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someone had access to what was in it.  This means that bullets, or fragments of bullets in it could have been removed and other fragments of bullets could have been planted.  Not until almost midnight, back in Washington, was that car "searched."  That search was so incompetent that the damage to the windshield Dudman noticed was not, reported until a week later, when it was being removed.  It was so inadequate that, on a subsequent search, more bullet fragments are said to have been found in it.

Wicker's observation can be evidence of a conspiracy, which, without possibility of doubt, there was.  The washing of the car, known to the Commission, is suppressed in its evidence.  Wicker, who published proof of it, without knowing its significance, is not suggested as a witness.  No reporters from any American paper is here considered by Dulles.  Only his whipping boy, the Communist" Buchanan, who can be used to characterize and pillory all critics and criticism.

But, the story of getting the Buchanan book is a Dulles-CIA Kafka.  Again, I want to inform the reader in advance, let him know the book was readily available by mail, as I got it.  It was little known, but it was a commercial product by a respectable, non-political publisher.  None of Buchanan's writings were politically sponsored or inspired.  Getting a book by mail flies into the face of the glorious tradition of, spookdom.

In response to the quote from Dulles above, concluding with the inferred question, does the Commission have the Buchanan books, Rankin replied, "No."

Dulles was equal to the Herculean intelligence task of getting the freely available, commercially published work:

"I think I can get it through London – ask my former associates to arrange through the British services there to get a copy of the book immediately."

When the chairman responded simply, "Yes," he left us wondering whether his head was in a whirl, whether he agreed and ordered it, or what he was simply in a, normal state of Commission bewilderment.

It is not inappropriate here to compare this monster-sized operation for the procurement of an inexpensive, small book that Secker & Marburg would have been happy to mail (at an additional cost of about a dime, if any), with the posed penury and penny-pinching with investigations and investigative materials.  I have published a book about the money "saved" by not getting the essential assassination pictures, at least 95 percent of which were never seen by the Commission.  These "Top Secret" transcripts disclose that Rankin was so miserly with small sums that he ordered an inadequate number of transcripts of testimony, so staff members had to wait in line to study it.  But when a book could be bought for less than $5.00, it required the intercontinental mobilizations of the spooks of two major powers to do what my wife did with a simple business letter!

Dulles has it both ways.  On the one hand, it is Buchanan's writing that causes all the troubles, that claims the official error Dulles resents.  And on the other hand, the same writing is so unavailable in the United States the intelligence agencies must be mobilized to obtain a copy.  Even Dulles knew both could not be true.  But maybe his colleagues didn't, maybe he really did fool them.

And this, in its way, is the encapsulated Warren Commission, Warren Report, and Spookmaster Dulles.

What I have here set forth by no means is an exhumation of the suppressed, deliberately concealed knowledge of the Commission; of its misgivings about the intelligence services, indeed, their elemental competence and honesty, the accuracy of their reporting; or of the means by which these agencies from the first both dominated and controlled the Commission.  It is obvious that the Commission members were willing or senile or foolish puppets manipulated by executive strings.  This was not and was not intended to be either an independent, free investigation or any other kind.  It was a frame-up the dead accused and of history, a whitewash of the government and the real assassins.

Dulles was also alert to the negative potential of the enormous volume of evidence, most of it, really, proving the Commission's conclusions wrong.  He did his best to suppress that, too.  Before presenting this additional revelation, likewise never before published, I think it appropriate to remind the reader that one of the most effective and widely-published and credited pretended defenses of the Commission's former staff against the charges I first made, of suppression, is that the Commission and its staff certainly had nothing to hide if they went to all the trouble and expense of publishing all the testimony and the thousands of pages of exhibits in 26 really large books.  All of the story is not in these "Top Secret" transcripts.  Some is in the suppressed staff working papers, none of which were published and many of which have been destroyed – are not even hidden in the Archives.  As a side additional comment, I note also that some at the testimony has never been published.  Just as the Commission, in even it's "Top Secret" deliberations, found it necessary to go "off the record," so, throughout the hearings, the staff did, too.  I have cited the case of Mrs. Kennedy's testimony.  In all the world, she is the only close eye-witness to her husband's murder.  Therefore, the Commission, entirely on its own, suppressed this part of her testimony when it published and since then denies researchers access to it.  If the given reason is "good taste" the likelihood is at least as great that it gives no comfort to the official fairy tale.

