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Honorable Men


Chapter 1

The Commission's Members and Work Were Dominated By Its Staff

Oliver Stone's successful movie JFK was severely critical of the president's Commission on the Assassination of President Kennedy, better known as The Warren Commission.  Embarrassed by this criticism and the wide public acceptance of it, early in 1993, the Commission's former counsels held a coast‑to‑coast press conference.  Some were available to the press which had only cream‑puff questions for them, but all signed the statement in which they protested their honorability and their innocence.

They were all honorable men as in Shakespeare's play Julius Caesar those who combined to assassinate Caesar were honorable men.  The difference is that those former Commission counsels were not responsible for the assassination of the President.  They were responsible for the assassination of the truth about it.

As a result most Americans believe they were lied to by their government in its explanation of how the President was assassinated.

he Stone movie did not create this overwhelming majority of Americans who do not believe what I have always referred to as the official assassination mythology.  The poll before that one recorded that eight out‑of ten Americans did not believe the it.  Reaction to the Stone movie increased that to ninety percent.

All of us who have written critically about that Commission and its work have been lumped together as "critics."  There are wide disagreements among us.  I am alone in the number of books I have written and in the total absence from them of theories and claimed "solutions."

My first book, Whitewash: The Report on The Warren Report, completed in mid-February, 1965, begins with understated criticism of those honorable men, the Commission's former counsels.

The actual and little-known truth is, however, that no private person was the first "critic" of the conclusions of the Warren Report.  The first -‑ and there were three -‑ were members of the Warren Commission.

How can this be? it may be asked.  All seven member s of that Commission signed its Report.  Deceiving them into signing the Report with which they had the most basic disagreement was the Honorable Men's accomplishment.  Perhaps, their most important one.

I had personal contact with one of those three former Commission members, Senator Richard Brevard Russell, of Georgia.  He was the most conservative of the Commissions.  Also in obdurate refusal to agree to the Report as drafted by those Honorable Men was Kentucky's John Sherman Cooper, the liberal Republican.  As Russell told me, conservative Congressman Hale Boggs, Democrat from Louisiana, also agreed with them in their disagreement with what is basic in the Report, that "Single-bullet-theory."  It is also referred to as "the magic bullet."  In fact the history attributed to it ‑- and the entire Report hangs on it -‑ is not a theory.  It is a complete fabrication that was necessary to the political truth with which that Commission and its Honor​able Men began deciding that there had not been any conspiracy to kill the President and that Lee Harvey Oswald was the lone and unassisted assassin.

Ray Marcus, one of the earliest of the critics, wrote a monograph he titled The Bastard Bullet.  While that bastard was sired by most of the Commission members and staff, the original insemination was by Arlen Specter, one of the younger of those Honorable Men.  He had come to the Commission as a liberal Democrat, a member of the liberal Americans for Democratic Action and as assistant district attorney in Phila​delphia.  When he left the Commission, having had by far the greatest responsibility for its siring that bastard, he became a Republican.  His first political act thereafter was to run against the Democratic district attorney  who had given him his political start.  Honor being honor, he wound up a Republican Senator from Pennsylvania.  As of this writing he is chairman of the Senate Intelligence Committee, with responsibility for over​sight on the intelligence agencies whose abdications if not worse at the time of the investigation helped make the siring of that bastard possible.

Based on fact, there never was any possibility of that single-bullet bastardization of our history, of all that followed that assassination, and Specter knew this.  I have written and documented that over and over again, with nothing but the Commission's evidence to prove it, and after publishing ten books in which this is explicit I have yet to hear any complaint of any kind about it from that most honorable of those Honorable Men, Arlen Specter.

Or, for that matter, from any of the Members or staff or from the federal agencies involved or any of their involved employees.

In the course of trying to bring to light what facts of the assassination and its investigations that can be brought to light, I started using the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA).  I filed more than a dozen lawsuits in federal district court in Washington, D.C.  Most of them were against the Department of Justice and its Federal Bureau of Investigation.  Faced with endless mendacity by the FBI in those lawsuits, mendacity tolerated by the courts, I sought to force the issue on this by accusing the FBI of perjury.  To try to force a judicial determination of fact on this instead of making those charges in the usual manner, through arguments by my lawyer, I stated them under oath myself.  I made myself subject to that charge if I lied.  I did this because if the courts as they should have, they should have decided which of us was the felon and which told the truth.  It did not work out that way.  When the FBI was faced with my accusing it of a felony, and that with regard to its record in the investigation of that assassination, it was immune before the court in admitting that I told the truth and it had committed  the serious felony of perjury!

