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Note on Foreword

I wrote this as soon as I could after that Commission counsels press conference.  When after that I could I began writing the text but soon I had to lay it aside for other work.  When I resumed it after about three years I had mislaid this.  I had intended it as the first chapter.  With what I have written and corrected to now, 5/28/96, there is some duplication.  Perhaps some should be eliminated.  I do not now take time for that because my purpose is to make a record, not the best literary record but one of fact.

I came on this after finishing Chapter 15!!

Foreword
The Warren Commission, the Media, and the Assassination of President Kennedy
Stung and embarrassed by the spectacular success of the early 1992 Oliver Stone movie, JFK, which !portrayed them as lying about the assassination of President John F. Kennedy, the Warren Commission living counsels held a coast‑to-coast news conference to defend themselves and the Report they wrote.  In their defense they referred to themselves as Marc Anthony, in Shakespeare's words, referred to those who assassinated Julius Caesar, as "honorable men," all honorable men.

They were indeed regarded as honorable men, from the law professors on the West Coast to a prestigious United States Senator on Capitol Hill, with at least one sitting judge and many in prestigious law firms, including one who had run another presidential commission long since deservedly forgotten.

The members of the presidential Commission, the real work of which was done by those who had been its counsel, were also regarded as honorable men.  They were among the most prominent in the country.  Several unwilling and coerced; they accepted their responsibility to investigate and to report on the assassination of the President.

They evolved what they began intending to evolve, what, Orwell referred to as the "official truth" of that assassination.

Official truth is not the truth at all.

It is what the government wants to be accepted as the truth.

Lyndon Johnson's success in pulling‑ this off, with his Warren Commission, was not without precedent.  Presidents have long used  presidential commissions of their own selection to do for their own selection to do for them what they cannot do any other way.

There were differences with the Warren Commission.  It began with the mandate to tell the people the truth, not the official truth, about the assassination of the President they had elected, a fortunately rare and the most subversive of crimes in a society like ours.  Its Report, which cannot be read and believed, was universally hailed as the best of possible reports and, despite the fact that most Americans do not believe it -‑ in a 1993 poll for the Columbia Broadcasting  System nine out of every ten Americans did not believe it -‑ it continues to be regarded by the major media and by the country's political leaders as the literal rather than the official truth.

They all knew better then and save for those who do not want to know, they all know better now.

From before it was issued the Report was known not to tell the literal truth.  Since issuance it has been abundantly refuted and disproved, both officially and unofficially.  Except when telling the people the truth about this when, infrequently, that could not be avoided, the major media has for more than three decades steadfastly refused to report the literal truth.  Where it could not avoid this, as when the House Select Committee on Assassinations concluded that Lee Harvey Oswald was not the lone shooter in the assassination, the major media first did not spell this out to give the people its real meaning and then pretended that it never happened at all.

Almost no Americans know that both the FBI and the Secret Service disagreed and continue to disagree with the basis of the warren Report, that all the shooting was by that one man.  Almost no Americans know that two members of the Warren Commission, positively and resolutely refused to agree with this basis of that Report, with another member not as firmly opposed to it.  And, of course, almost no Americans know that in order to be able to tell its official truth the Commission saw to it that the record those two members fought to make for history would not exist and then deceived and misled them into agreeing to what was misrepresented as a compromise that incorporated their dissent.

All of this has been published. I published it two decades ago, without any expressed disagreement, leave alone attempted refutation, by those honorable men or any others.  I then published some of the proofs, in facsimile and since then have obtained more of these proofs, leaving the matter without any question at all.

The major media, the leaders of our political life and the courts have all ignored this literal truth and cling to the official truth.

In its success of three decades ago this Commission set what became a pattern in our national life.

I refer above to what I brought to light.  This is not boasting, as I believe will become apparent when I make added reference to what other information I brought to light.  This is really criticism and commentary because what I brought to light others could and should have done and done much, better, much more completely and if not sooner, much more effectively than a lone man then aging and soon aged and enfeebled, especially among those others in the major media and the lawyers.