On the single page I will now cite, 5869, of the hidden deliberations of April 30, prior to the following quotation, the Chairman directed "off the record" discussion three times.  And here discussions were of mere housekeeping arrangements.  Another aside, therefore, is appropriate.  The printed form for the cover of these transcripts used by the official report specifies that for all purposes a total of ten copies was made.  There were seven members of the Commission, leaving only three other copies in all.  At the very top of the page appears the warning that "This document contains information affecting the national defense of the United States . . . within the meaning of the Espionage Laws . . ."  If that is a rather strange concept of "national defense" and "espionage," what, then, of this note:

"(Stenotype Tape, Master Sheets, Carbon and Waste turned over to Commission for destruction.)"

Whether or not Americans believe this is the way to conduct free and entirely open investigation of their President's murder, midst all the probabilities of federal involvement in it, this is the way it was conducted.  It is neither comforting nor assurance of no, conspiracy, no federal involvement.  When the original stenographic notes must be destroyed when the members of the Commission dare not leave a record even of what they know will destroy their "Top Secret" discussions of even the housekeeping details of their work, when the staff may not know what the Commission believes and discusses – when even the used carbon paper must be destroyed -- what kind of investigation was it -- and what did the' members have to hide, have in mind, fear, aside from the obvious, revelations of their errors?

Entirely consistent with this is the Commission frank, if "Top Secret," unwillingness to publish anything besides a frame-up of Oswald.  It was reluctant to publish any fair sample of its evidence.  It was petulant when the suggestion was made.  With the Congressional members safely absent, the others were willing to tell Congress to do what it wanted, if anything.  No one was more forthright than Dulles in his open opposition to making any of the suppressible evidence available except under conditions that, with the trappings of openness, provided for suppression.

The first item here is a report on printing of the final report:

Mr. Rankin.  We have been talking to the Budget people and GSA, and the printer, about the form of the Report.  And here is a draft that they have made up, first of the summary of the report, a form that they suggest that will be in a form that they can get out most reasonably and present it.  And then the second one is a copy of the way the transcript of the testimony before the Commission and the depositions and the affidavits would be presented – which would be in a smaller type.

The Chairman.  Is this the size that they would use – the size of the page?

Mr. Rankin.  They would like to use that page size, because they can do it to reduce the price, and do it to the greatest advantage price-wise.

The Chairman.  This just comes to my mind.  I haven't thought it through.  But it would seem to me if we were going to want people to read this, and want this to be circulated to the public.  It doesn't fit any particular category of books that you see in publication.  It is a great big thing.  You wouldn't find it on book shelves, you would not find it any place – it would not fit most places.

I would think that it would have a tendency to –

Mr. Rankin.  Be less acceptable?

The Chairman.  Yes, I would think so.

I would be inclined to think it ought to be the same size as the Committee reports of the Congress and their reports.

This is really big.

Mr. Rankin.  Now, do you think that the report, the summary report, needs to be the same size as the transcript of the proceedings?  The great bulk of the material will be in the transcript of the proceedings.  And that is where they are trying to save this kind of shape and size.

The Chairman.  I would think, myself, this would be all right for the transcripts of the proceedings.  But the report itself should be in more handy form.

Mr. Rankin.  They have no great problem with the report, because we were talking about the Chief Justice's suggestion that it could be 300 pages and it may run 500.

The Chairman.  That is just a shot at the moon.

Mr. Rankin.  he is trying to keep it down, which is proper.  But I am afraid it might get to 500.  And so I asked them to look both ways.

Mr. McCloy.  I think we could have appendices to the transcripts in this form.