This has never been reported by any of the media.

That the FBI admitted this serious law violation was and remained not news.

Instead of responding, instead of what one would expect of those honorable men if innocent, a firm and vigorous denial, its response in court was that I

could make such claim ad infinitum, since he is [I am] perhaps more familiar with events surrounding the investigation of President Kennedy's assassination that anyone now [then] employed by the F.B.I.

In this the FBI, actually told that court that I knew more about its investi​gation of the assassination than it did and because of this it could lie it could lie its head off, under oath, and be immune in those perjuries, those felonies for which private persons are sent to jail.

With the acceptance of this non sequetur, this non‑defense, this admission of felonies -‑ and they never ended after that -‑the FBI was and remained immune.

The FBI also deceived and mislead the Commission -‑without a word of complaint or protest from any of those Commission Honorable Men.  Not from any one of them.

That first of the many charges of perjury I leveled against the FBI in court related to the results of the FBI's scientific testing for the Commission of the ballistics evidence of the assassination.  Without the collaboration of the FBI the Commission. could not have birthed its bastard.

The Commission, by its own choice, was pretty much limited to what scientific information it could get from the FBI.  Specter is the leading one of those Honorable Men who could and should have provided the testimony of at least one of the eminent experts who told the staff that the magic it attributed to its so magical a bullet was impossible.  (For one example, see NEVER AGAIN!, my 1995 book that was complete in 1992 (Carroll & Graf/Richard Gallen) pages 231‑3 and 291‑6).

If the Commission Members had not been so thoroughly preoccupied by their regular obligations, as all but one, former CIA Director Allen Dulles were, they might have seen in their own files what I later found in them that led to the many exposures.  One of which is cited above.  While it is probable that the majority of the Members would have opted for the lone‑assassin, no conspiracy fictional solution with which they began and which they foisted off on the sorrowing nation, it is without question that if Russell and Cooper and probably Boggs had known what the Commission's own records establish on this they would not have restricted their disagreements to the Commission's private meetings.

That would have created an entirely different situation, a scandal beyond belief and without precedent in our history.  The Commission could not have issued a unanimous Report in which it knowingly lied to the nation and to the world about the assassination of the President – what has the effect of a coup d'etat regardless of who the assassins were and what their motive or motives were.

This is what those Honorable Men were and did that under the prodding of Stone's skillful work with the fictions he had stated in advance would not be fiction impelled them to proclaim their honor to the nation and with the attention to their press conference, the world.

Russell and Cooper articulated several objections to what the Report, then in page proof, would state.  I deal with this at length later in other writing of several years ago titled Senator Russell Dissents.  Here I summarize some of that for understanding of what follows before we get to that.  I here do note that in my 1974 Whitewash IV, which has the subtitle, Top Secret JFK Assassination Transcript, I did set forth the proof of this Russell dissent and how the Commission saw to it that he would be deceived and misled into agreeing with what he and Cooper were led to believe was a compromise that incorporated their views when it did no such thing.

If all this is not one of the simply most awful, most deliberately dishonest and unprecedented scandals in our history, one with the most serious and continuing harmful consequence to the nation and to the world that is only because it is unknown.  It is unknown because the major media wanted it to be unknown and because nobody in political life wanted it to be unknown.

In Whitewash IV, I also presented the proof that the Commission even saw to it that the record Russell and Cooper believed they were making, for our history, of why they would not and could not agree to this magic‑bullet fabrication would not and could not exist.

Russell forced an executive session on this matter for September 18, 1964.  The Commission had agreed that all its executive sessions would be recorded for history with their court reporter present to prepare a verbatim transcript of their deliberations.  Chairman and general counsel J. Lee Rankin saw to it that no court reporter would be present (page 198) and that instead an obviously fake substitute for the required transcript, is all there would be (page 131-132).  Delivery of that fake transcript to the members was delayed by Rankin until after the end of the Com​mission's life when the Members paid no attention to it as they devoted themselves to their other obligations that for most of them were more than they could devote the time they wanted to.