What I did is no more than the duty of writers in a society like ours.  It was to assure that we could so that the people could know and so that the revolutionary system of freedom through self‑government created by those I have always regarded as the greatest political thinkers of all time could thrive and be safe and secure that our founding fathers enacted the First Amendment to the Constitution intending to protect us in doing this.

This is not mandatory duty for that would deny writers their freedom.  It was and is a voluntary duty, one a writer can accept or not as he or she writes what he or she wants to write.

There was not, in the days of our founding fathers, what recently has come to be regarded as the major media we have today.  Setting type was done by hand and letter by letter.  Printing presses were simple, of limited capacity and slow.  Communication by electric wires, in those days when wires did not exist, was not and could not be visualized.  Nor was there any machine for writing.  There was no typewriter, no teletype machine that could reproduce the printed word from impulses placed on wires that went everywhere, to all publications wanting that service.  The telephone was not even a dream then and radio and television were beyond imagining.

These remarkable advances made communication easier and ever so much faster.  They not only took written words from writer to publisher instantly, they also carried those words into the home.  These inventions made informing the people ever so much easier.  They made fuller information instantly available and to not only the entire nation, but to the entire world.  But these remarkable advances did not in any way or sense reduce the obligation of those who intend to meet their obligations to inform the people of what they need to know so that representative society can function as created and intended to function by those who risked all, including their lives, to establish it.

Over the years those who write had available and received education in matters not known when this new nation was established.  This made them better able to communicate, better able to know what they should communicate.  We have in our glorious past those who not only risked all but achieved much so that there would be this freedom to inform the people, as did Peter Zenger and many others did,  There are also those who were the glory of those who wrote and of those who were informed, like Lincoln Steffens.

But today we have no Lincoln Steffenses.

That is because the media, which, of course, includes but is not limited to the print press, wants none.

In recent years, and the era of the Vietnam war is illustrative, some of this great and noble genre did appear but almost without exception they were soon not welcome to those who own the major media and they turned to other writing.  Others learned from their experiences.

To illustrate this again a personal experience.

In 1974, Congress amended that most American of laws, the Freedom of Informa​tion Act, one of my earliest of my lawsuits under it to obtain and make available withheld official evidence in the assassination of President Kennedy, which had been defeated by official corruption, was cited as requiring the amending of the investigatory files exemption of that Act.  That one determined man could become a majority, Andrew Jackson's phrase, was not news and it was not mentioned in any of the media.  That it was the sole surviving Kennedy brother who saw to it that this would be clear and explicit in the legislative history of that amending also was not news and went unmentioned, except in the Congressional Record, (May 30, 1974, page S 9336).  For all the reporters in the press gallery and for all those who get and read the Congressional Record, there was no news in any part of this, newsworthy as it would have been in the day of my youthful reporting.

As a result of that amending of the law that is to assure the people of the right to know what their government does I then filed many other lawsuits under it.  In official efforts to frustrate the law thc FBI resorted to what literally was perjury.  Not just lying under oath, as perjury requires, lying under oath to what is material in the lawsuit.  In an unsuccessful effort to end this official violation of the law by means of the serious crime of perjury, I made myself subject to the same charge, of perjury if I lied, under oath, in attributing it to the FBI agent.  Not only did the FBI and the Department of Justice not even bother to deny it, which would ordinarily be a rather serious development, they went farther and told that court that I could make such allegations ad infinitim since I knew more about the assassination and surrounding events than anyone working for the FBI.

That judge accepted this "defense."  After first threatening my lawyer and me for making the charge of the felony I proved.

None of this appeared in the papers or was reported in any other way.  So, I called it to the attention of one of the outstanding journalists on the Washington staff of The New York Times.  He was famous then and he became more famous on TV.