Mr. Dulles.  That you had the appendices and the testimony in one size and the report the other size, it would be kind of awkward, wouldn't it?

Mr. McCloy.  well, if we could save some money on that, I would not be so worked up over it.

Mr. Dulles.  The ordinary size of the Congressional reports gotten out all the time, the reports of the committees of Congress, they are not this big size.

Mr. Rankin.  No.  But they figure this will run, with our testimony, and with the depositions and affidavits and everything, it will run 10 volumes, over 500 pages, of just the appendices, this size.

Mr. McCloy.  I wouldn't have any problem with that.

Mr. Dulles.  Has anybody looked at Pearl Harbor testimony, or the McArthur testimony?

Mr. Rankin.  Yes, we looked at those.  Of course they had large appropriations from Congress on that.  It will run $50,000 more if we use that kind of form, they say.

Mr. Dulles.  Libraries are going to going to keep these things.  You cannot put it on the same bookshelves and the same places together.  I never have seen testimony in things as big as that.

Mr. Rankin.  They say they have done it.  I have not checked about that.  First I told them that I thought the Commission would be interested in trying to get their summary report in a form that could be circulated as reasonable as possible to the people of the country.  So they ought to have in mind keeping the cost down on that, and being able to reproduce it at low cost.

And I had a problem of how much the President could contribute out of his budget to do the rest of it.

The Chairman.  My thought is this, on that subject.  I wonder if we are under any obligation to print this transcript.  I think we have to print our report.  But to print this appendix is going to cost, as I can see there, for 2,000 copies – if we have 10 volumes, it will cost $259,000.  and 2,000 copies would not be anything.  Every Congressman, every Senator would want a number of copies for his libraries and so forth, as they do with the Congressional Record.  And it would amount to a vast sum of money.

And why shouldn't we just file our report in printed form and then file with the transcript.  And then if Congress or someone else wants to have it printed later, let them print it.

But I don't know that we ought to involve ourselves in so much expense, unless it is necessary.

Mr. Dulles.  I think there might be, together with the report, a second volume of annexes.  I think there would be certain of these Oswald letters, and there are quite a number of things you would not want to put in the record in full, but I think ought to be published.

And then you would have two volumes, -- the report, and a volume of appendices.  But I quite agree with the Chief Justice.  Make this available so nobody can say you have not tried to make the whole thing secret.  But to print all the testimony you have taken – some of it has been terribly detailed.  If historians later want to read it over and work on it, well and good, but I don't think anybody would pay any attention to it to begin with.

Mr. Rankin.  I put that up to the budget people and the GSA and the rest of them, and they said that they thought the Commission would get a lot of complaints from the public, and that the President would, too if there wasn't the supporting materials back of the report printed.

Mr. Dulles.  Well, as the Chief Justice says, if Congress wants to appropriate the money to print it, let them do it.

The Chairman.  Sure.  We would not conceal it.  We would make it available to them.  If they wanted to print it, they could do it.

But I have no doubt that 2,000 of these things would be just a drop in the bucket.  And that is a quarter of a million dollars right there.

Mr. Dulles.  But they buy these things, so you can get your money back.  It goes into the General Appropriation.  The Government gets it back.  I buy these things all the time.  They charge you 25 cents to $1.50.  If I want to get the Defense budget hearings, I pay $1.50 for them.

Mr. Rankin.  Well, I put it up both ways to them.  I told them that the Commission I was sure would be glad to just deposit its materials over at the Archives, and print its report, and let it go at that.  And they didn't think that was desirable, and they thought you would get a lot of reaction.

The Chairman.  Who is "they"?

Mr. Rankin.  That is the Budget people and the GSA people – the Budget people are going to have to, ask for this money from the President.  They were not anxious to do it, I am sure, because of the effect on his Emergency Fund.  But they just thought the reaction would be very bad.

Mr. Dulles.  Well, then, let the Congress appropriate the money.  We have no congressional representatives here today.

McCloy.  Maybe the congressional representative's viewpoint on this is important.

The Chairman.  I think we ought to talk it over with them when they are here.  We don't have a one here today.