The Commission's decision to have all those sessions recorded is stated in another of those formerly TOP SECRET transcripts, that of the emergency session of January 22, 1964, the one the Commission decided to destroy.  Under FOIA I was able to compel the government to transcribe the stenotypist's tapes, the one record of that session that somehow was not destroyed.  I reproduced that transcript in facsimile in Post Mortem in 1975 (pages 475‑487).  The agreed‑to preservation of all those deliberations is stated on page 487.

At least some of those Honorable Men knew of the Russell and Cooper refusal to agree with their single‑bullet fabrication because they leaked it.  That leak was the source with which I began.  It was also the reason I gave Russell the documentary proofs of his having been deceived and misled and on the non‑existence of the record he and Cooper believed would be preserved for our history.

Russell was then in what he knew was terminal illness.  He encouraged my work until his dying day, regretting that he could not be active in it.

I had then published four books.  Russell gave them to his staff assistant C. E. Campbell, if I recall the name correctly.  Campbell's memo on them is dated June 14, 1968.  I had gotten for Russell, at his request, a written statement from the Archivist of the United States that the only transcript of that September 18, 1964 session is the phony one.  Campbell goes into that.  After that he has this to say about my books held read:

His work is scholarly and evidences a tremendous amount of research.  His basic approach is not to try to prove that Oswald was innocent although acceptance of his inferences etc., lead to that conclusion.

His method is to restrict his criticism to the actual information which the Commission had and he is critical of the Commission only to the degree that it delegated too heavily to the staff.  One of his strongest points of departure with the Commission is on the number of shots fired and which shots hit Connally and/or ​the President.  He completely agrees with your thesis that no one shot hit both President and the Governor.  He apparently believes that there‑were at least four shots fired and more thus destroying the possibility that Oswald acted alone and independent[ly]

(My friend Gerard "Chip" Selby obtained this from the repository of Russell's records at the University of Georgia, in Athens, Georgia.  That repository also includes an oral history by Senator Cooper adding detail to what I state above.  My friend William Neichter, Louisville, Kentucky lawyer, is trying to add to the Cooper repository at the University of Kentucky.  Cooper left few known records relating to his work on the Warren Commission.  Bill provided me with a copy of a Cooper letter from that archive, written after his Senate career ended, in which he continued to deny vigorously that made‑up "solution" of the single‑bullet impossibility.)

While I did not discuss this with Campbell, not having seen his memo when we last met, I believe that, what is quoted above, he is referring to what he knew troubled Russell, that the Commission "delegated too heavily to the staff."

The penultimate quoted sentence established the Commission Member,, Russell, as its first "critic."  It also repeats that Russell did not believe it was possible for one bullet to have wounded both Kennedy and Connally as the Commission has it.

The language of the Report that was designed to deceive and mislead Russell, Cooper and perhaps also Boggs appears under its "Conclusions" on page 19.  There it states that "it is not necessary to any essential findings of the Commission to determine just which shot hit Governor Connally . . ."  This is an obvious and a deliberate lie.  There is nothing more "essential" to the Commission's "findings" that this one shot the Commission says hit Connally also hit Kennedy and that it alone inflicted all seven non‑fatal wounds on both men.

Without this, without this imagined history of that one bullet, the admission of the fact, that the President was assassinated in a conspiracy, could not have been avoided.

The press conference statement of these Honorable Men reiterated their support for the Commission's conclusions that were made possible by fraud, deception and lying only.

Russell was the first critic of the Warren Report.  I wrote the first book abut it.  After its Preface and Introductions, I wrote a chapter titled, "A Word Investigations."