In his letter of reply he said he had checked his own opinion with another of those well‑reputed journalists in that Times bureau and they had decided that there was no news in it.

It is, of course, possible that what they were really saying is that to the editors of the Times this would not be news.  Meaning it would be unwelcome.

The Times boasts it publishes "all the news that's fit to print."

Perjury by an FBI laboratory agent, admitted perjury, a felony, is not news fit to print?

Not in particular when it is the testimony of those agents that puts others in jail?

Nonetheless, making myself subject to a perjury indictment if lied, I alleged and proved perjury by the FBI many times, at least a dozen times in several FOIA lawsuits.  It was not The New York Times that found this not fit to print.  No paper did.

The assassination of a president is not a run‑of‑the‑mill, everyday crime.  If not regarded as the most serious of crimes by some, to all it is a very serious crime that inevitably means political change.

Whitewash was the first book on the Warren Report.  It was read in manuscript in 1965 by its then Times Washington bureau chief.  He was so impressed with it he sent the manuscript to his editor in New York.  No word about it appeared.

When I published it for general distribution early the next year the Times' book review section then had a daily feature, "Books Received."  It never mentioned Whitewash although it had "received" twelve free copies" all but the first of which its people requested.  I billed the Times beginning with thirteenth.  To its readers and those book stores that depended on the Times for information about books the lack of mention in the Times meant it did not exist, yet it was the first book on that serious crime of the first magnitude.

For all those free copies the Times didn't mention or review Whitewash.

Consistently it also failed to review any of my eight books on the JFK assassination.

It did review two books by other authors that followed it.  Both had commercial imprints.  Each was critical of the Commission in its own way.  Edward Jay Epstein's Inquest focused criticism on the liberal chief justice who was the Commission chairman.  Epstein's criticism from the right and in his book he praised the FBI.  Mark Lane's Rush to Judgement also directed the reader's focus on Warren and his general counsel, J. Lee Rankin.  To assure this, Lane edited the transcripts he presented as verbatim to eliminate the names of all other counsels who asked questions.  For those names he substituted the word "counsel."  Thus it was to Warren and Rankin alone to whom the reader could attribute blame and responsibility.

The Times was not unique.  No other papers reviewed any of my books, particularly not the first on this subject.

If we had had an authoritarian society and the government had decreed that the book could not be printed or reported on, suppression could not have been more total.  This was the reality about citation of the Commission and of its Report.

Totally.

It was not, at least with books, before then.

After World War II, Carl Marzani, politically of tie left, started a book publishing  partnership to publish books he believed otherwise could not be published.  Within a few years that book publishing partnership closed down.  The explanation was that in this country there was no book that could not be published.

I refer above to the memory‑holing of the dissents of Senators Richard B. Russell of Georgia and John Sherman Cooper, of Kentucky the two members of the Com​mission who had refused to agree to the single‑bullet theory of the Commission that is the basis of its Report.  As Russell told me, when he conveyed his determined refusal to agree to that Commission conclusion, which Warren wanted him to sign without change, he told Warren, "Just put a little footnote in there at the bottom of the page saying 'Senator Russell dissents.'"  But Warren wanted unanimity.  That forced an executive session on September 18, 1964. Russell prepared what he would say there and in fact did say.  Cooper agreed with him completely.  Russell told me that conservative Congressman Hale Boggs of Louisiana was not a firm as was Cooper in his refusal to accept that basis of the Report.  The ribbon copy of what Russell stated was given to the Commission for its files.  I could not find even a reference to it in the Commission's files.  However, I do have a copy of the carbon copy Russell kept for his own files.  The original is in the Russell archive at the University of Georgia at Athens.  Briefly, he refused to accept the single bullet theory and he was convinced that the Commission had not been told all the executive agencies knew about Oswald.

