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Chapter 5

Note:
This work was completed in early 1995.  Most  of it was written early in 1993, for use in promoting Never Again!  That was written by the end of 1992.  When it was not published, as I expected it and it could have been easily, by the middle of 1993, a year of considerable subject‑matter interest because it was the year of the thirtieth anniversary of the assassination, and I persisted in asking why it was not published, ultimately I was told what was not truthful,. that it was not publishable.  However, having written this, I was quite surprised when early in 1995 it was published.

Work on this manuscript also extended over a number of years, years during which I worked on other manuscripts most of which were completed before I returned to work on this one.  When I returned to complete it there was much of it I could not find.  This is because that with medical and physical limitations imposed upon me, which deny me access to our basement, I not only did not have access to most of my records which are there.  There is also all I got from those FOIA lawsuits.  I was also denied access to the only filing space I by then had in the basement.  This made for considerable confusion and for the mislaying of much of what had been written.  It was not until I believed that I had completed this writing that I found much of what I had written earlier for it.

What also somehow disappeared is what I had written fairly recently, chapter 5 for this work.  There was additional confusion that could have caused this.  I was twice hospitalized for congestive heart failure in the first six months of 1996.  I spent a week for each of those months in either the local hospital or in The Johns Hopkins Hospital in Baltimore to which was transported by ambulance by the local hospital.  When I discovered that chapter 5 was missing I did not recall anything at all about it.  While it is clear that for it I had separated out the center portion of the article "Senator Russell Dissents," what my reason was and what I wrote to go with it I do not remember.

However, in re-reading the central section of that article what became clear to me in 1995 would have been one of two causes of what could explain it.

In an effort to try to be topical in my work on the general topic, Inside the JFK Assassination Industry, I wrote about those books for which I did take the time as they appeared.  When Norman Mailer's incredibly inept and essentially stupid and mis-titled Oswald's Tale appeared in early 1995, I began work on a manuscript that grew to well over a hundred thousand words.  Random House and Mailer are keeping quiet about it but that very bad book may have set a record for pub​lishing disasters.

I found Mailer's abuse of Marina Oswald Porter indecent and outrageous.  It caused me to think about her and what she had found it possible to do when little more than a girl in a strange country whose language she could not speak and in which she had no way of making a living for herself and her two infant girls.  She did more than merely survive, she cared for and prepared each of her daughters to be productive members of society.  Making that possible for them was no small accomplishment for the young widow, said officially to have been the wife of the Presidential assassin and subjected to other great pressures because of that.  I believe she deserves, earned, respect for what she found it possible to do and then did, not the abuse of those who seek to a commercialize and exploit her as they do with the subject of the assassination.

While I have no present recollection of what I added to this central section of "Senator Russell Dissents" and for that reason used to separate it into a separate chapter, in retrospect there is one adequate reasons: I used it to highlight for the reader.

Another reason was to highlight, to highlight the unusual, if not unprecedented, political situation and composition of the Commission.  This chapter deals with the later and introduces the former which is in the chapter that follows it.

Russell told me more about the executive session that was memory‑holed in advance by Rankin's seeing to it that no court reporter was present.  Russell had seen the stenographer who was present, a woman, and he had believed that she was the official court reporter.  He had seen her at least appearing to be taking it all down in shorthand.  (This is the same trick pulled on the Texans eight months earlier, as we see where we examine the Rankin/Warren neutralizing of them when they were called to Washington in secret on January 24, 1964.)

He believed she was there for that purpose and that she did prepare a transcript.  But as the Archivist of the United States confirmed after I had found nothing like it in the Commission's records, she did no such thing.  I saw nothing that she could have typed after whatever she took down in shorthand.  It thus appears that she was there exclusively for the purpose of deceiving Russell, Cooper, and perhaps Boggs.  (Staff were barred from the executive sessions).

And, of course, our history.

It was anything but a placid session.

"Warren was quite upset" over his refusal to agree with the single‑bullet theory, Russell told me.

"I told him not to worry about that, that all he had to do was add a little old footnote saying 'Senator Russell dissents'."

But as Russell also told me, "Warren wanted unanimity."  So, they discussed language that Russell and Cooper would accept.  This language that appears in the Report, that "it is not necessary to any essential findings of the Commission," is not what Russell and Cooper agreed to.  It remains what they refused to agree to.  It still says and means the opposite of what they believed, but in different words.

Until after the Report was originally to have been completed and issued, all the Commission's work was in accord with the Russell‑Cooper belief that there had not been any missed shot; that the first inflicted President Kennedy's non‑fatal wounds and hit nobody else; that the second inflicted all of Connally's wounds and hit nobody else; and that the third was the fatal shot to the President's head.  This is what the FBI has always said.

In June, 1964, there was one of the interminable leaks by which mostly the FBI was conditioning the media and the public mind for an unacceptable Report, then planned for July publication.  The papers reported the official account of the shooting to be that above.  Tom Dillard, then a Dallas Morning News photographer, later its chief photographer, when covering an event at which he saw Harold Barefoot Sanders, the United States Attorney in Dallas, told Sanders that the leaked official solution was impossible because he had seen and photographed the hole left by a missed shot during the assassination.  He had photographed it and the photograph had appeared in the paper.  (Dillard made a print of his best remaining negative for me to use in Post Mortem, where it appears on page 608.  He also gave me an electrostatic copy of that picture cropped as it was published November 24, 1964.  This is published in NEVER AGAIN! on page 332.)  When Sanders reported that to the Commission, through his assistant, Martha Jo Stroud, its assistant counsel, who is now Senator Arlen Specter of Philadelphia, pushed his single​-bullet theory.  Until then all the Commission's work and all the information that reached its Members was along the FBI's line of the Russell‑Cooper belief.  That there had been no missed shot.  I detailed this in Whitewash's chapter "The Number of Shots" to which Campbell referred in his memo to Russell, quoted above.  I detailed it at greater length in Post Mortem and in even more detail in NEVER AGAIN!
In NEVER AGAIN!  I also document that when the Army's top expert on wounds told Specter and others that their single‑bullet theory was impossible he was never again consulted and was not called as a witness.  What Dr. Charles Dolce would have testified to is preserved in a videotaped interview of him by my friend Selby.  I suggested to Selby that he interview the retired Dolce and he did at Dolce's Palm Beach home.

