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Johnson did not dare appoint Medinna, for the acclaim he won was for his open anti-Communism.  With Oswald's alleged "Communist dedication" the opposite being true ‑ Medina would never have been accepted as unbiased.  His presence on the Commission would have denied acceptability to its Report in anything like its final form.

As for himself, Sen. Russell begged Mr. Johnson not to be appointed to the Commission.  "I appeal to you as a friend not to put me on it," he told the President.

The conversation lasted an hour or so.  Sen. Russell hung up thinking he had persuaded Mr. Johnson, the great persuader, not to name him.

Two and a half hours later, the White House called again.  "Let me read you the list of the Commission," the President said.  He started: "Chief Justice Warren, chairman . . . "

"I told him. 'You can stop right there,'" Sen. Russell said.  But the next name was his own, and Mr. Johnson had already released the list to the press.

There was no backing down or getting out, "You just can't turn around in a situation like that and say, 'Mr. President, I'm not going do it,'" Sen. Russell explained.

Russell is not alone in having resisted appointment to the Commission.  His political opposite, the Chief Justice, is said to have wept when the President ignored his wishes and appointed him.

If this is the matter of history that usually is not deposited in official records, what happens before Commissions and in their deliberations is not.  In this case, the respectable court-reporting firm of Ward and Paul was retained to provide verbatim stenographic transcripts.  Despite his self-imposed penury, Rankin could not dream of "economizing" here save as he did, by obtaining an entirely inadequate number of typed transcripts.

Now, it happens that I am familiar with the superior work of this experienced firm.  I have prepared for Senate publication millions of words of testimony their court reporters took down.  In not a single case did any witness ever protest a single inaccuracy in the transcripts.  They delivered transcripts rapidly, never later than early the following morning.

Because, although many years have elapsed, I am familiar with their works I was stunned to examine the first page of the transcript of this crucial September 10 hearing.  It clearly was not Ward and Paul's work.  From the time the Commission dispensed with the services of the federally supplied stenographers until that transcript, every one was by the official reporter.

Their work is essentially for court or potential court use.  Therefore, official stenographers are precise in their identifications of their work.  A number of different stenographers may work on any one day's proceedings.  For this reasons each day's testimony, each part of it taken by any one stenographer, and each page of the transcript, is so identified that, if the need arises, there is never any doubt about who took it down.  The original notes can be produced in court and compared against the typed version.  (Except by the Warren Commission, which demanded and got the original notes, as we have already seen, for destruction, so that this comparison could never be made.)

Each transcript, as we have seen, had a cover sheet with the prescribed warnings and announcements.

This one had none, as it had none of the reporter identifications.

The format is identical.  To casual examination by the inexperienced eye, the first page of the typescript is identical with those supplied by Ward and Paul.  There is this conspicuous exception that, again, none but the experienced would detect: it is in elite type.  As I have already explained, court reporters use pica type size because they got paid by the page and pica takes 10 percent more space than elite type, meaning a 10 percent higher income to the firm.

There was, I soon observed, another difference.  This one, and this one alone, was accompanied in the file of the once ‑ "Top Secret" transcript by a covering letter from Rankin.  He apparently was not in any hurry to see to it that the Commissioners had the exceptional and vital proceedings for their use.  The Report was delivered to the President September 24.  It went to press the night of September 22-23, after midnight, as Wesley Liebeler explained it.  It was made public September 27.  So, Rankin forwarded this transcript under date of November 5, six weeks too late.

It will be necessary to give this exceptional delay further consideration.

However, whatever was necessary that ordinarily would be anticipated was done to make it seem that this transcript came from the official reporters, was genuine.  The page numbers carry on in the same sequence.  The paper is the same size.  This is significant, for the government uses a special size paper, a half-inch smaller in each dimension than is standard throughout the country.

After the unusual formalities, the proper identifications and the appearances, ending with that of Rankin, this first page presents a verbatim transcript as follows:
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There is no doubt about it.  Those transcripts of the Commission's executive sessions deposited as "Top Secret" in the National Archives as part of the national heritage contain what is represented as a verbatim transcript of the session of Friday, September 18, 1964, beginning with page 7652.  There is no reason to suspect otherwise.