That single‑bullet theory had been invented to seem to be able to limit the total number of shots fired to three and then, in defiance of the Commission's own proof of the impossibility of it, to hold that Oswald alone fired those three shots.  The Commission concluded that one shot had missed, one had killed the President and the remaining one of those three inflected all seven non‑fatal injuries on the President and on Texas Governor John B. Connally, who was sitting in front of him on a jump seat.  This made‑up history of that magic bullet is that it hit the President in the back of his neck, exiting through his neck, shirt collar and tie, and then entered Connally's body under his right armpit.  It then allegedly demolished a rib before wrecking his right wrist whence it entered his left thigh and lingered there until its historic moment arrived, when it just snuck out of the governor's thigh.  It was this imagined career inside of Connally's body that Russell and Cooper would not agree to.  The proposed solution, the alleged "compromise;' , was to make it appear that the Commission was not holding this to be essential when in fact it was.

That paragraph of the Report's Summary and Conclusions begins, "Although it is not‑ necessary to any essential findings of the Commission to determine which shot hit Governor Connally, the very persuasive evidence from the experts indicates that the same bullet which pierced the President's throat also caused Governor Connally's wounds" (Warren Report, page 19),

Russell was not familiar enough with the evidence to recognize that this was not true.  The actuality  was that in the Commission's "solution" it was only the second bullet which could have this history attributed to it and with the belated admission that one bullet had missed, that meant the bullet that wounded Con​nally absolutely had to be the one that wounded but would not have killed Kennedy.

It happened that during the executive session of January 22, 1964, Allen Dulles, a member and former director of the Central Intelligence Agency, proposed that the record they were making "ought to be destroyed" (Post Mortem, pages 487).

That‑ transcript had been denied me.  When I sued under FOIA to get a transcript prepared for me not by the court reporter who had taken it down but at the Pentagon.  This resulted in a lack of identification of some of those who spoke.  It was either Warren or Rankin who responded to Dulles saying "that we said we would have records of meetings and so we called the reporter in the formal way"  (Post Mortem, page 487).  Russell was not at that meeting but he knew it had been agreed that all those meetings that were classified Top Secret would be taken down by their court reporter and the transcripts preserved.  He not only believed that their practice and agreement would be lived up to, but as he told me he believed he saw it all being taken down in shorthand.

But it was not.

As soon as I looked at the first page of that supposed transcript of the session Russell forced, I knew it was a fake and a poor fake from my previous experience with court reporters in general and with that firm in particular.  When I turned the page there was no transcript.  There was merely a few comments on free copies of the Report and of the hearings.

Nothing else and less than a page of that.

When I put a copy in Russell's hands, as I reported in Whitewash IV (in 1974) on pages 21,

He was shaken by the proof that he had been imposed upon and history perverted.  He asked me to conduct a further investigation to prove whether or not there existed a transcript of the executive session (he had forced) (Whitewash IV, page 21).

The court reporting records proved that no court reporter had been there that day.  I also obtained from the Archivist, James B. Rhoads, a certification that the "transcript" I had given Russell was the only one that existed.

As I also wrote in Whitewash IV, (page 21).

After I gave Russell Rhoads' certification that this is the stupefying fact, the bureaucrats would destroy the record of disbelief by a Member of a Presidential Commission allegedly investigating the assassination by which that President took power, he broke his long, friendship with Lyndon Johnson and resigned the chairmanship of the Military Affairs Committee . . . and with that divested himself of "Oversight" responsibilities over the CIA.

After more than two decades I find this more, not less "stupefying."  It is absolutely stupefying that in government, on such a body, with its mandate to learn and tell the people the truth about the assassination of the President, a deeply subversive crime and one that, turned the country and the world around, the rigidly‑held belief of two of the Members which made the Report a false report, the belief hold but less firmly by a third Member, does not appear in the Report.  It is more, not less stupefying that the record all three members were making for our history in accord with the agreed Commission procedures, that there would be a record of all their meetings, was not only violated – it was violated with deli​berate deception.  Along with this unprecedented dishonesty in fabricating the official truth, the typed, prepared statement Russell made and used at that meeting was not available in the Commission's records at the Archives when I looked into this.  Most stupefying of all, in retrospect, is that our free press, our major media of unprecedented wealth, ignored all of this and more it could have learned that I could not.  In this the majority of the Commission and those of its staff who knew in effect became part of the conspiracy to assassinate the President, which means in ef​fect part of the coup d'etat, in being silent in the face of so unprecedented a subversion, and a fake "solution," joined by the abdicating major media.