Most people had no idea how they really work.  The advent of TV coverage did not inform them about this.  TV had other interests, particularly scandals and other sensations.  Most people knew nothing about Commissions in general or how this one went about doing its work, supposedly meeting its assigned and accepted responsibilities.  Much of the criticism Campbell referred to in his memo to Russell is there.  This, then, is the first major criticism of the Commission and its Report in the first book on them.  Here is an excerpt:

Who evolved the philosophy and procedures by which the Commission would conduct its inquiry is not recorded and of little import since, even if the staff evolved the general approach, the Commission had to approve it, and, therefore, the method of the inquiry is the responsi​bility of the Commission, regardless of its origin.  The Federal Bureau of Investigation had prepared a voluminous statement of its own find​ings following the assassination and presented it to the Commission.  It was this FBI report that guided the Commission and from the outset it became clear that the main, if not exclusive , effort of the Commission would be to validate this FBI report and not‑itself to make‑a report on the crime, although this ostensibly was the purpose of creating such a Commission.

There is in neither the Commission's Report nor in any of the 26 printed volumes of its hearings and exhibits any sign that the Commission considered this assassination as a political crime, an unvarying characteristic of all assassinations.  Likewise, despite the great amount of space devoted to the subject of conspiracy, there is no sign of any real quest for evidence of conspiracy in the broad or political sense.  Both the FBI and the Commission decided, as had the police be​fore them, that Oswald was their legitimate prey.  Nowhere in the Report is there any evidence that any other assassin or assassins were ever sought or considered.  Can anything be logically concluded other than t hat nobody wanted to find a different assassin or any additional as​sassin?

Yet there were abundant and obvious indications of both suspicion of a conspiracy and of its existence (page x).

The staff, of course, included J. Lee Rankin,, the general counsel.  He ran the Commission.  He was alive at the time of the Stone movie was shown.  Rankin had been in the Department of Justice for nine years.  For eight of those years he ha d been the solicitor General of the United States.  That means he was the government's lawyer before the Supreme Court, among other things.

The next quotation begins and ends with what, in practice, are truisms and to a large degree cannot be avoided.  It was not avoided by this Commission:

The real work of the investigations is rarely performed by the members of the commission or committee.  Even when actual questions are asked by the members of the investigating body only, preparation is by its staff.  The members are almost invariably men already too busy.  A diligent Congressman or Senator can scarcely find the time to do a minimum of what he considers he must and what his constituents ex​pect of him.  In the most thorough investigations, the preparatory staff work represents a tremendous effort.

The staffs are selected with great care.  Aside from political considerations, ability and reputation frequently provide the basis of selection.  Some are famous lawyers or promising younger lawyers.  Some are accountants, economists, or other professionals.  Some are closer to the popular concept of investigators.  The needs and quali​fications vary with the investigation.

However, the complexities of the subject, the exhaustiveness with which it is looked into, the shear volume of documentation., when added to the unavoidable obligations of the legislators, can render the com​mission or committee members to a large degree the creatures, almost the puppets, of their staffs.  It is the staff that pores over the gathered records and research and figures out the angles and approaches.  Members of the commission or committee decide and lay down broad policy and can (and usually do) decide the topics to be covered or not covered.  Otherwise, the work is staff work, although the responsibility in that of the members of the commission or committee.

It is a simple matter for a staff, with the assent of the commission or committee, to build up a voluminous record.  Minor and periph​eral aspects can be pursued for limitless thousands of pages and hun​dreds of thousands of words.  The taking of expert testimony especially lends itself to such treatment.  An expert on ballistics can spend J hours recounting his own background and experience (page xiv).

This staff built the voluminous record mostly with irrelevancies.  The bulk was impressive.  It impressed and influenced he media.  It suggested a great deal of work on the case when that was not what most of the work was.

This next quotation is, I believe, what Campbell found particularly important in confirming what he may have heard from Russell:

It was to be expected that the President's Commission on the Assassination of President John F. Kennedy would necessarily have to lean heavily upon its staff.  Almost without exception, the Commis​sion was comprised of men already too deeply committed to public, official, and governmental activity.  The most superficial examina​tion of the volumes of testimony shows Commission members not attending hearings, or coming late because of other commitments, or leaving early to meet other responsibilities.  The Chief Justice could not delegate his judicial role any more than the Congressmen and Senators could have someone else vote for them.  Hence, when they had to be in more than one place at the same time, the easiest place for them not to be was at the Commission's hearings.  Here they could and did  delegate to the staff.  From the very beginning the staff did almost all the work, including the interrogations.  One published account of the Commission's work reports one member as attending only two of 44 hearings.  Members conducted a minor part of the interrogations at the hearings, leaving the bulk of such questioning to staff lawyers.  Only a very small percentage of the hearings was attended by any members.  Most hearings had no members present.