Countless people have read them, examined them.  This includes, besides officials, others critical of the Commission and its Report.  The Saturday Evening Post made a big deal of access to these transcripts with one of the best investigative reporters in the country, David Wise, writing the story for the April 6, 1968, issue.  Wise had this liability when the government gave him first access to the transcripts: He knew nothing about the subject matter.  He did not understand what he read and wound up with what amounts to an endorsement of the Warren Commission and Report and a grossly distorted and unfair attack on the late Robert Kennedy.

(This kind of partiality has become a usual federal practice.  Those of us who know the material ask for access to what is secret and are denied it.  Then, when someone from a mass-circulation publication, who is also entirely unprepared to understand it, comes along, he is given the access I have been denied.  This repeatedly results in what amounts to government propaganda, regardless of the writer's intent.)

Wise is a pretty sharp reporter, I am not suggesting he was deliberately dishonest.  I am saying, however, that he, and others, were carefully selected by the government to have first access to what it held as secret because the government felt safer relying on his ignorance of the subject.  Despite his well-earned reputation, he knew nothing of this material.  Not until it was used as what amounts to pro-government propaganda did I get to see any of it.  By then, the story was old and dead.  No other mass-circulation publication would publish a contradictory story.  There are other and more grievous cases I will document in Post Mortem.  In this case, when it was given to Wise, I had been denied access to some of the material for almost two years.  By now, the reason should be apparent.

No one seems to have detected or having detected, understood the significance of this shocking fact: page 7652, the first page of this session, is the very last page of actual verbatim transcript!  Those excited disagreements between the members of the Commission over what they would and would not sign, could and could not agree to, are gone ‑ gone forever, if the stenographic notes were destroyed, as prescribed, unless copies remain outside the Archives and in the possession of those who will make them available.

Instead, there is an inadequate, incomplete, entirely misrepresentative paraphrase that says nothing at all, hides the fact that there was a: disagreement, and even screens the fact that any changes whatsoever were made in the text.

All names have been removed.  No one motion or decision is identified with a single member of the Commission.

A dozen different, mostly inconsequential, actions were taken.  Each is a single paragraph save ones the alleged approval for the dumping into evidence of thousands of documents, more thousands of printed pages.

Aside from this, the longest single paragraph, and that of but ten lines, is on the return of the President's clothing to his widow.

All the intense wrangle that could have wrecked the entire laborious disagreeable proceeding ‑ might, had the Commissioners known what they should have and been as impartial as they supposedly were ‑ in carefully eliminated.  The most careful reading of this substituted paraphrase yields no indication of any disagreement on the Report or any of its conclusions.  However, there was a major dispute over two chapters, as one could never in a lifetime know from reading what replaced the transcript.  These are chapters III and IV.

What were these two chapters?  Those regarded as the most important two.  They, are entitled, "The Shots from the Texas School Book Depository" (note the propaganda conclusion built into the title) and "The Assassin" (and here note the inherent conclusion the Commission and its partisans claim was not made, that Oswald was the lone assassin).

All those words, all that wrangling and reasoning, all that compromising over what may be one of the most significant documents in history, exactly because it is so wrong, are embodied in this "transcript" that is a very, very bad and deliberately meaningless paraphrase, in 38 innocuous words, less than four lines of typing, only an inch of space on the page.  This is what they say:

Discussion was had regarding Chapters III and IV of the proposed Report.  The General Counsel was instructed to use care that the proposed conclusions concerning such chapters, as they were set forth in Chapter I, not contain any conflict.

In short, they say nothing.

Those without the most intimate knowledge cannot even see any significance in what does bear some slight, remote relationship, the caution that the first, third and fourth chapters not be inconsistent.  The first chapter is titled, "Summary and Conclusions."  It is that, but it is also more.  It is the Commission's press release and is the most widely distributed "story" on the Reports written by the Commission staff and distributed by the wire services, a new concept of free and independent reporting.  Why, in the Report completely drafted and then in page proof, should the Commissioners have had any misgivings about "any conflict" between the summary and two of the chapters summarized?  Only because one, or the other or both were to be changed.

The Commissioners well understood the purpose of the first chapter.  There is only one reference to the page proofs in this entire paraphrase of the entire long and sometimes unpleasant session.  It says merely that "it was suggested by one of the Commissioners (even harmless stuff had to have the names removed so the removal of all where it was crucial would not be conspicuous) that it would be helpful to the Members of the Commission if they each had a page proof of Chapter 1" as soon as they came from the printer.  This meant that each would have copies of the press release.