The major media more than I could have followed up on my first lead.  That Russell and Cooper were determined not to sign a Report based on the single‑bullet theory -- which means a Report stating there had not been any conspiracy ‑‑ was barely mentioned in Epstein's Inquest (pages 149‑50).  Epstein also reported that as Russell had told me, Boggs told him he was also opposed to it but not a firmly.  If any reporter had dome what I did, checked the Commission's executive sessions and then spoken to Russell, he would have had one of the major sensations of the era, if it were published.

That no reporter did does not reflect on the competence of reporters. Rather does it reflect what they believe their editors will accept and publish.

The major media attitude never changed, nor did that of the Congress, despite a bit of window-dressing.

No matter how much factual information came to light, by which I mean official fact and official information that had been ignored by the Commission or misrepresented by it, it was not news to the major media or to Congress.

The media, without any consultation or combination, without meeting to discuss it and agree, appears to have decided that whatever the Commission would say it would agree with.  That there was no protest at all when the Commission decided to proceed in total secrecy is indicative of this.  The media raises hell when it is, infrequently, denied access to the most minor of proceedings, but not when the President was assassinated.  Not even when all knew that had Oswald not been killed he would have been tried entirely in public.

It is not only that what fact, truth, private persons like me brought to light and published became non‑news immediately and was not reported to the people  -‑ with such books not being mentioned in reviews.  The authoritative opinion of the Dallas Chief of police, Jesse Curry, also meant nothing to it, much as what he wrote and published confirmed what I had already written.

I may have had something to do with his decision to do his book.

John Pilger, although then relatively young, was an often -‑ and much‑honored London reporter.  He came here in 1968 to do a story on the fifth anniversary of the assassination.  He began in New Orleans he picked up his photographer, my friend Matt Herron, with whom I was staying.  I had business in Dallas and I was with them on some of their interviews, including of Curry.  He was then chief of security for a bank.  The interview was in his office.

I said nothing through all Curry's repetition of what had already become the official party line on the assassination.  When Pilger was finished I asked Curry but a single two-part q​uestion: How would you react if someone fed you the line you have just fed us? What would you believe?

Not only did Curry do his book after that -‑ be also said that they could not place Oswald at the scene of the crime at the time of the crime and that they were not able to place that rifle in his hands.

Curry was the chief of police where the crime was committed.  Had there been a prosecution it would have been in that jurisdiction, and here he was admitted they really had‑no case against Oswald.

Does anyone remember reading that in his newspaper?  Hearing it on the radio news?  Seeing it on TV news?

Can it be that this admission was not news?

I refer above to the FBI's "solution" not agreeing with the Commission's and to the Secret Service agreement with the FBI, not the Commission.  This was actually before the Commission formulated its conclusion in its Report.

One of Lyndon Johnson's first acts as President was to direct the FBI to make and report on a full investigation of the crime.  That FBI report, Commission Document (or CD) 1 in the Commission's records was given to it on December 9, 1963 -‑ after the FBI had leaked what it wanted to leak prejudicially from it.

That FBI report is only five volumes.  The last in on Ruby, the first is its assassination narrative and the other three are its alleged documentation.

In all five volumes the FBI makes but two very brief mentions of the assassination itself and of the shooting in it.  I published them in facsimile in Whitewash on page 197.  The first is "three shots rang out.  Two bullet struck Presi​dent Kennedy, and one wounded Governor Connally."  The second is that "Medical exami​nation of the President's body revealed that one of the bullets had entered just below his shoulder to the right of the spinal column at an angle of 45 to 60 degrees downward, and there was no point of exit, and that the bullet was not in the body."