The actual investigations in the field were performed for the Commission by experienced government agencies such as the FBI and Secret Service.

Information was collected in four different ways: Unsworn statements; affidavits, or sworn statements; depositions; and testi​mony before the Commission in the testimony and depositions, the form of the proceedings was the asking and answering of questions under oath with a stenographic record being made.  Affidavits and statements differ from each other in that an affidavit is sworn to.  Both are unilateral declarations in which the person says only what he wants to or has been asked to say.  Of the 552 people from whom recorded information was gathered, two gave statements, 61 supplied affidavits, 395 were questioned in depositions, and only 94 appeared before the Commission, meaning with one or more members present but not meaning the entire Commission or even a majority.  The Report refers to all methods by the same designation: Testimony (Rxiii).

When the magnitude of the task undertaken by the Commission is measured in terms of only the printed record and the Report, the ef​fort represented is almost astronomical to the average person.  There was a total of 27 printed volumes, ranging in size from under 500 pages to almost 1000 pages.  Where documents were printed in facsimile, frequently they were reduced in size so that one printed page contained two typewritten pages side by side.

It is asking too much to believe the members of the Commission could possibly have read even an appreciable portion of this tre​mendous mass of printed words, millions upon millions of them.  Even the reading of the depositions taken by the staff outside of Washington, the manner in which most information was gathered, rep​resented a great burden for men so deeply committed in the public's service.

The Commission had no alternatives.  The staff did most of the work.

If the end product as represented in the Report is good, most of the credit should be their theirs.  They labored mightily.

The coin has two sides (pages xv-xvi).

My knowledge of how such bodies work comes from my having been an investigator for a committee of the United States Senate and then its editor and assistant secretary.  On that committee the secretary was the administrative head.  There have been major differences on committees and commissions since then (1936‑1939) but those are not basic differences in how they function.  One difference is that since then those bodies have been financed better.  This enables them to do more.  Perhaps the biggest difference comes from the advent first of radio coverage and then of TV's.  There are few political figures who can resist the temptation of do and say what does have an appeal to the electorate.

With radio and TV both instant, with that permitting no editing during a live broadcast or telecast, there can be a field day for hamming it up and for loading the record with what is prejudicial.  These were not considerations with this Commission.  It operated entirely in secret when there was no need for any secrecy and there was a great need for openness.  But had this Commission operated openly, with all its testimony instantly available to the media and to the people, it could not have dared issue the Report it did.  This was obvious with the uses made of that testimony beginning with the first book, which was mine.

This is because the Commission's own testimony refutes its Report.

With this Commission the staff did do, by far, most of the work.  It also knew better than did the Members that the Commission's own evidence refuted the Report they wrote allegedly based on that evidence.

The staff, in doing the work, could and did shape what the Members could and did know and believe.  While on most bodies of which I knew most of the questioning was by the Members, with this Commission far and away most of its testimony was taken by its counsels and most of that was far from Washington, with no member present.

While the practice varied from body to body and from period to period, what the members are able to ask comes from what they have learned from or from the work of the staff.

What was the practice in the 1930's is probably still largely the practice since then.  Questions then were written out for the members to ask and documents on which they were based, if so based, were provided.  In the now distant days of my experience with it this preparation was referred to as "the brief."  Both the questions and the document were affixed to opposite sides of a file folder.  The members followed the brief or did not as they saw fit.  The also improvised, of course, based on the testimony they heard.

Most such bodies do not suffer the lack of adequate financing from the committee for which I worked and to contend with.  The title carried on our hearings was "Violations of Free Speech and Rights of Labor."  It was generally referred to as the "Senate Civil Liberties Committee."  While these are matters of real interest to many people, they are not all that popular with those who contribute most of the money for political campaigns, particularly not the wealthiest contributors. Whether or not for this or similar reasons, those matters were not as exciting to the media as the committee would have liked although some of the developments at hearings did satis​fy the blood lust.

