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Chapter 1

Champion of the Truth
In 1993 Viking published Robert J. Groden’s The Killing of a President.  The cover hype is that it is “the complete photographic record of the JFK assassination, the conspiracy, and the cover-up.”  Another of the boasts is that the book has “more than 600 photographs . . . many never published before.”  Still another is that Groden “has been researching the assassination of John F. Kennedy since 1964 and has been a leading critic of the Warren Commission report since 1969.”

Here are the last words in Groden’s book:

Three decades after the President’s death, the assassination research community has grown to include thousands of individuals who carry on the work started by the original group of Warren Report critics.  Over the years, this community has accomplished much, patiently and consistently compiling and organizing a vast cache of evidence overlooked or altered by the Warren Commission.  They have uncovered the testimonies of those witnesses the government did not want in the public record, and they have discovered long suppressed documents that were secreted within the National Archives and various federal agencies, as well as other locations.

Though the absence of formal funding hampers our work, perhaps the most overwhelming impediment is the government’s interference in the form of stonewalling and disinformation tactics.  The government maintains a long reach of influence over its “propaganda assets,” and the community has seen the appearance of new “critics” who are, in fact, disinformation generators attempting to discredit the legitimate critical community with false accusations and false “evidence.”  We have no means to regulate those who purport to be serious critics, nor is there an open forum to challenge all of the disinformation and misinformation.  Let the buyer beware, for not everyone who says the assassination and its cover-up was the result of a conspiracy is a champion of the truth (page 216).

It is a fair reflection of Groden’s scholarship that he does not recognize himself as what he is, a “disinformation generator . . . with false accusations and false ‘evidence.’”  His is a book that, tough as the competition is, is without question the book that sets a record for factual inaccuracy, which is “disinformation”, and false accusations and false ‘evidence.’”

His last sentence quoted above is true as it applies to him and to his book, for the “buyer” should “beware” and for the buyer to understand that “not everyone,” Groden in particular, “who says the assassination and its cover-up was the result of a conspiracy is a champion of the truth.”

In this, and whether it is the carelessness or the ignorance that permeates his book, as both do, he also says that those who conspired to kill the President are also those who covered it up.  But not knowing he does not say who the conspirators were.  He suggests many, including the Mafia.  How the Mafia could have seen to the cover-up, which was by many in the government, he does not say.

There is no taint of authentic scholarship anywhere in this book.  Groden’s one claim to fame is making available to the country the Abraham Zapruder film, the amateur film of the Dallas clothing manufacturer that is the best and best known of the assassination.  After more than twenty years he has yet to have it dawn on him that, as the poet said, nothing in this world is single; that truth and “evidence” cannot come from the flat-world society of those who lack the factual knowledge; and who treat each item as independent, as free-standing.  In fact all of the evidence does require the context he not only does not give it -- he cannot give it.  His effective use of that film, on nationwide TV and in showing for members of the Congress, led to the creation of the House Select Committee on Assassinations that began in the flat world Groden shared with almost all who are referred to as “critics.”  He and it never left that flat world.  Instead of bringing new and authenticated information about the assassination or its official covering up to light that committee created new popular disenchantment and confusion and in this protected both the unknown assassins and those in government who did the covering up.

From the first I have referred to it as the House assassins committee because it did assassinate the fact about the assassination.  It began with the unhidden intent to support the Commission to the degree it dared.  It was quite open in its effort to put down critics and criticism of the Warren Report, beginning the hearings with a “narration” of what each would prove in terms of quoted critics and criticism.  There was only one it never mentioned, me.

It did, in spite of itself, develop worthwhile information but it suppressed this information.  I publish some of it in my 1995 NEVER AGAIN! (Carroll & Graf / Richard Gallen).

Groden and the legion of like-minded who regard themselves as “researchers” and as “critics” of the official assassination “solution,” what to me has always been the official assassination mythology, are really assassination mythologists whose mythologies are sometimes referred to as their “theories.”  This is what Groden’s book is really about.

They are, to me, assassination nuts.

In his book Groden exceeds all of the many of them who adopt the nuttiness of others as their own, in his being a literary thief, as we see in enough detail.

The definition of “plagiarism” in the Random House unabridged dictionary is:

1. the appropriation or imitation of the language, ideas and thoughts of another author and representation of them as one’s original work;  2. something appropriated and presented in this manner.