Remember that economy wave for such inconsequential things as an adequate supply of the transcripts of testimony, the pictures of the assassinations independent investigators?  There were other "economies" effected, like the discontinuance of indexing the files, which did not make their contents more accessible.  But, again anonymously, "A motion was made, seconded and carried that there be provided 100 copies of the Report and Hearings bound in buckram for the Commissioners to distribute as they may determine and that in addition 500 copies of just the Report be provided for such distribution."

It was also moved that leatherbound copies of both Report and Hearings be provided the President, the Kennedy family, for the Commissioners and for "such other persons" as the President "might select."

Each staff member got a free set stamped with his name in gold.

And that's the way it went, all the same pallid, neutrals bureaucratic language that in no way reflects the intensity of feelings at this, the crucial session, and certainly is not the same as the verbatim transcripts it is substituted for, now and in history.

It is possible to glean from those with inside knowledge some of what there transpired, but all of it is subject to discounting because all of it comes from one of the eight men who were there, and not one of them is without something to hide.  The most honest is human and was making a record for his own self-justification.  Therefore, I will restrict myself to what Senator Russell told the Atlanta paper about it because he is the one whom despite the poorest attendance records had the best understanding of the impossibility of the Report as presented.

His major objections were to two related conclusions, on conspiracy and the so-called "single-bullet theory."  The Report held that there had been no conspiracy, that Oswald and the man who shot him, Jack Ruby, each had been entirely alone and were not connected with each other.  It also held that a single bullet had inflicted all seven non-fatal injuries on both the President and Governor John B. Connally.

What the members of the Commission did not understand or pretended not to understand is that, from their own accounting, unless one bullet had, in fact, enjoyed this career like nothing in science fiction, had caused all these non-fatal injuries and from it all emerged in almost perfect condition, there had to have been a conspiracy.  Otherwise, at the very least, there had to have been an additional shot.  The official assertions that Oswald had fired the three shots the Commission allotted him in the very brief span of about five seconds the assassination required, is disputed by all the evidence.  It was, in fact, impossible.

When the former head of the CIA looked at Russell's dissent on the statement that there had been no conspiracy, he told the Senator, "I'd like to go over that with you."  The Atlanta paper does not report what Dulles said and the principals have been silent.  However, the end result is without question.  With a meaningless hedge, the Report says there had been no conspiracy.  Persuasive spook – spookmaster.

Russell's objection had been to the categorical statement.  "He said it gave the impression that no other living person had any knowledge of Oswald's plan."  What Russell wanted was that the Report say only that Oswald had "fired the shots that killed President Kennedy and wounded Texas Governor Connally."

As Magaret Shannon explained:

Apparently this would have meant exclusion of any findings on the conspiracy angle.

The compromise version in the report said, "The Commission found no evidence that either Lee Harvey Oswald or Jack Ruby was part of any conspiracy."

Also included was this paragraph, "Because of the difficulty of proving negatives to a certainty, the possibility of others being involved with either Oswald or Ruby cannot be established categorically, but if there is any such evidences it has been beyond the reach of all the investigative agencies and resources of the United States and has not come to the attention of this commission."

As a quotation from the Report, this is accurate.  It is the Report that is false.  The investigative agencies all, consistently and repeatedly reported and described the assassination as beyond the capacity of any single man.  Redundantly, both the FBI and Secret Service, as I brought to light in Whitewash II and amplify in Post Mortem, declared that each of the three shots they admitted, as the Commission also did, hit one man only.  There was, however, the wounding of a bystander, James C. Tague, in a manner that precluded the possibility of any of the shots that hit any of the occupants of the Presidential car as having caused it.  When the irrefutable evidence was that Oswald could not have fired these three shots with that weapon and in the very brief allotted time, the Commission dared not admit a fourth shot.  Hence, Staff Lawyer Arlen Specter's invention of the knowingly wrong "single-bullet theory."  The investigative agencies had nothing but proof of conspiracy; the Commission did nothing but misrepresent it.

Moreover, the Report categorically states there was no conspiracy in a number of different widely quoted ways, repeatedly and throughout.  Chapter IV, for example,, is entitled "The Assassin."  This clearly states there was but one, not a conspiracy.  The Commission's fourth conclusion, printed on page 19 of the Report, states unequivocally, "The shots which killed President Kennedy and wounded Governor Connally were fired by Lee Harvey Oswald."  Again, one assassin, no conspiracy.