There was no such things as an eight‑hour day of a forty‑hour week for us.  We actually began without a single typist but with two secretaries who did all the typing.  In those days before Xeroxing and, of course, long before computers, those women, in retying exhibits and the briefs made as many carbon copies as they could.  The investigators had to be their own secretaries and typists except on the briefs.  They were done professionally.

We almost never saw any of the Senators for whom we worked and the did the questioning of witnesses.

In its most extreme form this is how it worked.  Which is to say how dependent upon staff the members were.  A parallel with the Commission follows.  There were emergencies.  They could not always be entirely avoided.

I was in investigating and serving subpoenas in Cleveland and then Akron.  Late on a Friday afternoon, I was phoned and told to return immediately.  I took the overnight train and got to the Committee's office on Saturday morning.  I needed a change of clothing, laundry services and the like after being in the field for several weeks.  But the fact is that I had no time to leave the office.  The committee's first hearing was only three days away, on the coming Tuesday morning, and that Saturday morning I was told to prepare the brief for it.

That, incredible as it may seem, was all the time I had and no more.  I had only the subject-matter and those witnesses we had subpoenaed.

There I was, twenty‑three years old, with that responsibility, to prepare a hearing for the august United States Senate and to do that, in words the Commission used – three decades later, alone and unassisted.

I had never prepared a brief before but did have some knowledge of the subject ​matter having worked on the records before going out to investigate other matters.

I was not a, lawyer, either.  But I had been a reporter.  So, decided to handle that story, which is what a hearing is, as though it were a news story.  I arranged the questions so that the responses to them would tell that story.  It worked out well and the Commission's first hearing was a success. It got the committee off to a good start and with good coverage from the reluctant media, then almost entirely the print press.

As of the time of that hearing I'd never spoken to any of the members of the Committee.  They could not have had the brief before late the afternoon of the day before the morning's hearing.  I hung around in the offices in the event they had any questions to ask but they did not.  At least none reached me.

While that was an extreme case, emergencies cannot be entirely avoided and sometimes they must be coped with by those without the ultimate responsibility.

If I had goofed, the senators would have suffered and they would have taken it on me.  But the responsibility would have been their's, not mine.  The same is true of the Commission of three decades later.

Nobody knew, of course, that a kid had done the work, had decided on what information would be used and what would not and then wrote the questions out for the senators to ask. 
Along with those questions were the documents that helped tell the story and that could confound the witnesses if they lied.  (Those witnesses were being investigated, unlike the Commission's.)

This is the usual procedure and, basically, it was the Commission's.

Something similar to what happened to me happened to Wesley Liebeler, one of the Commission's assistant counsels.  Three years later he spoke about it, he thought in private, but in 1967 there were tape recorders and a young man who was friend of mine was there with his tape recorder.

J. Liebeler, honorable man that he was, had handled the questioning of a Cuban refugee woman then named Mrs. Sylvia Odio.  She had come from a wealthy and prominent family.  Her parents were in jail on the Isle of Pines and she feared for their safety.  She was young, had been abandoned by her husband and had her little children to care for and raise.  She lived in Dallas and she was well thought of by most of those connected with helping Cuban refugees.

One night some men saying they were Cuban freedom fighters appeared at her door seeking her help.  In the course of talking to her they referred to a third man with them as "Leon Oswald."  They quoted him as saying Kennedy should be killed and he could show them how.  I brought her story to light in Whitewash (pages 149-150, 152-154).  The Commission's handling of this was a very big non sequitur.  It concluded that it was not Oswald who was with those men when they went to see Odio.  This conclusion reflected no investigation at all, particularly not of that alleged threat.

After Jim Garrison started getting a big press in all the media, particu​larly in the "underground" press of that day and the radio talk shows, it got to be embarrassing for Liebeler, who was teaching law at the University of California at Los Angeles.  Sometimes he got questions he did not like from his students, sometimes from others, including some of the media, and sometimes he got just dirty looks.  He decided to speak to those students who wanted to hear what he had to say.

He did for some time, too.  The transcript of the tape recording of it runs to thirty‑five triple‑spaced pages.  In this excerpt towards the end of the tape Liebeler is quoted as saying: "We wrote a letter to the FBI."  That was when the Report was about to be printed in September.  The Commission had been told about what Odio said before Christmas, the previous December.  She had testified on July 23, 1964, two months earlier, and the Commission had done nothing after hearing from her (11H367ff).