Plagiarize is defined as “to appropriate ideas, passages, etc. from (a work) by plagiarism.”

In this Groden is far from unique, except on the scale of his taking the work of others and presenting it as his own.

He has another distinction, he can’t even steal straight!

He even louses up and makes a mess out of what he steals and uses as his own, of which examples will follow.

Some of it is so stupid it is surprising that Viking editors did not catch it.  Like what he made up that a curbstone was “paved over” (page 41 ).

Why in the world would anyone pave a curbstone, particularly on the curved surface connecting its vertical and horizontal surfaces?

These are serious charges so I address this one immediately.

He stole it from Post Mortem, uniquely from Post Mortem, and here is how he could not even steal straight.  Or even comprehensibly.

There was a shot that missed.  Groden does refer to that, inadequately, incompletely and really without any manifestation of its great significance when he touts himself as a scholar and a “leading critic” and his publisher hypes his book as “The complete photographic record of the JFK assassination, the conspiracy, and the cover-up.”

Because of its importance in understanding the crime, the cover-up of the crime and Groden’s pathetic ignorance, at book length, I give it space and attention at the beginning as that will not be possible for all his thievery, his ignorance, his fabrications and his downright stupidities, there is so much of them in his book.

It is without question that as soon as Oswald was killed by Jack Ruby and it was known there would be no trial of the only candidate for assassin, there was a de facto conspiracy at the highest levels in the government to see to it that Oswald was made into the lone assassin.

The actual official evidence presented many serious problems in this because as Groden does not say, the actual, the real evidence proves Oswald did not and could not have been the assassin.  I go into this throughout all my books, particularly in Post Mortem and NEVER AGAIN!.  Two of the more serious of these many problems come from the Zapruder film, to which Groden gives much attention without going into this and that Mannlicher-Carcanno rifle said to be the one that fired all three officially-admitted shots of the assassination.

In the official interpretation of the Zapruder film the total time permitted for all the shooting was not quite six seconds.  And despite what Groden says, that it was possible to fire that rifle in 2.3 seconds, again as I brought to light in books he has and used, Whitewash (page 26) and NEVER AGAIN! (pages 301-3) the best professional shooters in the country, under vastly improved conditions and with that junky rifle overhauled could not duplicate the shooting attributed to Oswald.  The problem for officialdom here is that if the best shots in the country could not duplicate the shooting attributed to the duffer Oswald in the time he could have had, that meant at least a fourth shot.  With the official story impossible in three shots, it  was even more impossible to try to pull off if there had been more than three shots.

The FBI’s solution was simple: it pretended there had not been any missed shot even though its files abounded in proof there had been.

The Commission began by taking this lead from the FBI.  That it could not continue to come about by accident, as I go into in detail in Post Mortem.  Briefly, Tom Dillard, The Dallas Morning News photographer who was in the motorcade, was assigned to cover an event at which the United States Attorney, Harold Barefoot Sanders, was present.  There had just been one of the leaks in which the coming “solution” was forecast.  It was the FBI’s “solution”, of pretending that no shot had missed.  Dillard told Sanders that was impossible because he had photographed and the paper had published where that missed shot had hit.  Sanders told the Commission and, faced with the need not to ignore this any more, it asked the FBI to investigate.

At first the FBI pretended that it could not find that spot because weather and street cleaning equipment had worn off the concrete of the curbstone where it curves from a vertical surface to a horizontal one, where no street cleaning equipment ever goes.  Not that there would be any paved streets left if the cleaning equipment wiped them all out.  So the FBI lab sent Lyndal L. Shaneyfelt, one of its photographic experts, down to Dallas to investigate.  I go into this in Post Mortem, because of its importance as evidence and because it illustrates that even when he cribs the work of others Groden is too lazy to read what they published and instead prefers his never dependable recollection, as we see in painful detail:

The other “intrusion” the FBI hid to the degree possible has to do with these same scientific tests on the curbstone struck by the missed shot. This shot is indispensable to the Commission’s account of the three shots it permitted.  James T. Tague was wounded by a spray of concrete from where a bullet hit the curb at the diagonally opposite end of Dealey Plaza.  As Hoover found it expedient to account for the assassination in his definitive report without mention of the wound the President was known to have had in front of his neck, so also did Hoover prefer to omit this missed shot in that five-volume report, CD1.