In the official story the cause of death was a wound that shattered the President's head.  The FBI does not mention this.  That means that in all five of its volumes supposedly reporting on the assassination the FBI does not even give the cause of death!

It also does mention the shot that missed which is recorded in its own files!

Does anyone remember reading this in the papers?  Or hearing it on radio news?  Or seeing it on TV news?

Either part, that the FBI's investigation does not even include the case of death and all the known shooting or that it disagreed with the Commission's "solution"?

The New York Times alone got thirteen copies of Whitewash, remember. It made no mention of any of this.  Or that book.

With the first eighty copies I got from the printer, I hand-delivered copies to each of the then three Washington daily newspapers, to many of the Washington bureaus of the country's major newspapers, to the news offices of the radio and TV networks and to the wire services and I also mailed copies to other newspapers around the country.  Without a single mention anywhere of the above.

Who remembers seeing, reading or hearing that two and perhaps three Members of the Warren Commission did not agree with its most basic conclusion without which it could never have ordained Oswald the lone assassin?

That was not news, real news, either?

Compare this, for example with the long-running media event known as "Whitewater," an unwise investment by the Clinton's before he ran for President.  They lost money on that investment but for much of his presidency with the Republicans in control of both houses of the Congress there have been nonstop hearings, trying to make him and his wife out as crooks.  This was covered by TV and covered elaborately by the print press in efforts to damage the Clinton's politically for the campaign and election of 1996.

Day after day after day, with sometimes, each time witnesses recalled as; many as three, each time making headlines.  And not proving any Clinton crookedness.

Were there such long-lasting headlines when President George Bush's brother and son were caught in crooked dealings during the "thrifts" scandals of his administration?  Who remembers that his brother had his Massachusetts license taken from him?  Or that his son was involved in the milking of Colorado citizens whose saving went to the crooked "thrift" operators and their chums?

Does anyone remember reading a question in any paper, would he have gone to jail if his father had not been President? Or hearing or suit?

Concepts of what is and is not news underwent a radical transformation with the JFK assassination. and with the universal acceptance by all the major media of the official truth of the Warren Report.

Beginning with that important national issue the media began blind acceptance of other official truths when national policy was involved.

Take, for example not long after that report was issued, what got to be known as "The Tonkin Gulf incident."  There were, actually, two of them.  Our govern​ment stated that the North Vietnamese attacked two of our destroyers with high‑speed small boats, all sorts of transcripts of radio conversations and of other results were released and the compliant press accepted them without question.  That is not the role of the press in this country, not the traditional role, not the role for which the First Amendment was written and enacted.

With these "incidents" as all he needed, President Johnson, asked the Congress not to declare war, which the constitution requires for there to be a war.  He asked instead for a "resolution" which he then used as though it were the constitutionally required declaration of war.

For other writing I then planed, I examined what the government "released.  Not only did it make no sense that the North Vietnamese would invent what happened, there was no case of it at all in what the government released.  On the basis of that I concluded that there had not been any such incidents and that they were contrived to provide a seeming justification for what President Johnson wanted to do.

Sure enough, with the passing of time and with the availability of the withheld government records, my contemporaneous analysis was correct.  Nothing like it had happened.

But by the time that, got to be known it made no difference anyway.  Other than to the about 50,000 United States casualties and to millions of victimized North Vietnamese.

But if I could see it, could not the major media, with all its first‑rate journalists and assorted pundits also see it?  Easier than I, better and more clearly than I?  With access to more than I had access to?

This is, obviously, a self-answering question.

There were other such contrived incidents, particularly with Castro's Cuba but they did not work.  For all the campaign against Castro it is clear the people did not want another war, that one against Cuba.

But does anyone remember reading, hearing or seeing that there was nothing to those incidents used  to get us into that war?