The correctly quoted equivocation, the pseudo-learned language saying it was only because of the alleged difficulty of proving a negative.  Is a mere sop to Russell and is without meaning.  It is quite often possible to establish such a "negative."  The Commission itself did, than misrepresented that, too.  While it says Oswald was on the sixth floors for which it had no credible evidence whatsoever, its highly credible evidence ‑ is not only that he was not, but that he was on the first floor.  Proving he was on the first floor proved a negative, that he was not on the sixth.  So, also, did proving he was in, the second-floor cafeteria a minute after the shots were fired, for he could not have gotten there in this interval had he been in that sixth-floor window.  The Commission merely suppressed its evidence showing he had been on the first floor and staged a deceitful re-enactment that misrepresented the time required to get from the front of the sixth floor to the back of the second.

Only if the word "Commission" in the above "no conspiracy" quotation is interpreted to mean the members of the Commission can the statement be less than an outright, intended lie.  It may be true that the members of the Commission had so been informed by its staff.  It is not and cannot be true of the staff, which worked with files and investigative reports that despite the best contrary official efforts, were loaded with proof of conspiracy.

The story continues:

Sen. Russell has never contended that a conspiracy did exist.  But especially, because of his longtime experience as chairman of the Senate CIA oversight committee ‑ he was particularly worried on two scores:

(1)  He did not feel assured that the government of the Soviet Union had supplied all information . . .

(2)  Because of Oswald's defection and his residence in Minsk, educational center for Cubans sent to Russia, the Senator was not satisfied that everything was known about Oswald's Cuba-oriented activities.

Russell, again, was both right and wrong.  He was right in feeling that he did not know "everything . . . about Oswald's Cuba-oriented activities" but wrong in his presumption about their nature.  They were not pro-Castro, they were the opposite.  This is exposed in great detail in Oswald In New Orleans, from the official but suppressed evidence, in the files but apparently denied the members.

There was no Fair Play for Cuba Committee in New Orleans.  Oswald merely adopted the name of the national organization and claimed to be head of the non-existent local chapter.  He also used the return address of the violently anti-Castro Cuban Revolutionary Council on literature.  The CRC had been organized by the CIA.  The non sequitur of the Reports which dares not completely ignore this, is that the Commission found no evidence that Oswald had ever "rented" an office.  This, of course, is without meaning and is willful deceptions for whether or not he rented space in entirely immaterial.  He did use the CRC address.

Another Russell dissent concerned the theory, included in the report, that the first bullet went on to wound Governor Connally, who was seated in the jump seat in front of the President in the topless limousine.

This theory is one of the major points seized on by critics of the commission report.  They use it in various ways, mainly to try to shoot holes in the commission's statement that all the shots accounted for came from the southeast sixth floor window of the Texas School Book Depository, the building where Oswald worked.

Richard H. Rovere, the New Yorker magazine's Washington correspondent, writes erroneously in the introduction to "Inquest" that author Epstein brings to light "for the first time" that the Warren Commission was divided on the theory that one bullet wounded both men.

As a matter of fact, this is one point on which Sen. Russell has been publicly outspoken from the time of the report's release.  In an interview in Washington with this reporter and others on Sept. 28, 1964, he expressed his disagreement.  The lead ‑ the first sentence of The Atlanta Journal story that day said Sen. Russell "disagrees with the commission findings that the first bullet that struck President Kennedy also wounded Texas Gov. John Connally." . . .

Sen. Russell, not being committed categorically to the single-assassin theory, had no vested interest, so to speak, in the one-bullet finding.  He could disagree with it with comparative impunity . . . other skeptics included . . . Cooper and  . . . Boggs.

Here the story is in basic error.  There was no remote possibility that any but the alleged first shot might conceivably have hit both man.  The Commission never did prove the two bodies were in an alignment that made it possible; it merely assumed it was possible.  It could do so only because the bodies were not visible to the camera of Abraham Zapruder, an amateur photographer who captured the assassination on film, when a road sign was between it and the car.  At all other points of possible shooting, the bodies definitely were so positioned that no one bullet from the Depository building could have struck both.

More, the reloading time of the rifle eliminated the possibility that any other shot had been fired from it.  Here the movie film acted as a time clock.  Therefore, it had to be the first and only the first of
64
63

_976778119.doc
[image: image1.png]J. lee Ranklnh, Ceneral Counsel

™y Chalrman. The Owrxissisa vil. be 1n wmdnr.
The Commission has a number of watters to consider and deciua L.
Looparttion for the completion of ite final report and the cloisitn: =i

wa atisirs.,








