fetzer did not trouble his readers with, have disappeared.

The official death certificate that I rescued from official oblivion, is in facsimile in Post Mortem, pages 308‑309).  Fetzer used on page 439, again presenting too, as the result of his own work.
Would Fetzer, in his role as a University of Minnesota faculty member, not have had to flunk a student who pulled this kind of less than honest and entirely inadequate and ignorant scholarship?
Clearly the Fetzer concept of scholarship requires ignoring the official evidence -‑ of which he is so. steadfastly ignorant.  We have a few of the many apparent examples in even a casual reading of his book.
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