McCloy.  My inclination would be to print our report in the regular report form, a volume of appendices to the stuff we really refer to here as being important – and when you get Marina's particular testimony  there it is – a little bit of it there – the actual handwriting identifications of the major documents, you can put that in there, and that might be a pretty fat document.

But there are two volumes there.  And the rest of it is available.

The Chairman.  We would put it in form where it could be printed immediately, and if Congress wants it printed that is very fine – we would not object to it.

Mr. McCloy.  But it is really something more than we would feel the responsibility of incurring in view of the general adequacy that we think our report represents.

The Chairman.  That would be my attitude.  I think you are right, Jack, we ought to talk it over with the Congressional Members.

All right.  If there is nothing more on that, we will go.

This language is so calm, so quiet, I think perhaps the reader may have missed some of what these eminent, learned, responsible, experienced, honest lawyers really said, so, briefly, I recapitulate a small portion having to do with the openness of the investigation, the right of the people to know and what they might, with sufferance, be permitted to know.

Initially, there was no plan to publish anything but the ex parte Report, the government's prosecution‑type case accusing, and then framing, Oswald.  It was only under considerable pressure that the staff considered publishing the "testimony."

An unusual, awkward size was projected on the pretense  it would save money, as though the people put a limit on what could be spent in the investigation and reporting of the assassination.  In this format, it would be "less acceptable," making the material difficult to a use and hard to store on library shelves.

The 900-page Report was conceived as of a third that length, a little more than half at the outside.  Again, not; getting information (even propaganda) to the people was not the concern, only "money."  This makes no sense, for the Report was not given away; it was sold, as were the volumes ultimately appended.  Were the testimony to be printed, the maximum expected extent was only a little more than half of what the Commission actually wound up with.

Master spy and spy-master Dulles, well aware of the liability of the printed word and the  capabilities of devils loving scripture, held out for a single volume of appended data, a careful propagandizing of out-of-context selections as "certain of those Oswald letters" (not one of which relates to the assassination).  He was against printing the evidence because, he said, "I don't think anyone would pay any attention to it."  If anyone know better, it is spy-wily Dulles.

The only reason the Commission published anything is because the Budget Bureau insisted failure to do so would destroy its credibility.  Even in the face of this grim warning, the stubborn commissioners opposed publishing their evidence, creating a fiction that having one of its two copies available at a single place in the country would constitute meaningful availability.  It is significant that, when the staff learned of the inevitability of publishing the evidence, the plan was for inexpensive paperback, the way all Congressional hearings are printed. This inexpensive form was the one prohibited.  More, the Commission arranged that no single volume could be purchased separately.  Whoever wants to see a single word of the printed evidence must spend $76.00.  This is consistent with the insistence on not making the evidence available and the literal suppression of most of it.  There was little else the Commission dared do to restrict access to what it called its evidence.

Dulles overlooked none of the essential details.  He was determined to mix that whitewash thoroughly, for he wanted to make it stick.  Apparently, Rankin, no less dedicated to no less exalted a purpose, anticipated him, but Dulles took no chances:

Mr. Dulles.  Detailed biography of Lee Harvey Oswald – I think that ought to be somewhere.

Mr. Rankin.  We thought it would be too voluminous to be in the body of the report.  we thought it would be helpful as ???

Now it happens that about half of the voluminous Report, one way or another is biography of Lee Harvey Oswald.  That, whatever it is, is not evidence of the murder of John F. Kennedy or an account of it.  All the space it took up is space that could be devoted to no other purpose or material.