Hoover could stonewall the Commission but it could not stonewall itself.  It had to acknowledge this missed shot and the wounding of Tague.  Its published evidence is summarized in Whitewash beginning on page 156.

The report itself quotes the immediate police broadcast by Patrolman L. L. Hill, “I have a guy that was possibly hit by a ricochet from the bullet off the concrete” (R116).  Tague’s slight cheek injury was reported by Deputy Sheriff Eddy R. Walthers (7H547,553).  Walthers was photographed examining another spot struck by a bullet not included in any official accounting.  He also found the spot near where Tague was standing “where it appeared that a bullet had hit the cement”, as the Report (R116) put it.  At the same point it quotes Tague, “There was a mark.  Quite obviously it was a bullet, and it was very fresh.”  Tom Dillard, a newspaper photographer, and James Underwood, a TV news director, both took professional pictures . . .” the mark observed and photographed” is located “at a point twenty-one feet and eleven and one-half inches east of the point where Main Street passes under the triple underpass.”

So Shaneyfelt was sent down.  The rains and the street-cleaning machines appeared to stay away.  August 5, he got Dillard, Underwood and their photos and returned with a piece of curbing.  Shaneyfelt found it exactly where the pictures showed.

Hoover sent the Commission one of his semantic masterpieces August 12 (21H475-7).  Shaneyfelt testified September 1.  Although the FBI had taken the steadfast position with Jim Lesar, my lawyer and me that it would not give us copies of any communication, they wanted us to have a carbon of what had been printed by the Commission and, masking out a large part of the upper right corner, they gave us a Xerox attached to two other sheets of paper.

FBI accounts did do what the rains did not.  They diminished this visible place where a bullet hit to a nick then a mark and finally, after the Hoover / Shaneyfelt operation, into no more than a smear.

Hoover also had to account for what the rains and street cleaner left for him to deal with.  Fact forced him to conjecture.  His conjecture in this case was too much for the Commission.  In the end, however, the problem was the Commission’s.  Because Hoover did not give it what I obtained in this suit, he eased their burden and saved his own face.

The appearance of precision is in Hoover’s letter: “This mark was located and was found to be 23 feet, 4 inches (not twenty-one feet and eleven and one-half inches) from the abutment of the triple underpass” on the south side of Main Street.  “Assuming that a bullet was shot from the [easternmost] sixth floor window” of the TSBD “struck the curb . . . at the location of the mark . . . and assuming that it passed directly over the President” it would have been “at approximately frame 410” of the Zapruder film.  This is 97 frames after “the fatal shot . . . frame 313 . . . represents a lapse of time of 5.3 seconds . . .  Based on a direct shot . . . this bullet would have passed over the center of Elm Street at an elevation of about 18 feet from the street level.”

Assumptions, primarily, of Oswald’s guilt.  The basic approach is not to investigate.  Why else presume the shot could have come from nowhere else?

Insanity also is presumed.  Why else would a lone assassin, looking through a telescopic sight with his alleged magnified and clear view, fire at his victim after seeing the top of his victim’s head blow off?  And is it not insane to wait approximately as long after the fatal shot as the entire assassination took in the official account to fire again for no purpose?

Also assumed is the firing of two remarkably accurate shots, both hitting the target, followed by one so wild it was high over the victim and impacted twice as far away as the victim was or 260 feet past him (21H 483).

The “mark” is reduced to a smear in Hoover’s description of the lab work on the curbstone:  “Small foreign metal smears were found adhering to the curbing section within the area of the mark.  These smears were spectrographically determined to be essentially lead with a trace of antimony.

No copper was found.

This is his full representation of all the scientific testing (Post Mortem, pages 453-5).

The most precise scientific reports being the purpose of the vaunted FBI laboratory.  Here it reported the impact of a bullet that had eleven different components with the magic power of leaving a deposit of but two of those elements on impact when all are mixed throughout the bullet and the test is so fine it detects the presence of elements when there is as little of them as one part in a million parts.