Liebeler has been telling his story his way, self-servingly and with considerable detail, some of which is at least questionable.  He was not happy about the Odio part of the Report, which he drafted.  Here is how he leads his climax:

I would not have wanted to accept the responsibility of, of not having tried to find these other three people . . . prove it wasn't Oswald.  It was pretty clear to me -- in fact, . . . tone . . . letters, "Okay boys, what're you gone do with this one?"

Well, we went ahead and concluded, on the basis of the probabilities, ah, that Oswald was not in her apartment . . . couldn't connect up . . . with anybody else, and I had the impression, myself, throughout this entire period, for what I thought was pretty good reasons, which is something, one of the things that can never be reflected in the record -- maybe I should have thought of it in a different way -‑ but I had the impression that Mrs. Odio was not -‑ she wanted to get information from me that would help her involve Oswald with these other people, with these pro‑Castro Cubans . . . pro‑Castro Cubans.  I had the feeling she really wanted to involve Oswald with pro‑Castros, which would, of course, have been to her, y' know, evidence, if she could have involved the pro‑Castros in the assassination

Ah, she was very curious about Oswald's movements, and wanted to sort a get information in a conversation that we had after her testimony. Ah, that would help corroborate the story.  She still believes that Oswald was in her apartment.

She wrote a letter to the FBI.  We drafted the section of the Report dealing with Mrs. Odio and Oswald's presence in about the middle of chapter six of the Report and it was the night of the 20th or 21st of September, 1964.  we were going over the page proofs of this section of the Report for the last time.  It was going back to the Government Printing Office for the last time, and that was going to be it, and a courier from the FBI came in with a letter from Mr. Hoover reporting that the FBI had found the three men that were in Mrs. Odio's apartment.  There I am!.  Marvelous.  What am I gonna do with this section of the Report that's locked into page proof, the footnotes are in there, the pages are in there, if we change the page, page numbers its going to foul up every footnote in the whole Report.  And, uh, so I went down to Mr. Rankin . . . and said, "What're we gonna do, Mr. Rankin?"

Mr. Rankin, in a very proper governmental response, said, "That's not the right question, Mr. Liebeler.  The question is what are you going to do?" (laughter)  So, we decided we were going to have to rewrite that section of the Report, there was no question of that.  He . . . agreed.  And,. ah, it had to be done by 12 o'clock that night.  He said the proofs had to be back over at the Printing Office.  The Report had to go to press the next day.  Well -- (laughter), ah (laughter) over, overriding policy reasons (laughter) and, ah, so!

I sat down and rewrote the whole section,, and used the same number of footnotes, and, ah (laughter) the same number of pages, approximately -‑ it was a little bit longer.  And it went over, physically, on [a] yellow pad, on yellow scratch pad like this, in my handwriting, which is not very clear, to go into final, in the, in the Printing office.  And, all, indicating that the FBI had found these three guys.  They found one of them in Johnsondale, California.

And all I had at that point was a letter from the FBI, said [sic] they'd found them, and they were gonna send their report, later.  They were to follow up with the actual report.

From the Liebeler account no Member of the Commission saw or even had the opportunity of seeing the non sequitur Liebeler had written in their names and for which they then and forever more would bear the responsibility.

There are instances like this without end in the Commission's records.  I use this one because it is so like my experience thirty years earlier and because the situation was stacked to make the Commission Members responsible for what they knew nothing at all about.

The Commission, members did not make or even hear most of the testimony.  They also did not write their Report.  The staff took most of the testimony and the staff wrote the Report.

This is the general practice on almost all such bodies and as a practical matter it cannot be avoided.  The realities which do not change that much over the years, make it inevitable.  The members, of committees or of commissions, are usually much too busy with other obligations to do their own work on the committees or commissions to which they are appointed.

It this is not surprising, no exception to the rules, that most of the work of the Warren Commission and the writing of its Report fell to those‑Honorable Men who proclaimed their honorability when they were stung by Oliver Stone's criticisms of them and of their work.
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