Inherent in Dulles' final comment is the inference that the suspicion of Russian involvement be planted in the Report, even if the Commission concluded otherwise.  Oswald's stay in Russia had to be in the main text.  With this done, "I think this is a very good section as a supplement."  Aside from what is in the main text and scattered throughout, there are, at one point in the appendix, 110 consecutive pages of such biographical material.  By way of comparison, the chapter of the Report entitled "The Assassination" is the shortest one by far, with but thirty-two pages, or about five percent of the Report in volume.  Devoted to "The Assassination" and under that subheading, there are but a dozen pages!  That includes what others might consider not strictly an accounting of the event, like the reaction of the Secret Service.  By far the most minute part of the massive volume is its alleged subject, the assassination of John Kennedy.  Overwhelmingly, its major content is biographical data on the accused and framed assassin, part of the propaganda device of convincing the public, the kind of thing that can be presented in tiny, impressive detail, to hide the total lack of detail and specification of the central event.

Dulles had his way.  Even mechanically, the Report is as he designed it.

One of the many proofs that the Commission never intended to do anything but pin a bum rap on the murdered accused slipped out during this exchange.  In underscoring it, I call to attention that this came very early in the Commission's activity, when it had interviewed relatively few witnesses, taken but a fraction of the testimony.  Yet, at this early date, the investigation barely begun, Oswald was fixed as the lone assassin.  Rankin justified the Oswald biography and characterized it also as propaganda.  He promised it would be phrased to portray the patsy as an assassin type.  He further unbagged the cat in saying the Commission had before then "concluded" Oswald was the lone assassin.  The Oswald biography is "necessary to show why it is reasonable to assume that he did what the Commission concludes that he did do."

Remember those pious words of indignation Congressman Ford, that the Commission had not "as a Commission" deliberated and concluded Oswald was the lone assassin?  He was right in saying that "as a Commission" they had not formally met and reached this determination.  He was wrong in saying the conclusion had not been reached by the Commission.  That it did before it was organized.  That Rankin here, inadvertently, perhaps, or because he believed these "Top Secret" polite schemings would never be ferreted out, nonetheless, irrefutably disclosed: ". . . the Commission concludes that he did do" the awful deed -- before it investigated!

Quite a pair, Dulles and Rankin, when they are behind closed doors they never expected to be pried open.

Consistent with this, earlier, in the first session of 1964, Dulles had closed what he considered another possible escape for the framed and safely dead, defenseless accused.  he established on the record, if only on the "Top Secret," never-to-be-seen record, that there would be no working of the law to inhibit the Commission headed by the national chief upholder of the law.

There was discussion of the availability of their own testimony to those witnesses wealthy enough to afford the very steep charge per page by the official reporter.  The Commission decided that the reporting firm could "sell that to the press if they want to," in Rankin's words.  Boggs added that, "a witness has the right to look at his own testimony.  If the press wants to buy it, they can buy it."

From complaints made to me, this worked out in a strange and, I suspects not unintended way. Few of the witnesses could afford to buy the stenographic transcripts of their own testimony.  Not illogically, the reporting firm uses large types, wide margins, double spacing.  For example, on the page from which I am quoting, there are but 182 spoken words.  The transcripts are sold by the page.  The cost per sheet is high.  The words per page are low.

While the press could have access to any of the testimony, interested witnesses were denied access to any testimony but their own, whether or not they could afford to buy it.  The wife of one, who told me testimony about her husband by another witness was erroneous (she. used a stronger expression), phoned me from Texas in the late spring of 1967 to declare they had not been able to see the stenographic transcript of that witness's testimony.  had they, I night add, they might have complained to the Commission before its Report was issued, confronting it with the need for changing what it did not want to change.

From the record, the press was little interested in spending vast sums of money for the exact words of the witnesses when they could get the carefully pre-digested Commission version free.  The net effect was suppression during the life of the Commission, before the Report was issued and to deny those with knowledge the opportunity for correcting the errors that characterize much of the testimony, errors in the officially preferred direction.

At this point in the dialogue, when Boggs had reaffirmed that the press could buy the stenographic transcripts, Dulles asked Warren, "Can I ask a question, Mr. Chairman?"  Warren told him, "Yes."

"Does this wording," the CIA's gift to the Commission said, "imply that the Commission or the Commissioners sitting are bound to the legal rules of evidence?"

The Chief Justice-Chairman was almost hysterical in his contrary assurances: "No.  There is no such implication.  In no sense.  No."
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