In the Post Mortem appendix (pages 608-9), I print three pictures of that curbstone one of which Groden stole.  He uses in on page 41 with no source indicated there or in his picture sources on page 223.  The Underwood and Dillard pictures both taken the day after the assassination, depict a rather good sized chunk chipped out of that curbstone.  The whiteness of the concrete with the surface gone is quite clear in the Underwood picture.  The location, on the curve from the vertical surface, is clearer in Dillard’s.

Shaneyfelt had the city of Dallas dig that section of curbstone up.  He flew it to Washington, and to the FBI’s lab, and we have seen the little it reported on its examination.  The FBI also gave the Commission a photograph of the curbstone section.  When I photographed the curbstone itself at the Archives I used a coin to draw a circle around what very clearly is a patch where the hole or nick had been on that print before publishing it.

The fact that there had been this hole or scar and that it had disappeared before Shaneyfelt had the curbstone section dug up is reflected in the synopsis to a series of long reports by Dallas FBI assassination case agent, Robert P. Gemberling.  This is what Gemberling reported:

Additional investigation conducted concerning mark on curb of south side of Main Street near triple underpass, which it was alleged was possibly caused by bullet fired during the assassination.  No evidence of mark or nick on curb now visible.

Alongside his stolen print of the Dillard’s photo -- and Groden could have taken a copy from the committee’s files as well as using what I printed -- is a photograph of a man on the wrong side of the triple underpass, not where Tague was but on the opposite side.  It is beyond question that the picture does not reflect where Tague was standing.

Here is what Groden writes:

The public’s awareness of James Tague’s cheek wound impelled the FBI to examine the spot where the bullet struck the south curb of Main Street (about eight feet from where Tague stood).  When they went to investigate the curb, the spot where the bullet struck had been paved over. (The FBI never admitted this.)  The pen points to the new paving which is a different color from the original.  The FBI later had that curbstone removed from the Plaza.

As we have seen “public awareness” had nothing at all to do with the delayed apology for an investigation made by the FBI.

Aside from the utter nonsense of making up that the top of a curbstone would be “paved” the picture itself shows that the curbstone had not been paved.  The texture of concrete is quite visible.  What Groden refers to as “paving” is the shadow from the angle at which the picture was taken, the shadow area being what was chipped out of the concrete by the impact of the bullet.

And why would anyone “pave” only about three-quarters of an inch of concrete curbstone?

Aside from the incompetence of his cribbing and his representation of it, Groden attributes no significance to any of this.  It is all fun and games, assassination style, to him.

There is only one possible source for this cribbing, Post Mortem.

The more important point than the stealing itself is that Groden can’t even steal straight.  He is so much the assassination subject-matter ignoramus he not only does not know the evidence, and when it is spelled out for him he still does not grasp its significance, its meaning.

Whether or not he was too lazy to consult Post Mortem before he did his own writing, this does depict his ignorance and his stupidity about the most basic assassination evidence.

If he had not been so ignorant of it and so stupid in his handling of it he could as easily told his readers the truth.  He did not care enough to do that, simple and easy as it was, as we see above.  If he had cared, if he did seek the truth and had asked me, I would have given him the report of the independent scientific examination of that curbstone I reprint in Case Open (pages 164-5).  That bullet-hole the FBI converted into a “smear” was quite visibly patched.  A concrete paste of visibly different texture was used because finer aggregates had to be used for so small an area.

When his book is supposedly on the cover-up of a conspiracy and when Oswald could not have done the patching, being either in jail or dead, who besides a conspirator anxious to destroy forever the actual evidence detectable from the deposits of bullet-metal in that hole had any interest in patching it to make that evidence forever beyond retrieval?

Groden says he takes the truth to his readers.  This is but one of the innumerable instances in his book where he neither knows nor can understand what the truth is.  He does not have that in his book.  What he has is the sloppiest, the most careless, the most ignorant and grossly uninformed of the various nutty theories all of which he presents as his own, as his own work.

It is not only that he cannot steal straight, and more illustrations of this will follow, he is so much the world-class subject matter ignoramus he is not really capable of stealing straight.

He is so wrapped up in himself, in his telling the world how important he is and how great what he says is his work, as he probably came to believe, he can’t even tell the truth about his own work on the Zapruder film or about the smash hit the Oliver Stone movie JFK, on which he was a consultant and in which he played several bit parts.

It is pathetic that he can’t tell the truth even by accident, “champion of the truth” that he says he is.
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