Was this less true of our interventions in Central America, particularly in Guatemala and the Dominican Republic where we overthrow or helped .our mendicants overthrow democratically elected governments?  Or in other places, like El Salvador, where we supported military dictatorships that were murderously repressive?

Fifty thousand civilians lost their lives to the military dictatorship we installed in Guatemala and supported so it could remain in power.  Hundreds of thousands were hurt and as many or more fled in fear.  But it was not until a very courageous American woman whose husband was tortured and murdered by those we helped put in power and kept in power forced the issue at the risk of her life that so belatedly we learned that he was murdered by a one of the military dictatorship who was working for the CIA.

And if it had not been by a principled leak that would not have come to be known, despite the bravery of the outraged and indignant wife who was widowed.

Does anyone remember reading, seeing or hearing that the real reason the Reagan administration invaded the tiny island of Grenada was to take the headlines away from its Lebanon disaster?  There, more than two hundred marines were killed by a terrorist car bomb after Reagan sent them to Lebanon.

Who remembers that for the first time in our history the press was not only excluded, completely excluded, but that enterprising reporters who sought  to get to Grenada on their own were literally taken prisoner and restrained by our military.

A phony red scare was made up as justification, not that if it had been that, we had any right to invade that tiny island.  We did not and we violated our agreement and treaties in doing it.  Does anyone remember reading, hearing or seeing that while it was on going or since then?

Not many will remember that by the time out military could no longer keep our reporters out it was learned that the great military success of that invasion was the bombing of a hospital.

Does anyone remember reading, seeing or hearing any account of what then happened to the. few and mostly poor people of Grenada?  Are they better off or worse off even with the help we gave them after that horror of invading and bombing them?

The Reagan justification for that invasion and murder of the innocents was that the Cubans were building a military airport disguised as a commercial airport.  Does anyone remember reading, seeing or hearing a question, what in the world did the Cubans want with a military airport so far from Cuba and so close to the mainland of South America?  Obviously, the Cubans had no such need or even interest.

Reagan made all that up.

Who remembers reading, seeing or hearing this?  Or that as it turned out that was not a Cuban job at all but was contracted by a British corporation? 

Or that by design that airport was for tourists and was not suitable for use as a military airport?

There is no end to such things that with more than memory can be recovered.

Without the major media telling the people, so that with an informed electorate our representative society could work as intended.

This, too, followed the blind, total and unquestioning acceptance of the official truth of the Warren Report that was so obviously impossible.

That Report and the complete acceptance of it by the major media marks the beginning of the changes in this country that are leading it into an era of authoritarianism.

We did change with the assassination of President Kennedy, and the world changed with us, too.  Very much and in many ways.

This change began with the assassination and was reinforced by the Warren Commission and its Report.

Without the Commission working in deepest secrecy this could not have happened.

Without its Report this would not have happened.

Without the media and the political acceptance of that report it would not have happened.

The outrage, the indignation and the anger of the people would have shaken the country as little else could have, if the truth had been known.

The Commission eliminated that possibility with the collaboration of the major media and of the politicians.

The Report covered all that up.

As it could not have done if the media and the politicians had done what they are supposed to do in a society like ours.

Official truth, which is a lie a very big lie, was substituted for the literal truth and the people had little choice but to accept it.  They could do nothing about it.

Our national life since then has been within this pattern.

It was conceived and executed by those honorable men.  So were they all, all honorable men.

They did it when they should have prevented it.

This is not a complete cataloguing of the failures of the staff of the Warren Commission.  To deal fully with all it did not do that it should have done, all it did that it should not have done, all it ignored, overlooked, misrepresented, distorted and just plain lied about would be an enormous effort that would require an enormous volume.  Rather is it a selection of the major scandals that are little known because that is the desire of those who control what is and is not known.  It is a selection from what in other writing I have not dealt with or have dealt with less than is now justified.
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