So, it is probable that neither Russell nor Cooper had any knowledge of the missed shot which Rankin and the staff had avoided to the degree possible, until Dillard made continued ignoring of it impossible.  They did not even take any testimony on it for another month, until July.  If men like Russell and Cooper had known about that missed shot they would not have ignored it in their positions and in the records they made.  That would have reflected upon them in a way neither would want to be remembered in our history.

They certainly would not want their names on an official explanation of the assassination of a President that did not account for all the shots known to have been fired in that assassination!

It is, as Russell's assistant perceived from my first book, that the members of the Commission left too much to their staff.

But most had no real choice.  Except for Dulles.  He did not return to the practice of law after Kennedy eased him out of the CIA, whose director he had been.  All were the very busiest of men.  The four from the Congress were among its busiest Members.  Gerald Ford, the other Congressman, was the minority leader in addition to his obligations to his Michigan constituents.  And John J. McCloy, the international banker who was also a prominent lawyer, was deeply involved in much, especially considering his advanced years.  Warren was the very busy Chief Justice of the United States, a great and time consuming responsibility.

Again except for Dulles, whose attendance at Commission hearings does not reflect it, not one had enough time for that added responsibility.  Dulles had the time but did not have a good record of attending those hearings.

Johnson, well aware of this when he appointed them, coerced some into the Commission.  His one concern was trading on their names.  With this in his mind, he could not have served his interest, in trading on their names, reputations, and constituencies any better.  He knew they were not in a position to really run their own commission.  But that meant less to him than what he did get by having them constitute his commission.

So, the situation, meaning the situation Johnson created, was one in which the Members of the Commission had to depend upon their staff to do work that ordinarily the Commissioners would do.  This includes taking most of the testimony.  Among the many depositions at which no single Member was present was the testimony relating to that missed shot.  Most of the witnesses who testified, testified when no Member was present and thus that was testimony at which no Commissioner was able to ask any questions or evaluate witness demeanor, an important consideration in evaluating testimony.

That the staff took advantage of this situation to foist off on the Commission and all the rest of us a Phony "solution" was made possible by the fabrication of a phony record of that executive session at which Russell and Cooper refused to sign a Report based as it is on that single-​bullet theory.

That is how, faithful to Orwell, our history was being rewritten while it was being written, how a knowingly impossible "solution" to the assassination of a President became the formal, official "solution."

That is why, too, the crime remains unsolved.  It is also the cause of great and lingering disenchantment with government.

While I did not anticipate it in beginning this work, I came to believe that little, if anything, can begin to restore faith in government as much as an honest admission that the expected job had not been done and that the government did not report honestly to the people when their popular President was assassinated.

That it did not tell us the truth and that there was anything but unanimity in the official Report on that assassination is herein set forth as it never has been before and with official documents little known and most of which have never been seen before.

Incredible, even impossible as it may seem, we now have the official proof that the official unanimous "solution" was created by unprecedented deception that had the purpose of seeing to it that the existing firm contradiction of that "solution" would not exist.  Without this unprecedented trickery that "solution" could not have been dared.

When Truth is our History, Truth buried, even slain, can rise again.

To help make that possible is the purpose of my writing.

The Truth of this writing is not merely that two Members of the Warren Commission strongly disagreed with its Report's basic conclusion.  That means they did not agree with the official solution to that most deeply subversive of crimes, that most terrible of crimes, the assassination of a President.

That is a crime that nullifies our entire system. This time, too, it did that, as it had done before.  For example, when Abraham Lincoln was assassinated.

Nor is it only that this could be contrived‑ even that it dared be.

Nor that it could be hidden for so long, with all that means to and about our national life.

Not even that so many in positions of trust and responsibility could have a hand in that slaying of truth.

And then engage in that added and awful crime of silence.  And prosper from it, as so many on the Commission's staff did. Prosper and advance to high positions of added authority and responsibility in our national life.  Like the father of that bastard, the single-​bullet theory.  In time, and it was a short time, he became a respected United States Senator himself‑ the Senator of Anita Hill fame.  Fame? or is it infamy?

Incredible? Incredible!

The Truth of our History is a truth of many truths.

One of these many truths that should not have to rise again, and I hope by my writing can be helped to not rise again, is that this could happen. and it did happen.

These commissioners were among the most eminent of men. Russell and Cooper were, although of different political views, wise, sophisticated, experienced and informed as few can be.  Each was respected by those in particular who shared their beliefs, as well as by some who disagreed with them.  They had long and honored political careers.  In our national life of that day they were among our wise men.  And. without question, whether or not they wanted the great responsibilities imposed upon them, as Russell clearly did not, they did their best to meet those responsibilities.

Russell had among his many responsibilities what in itself is a more than full time job in the Senate.  He chaired its Appropriations Committee, one of its most important committees.

Under our Constitution, all appropriations originate in the House of Representatives.  From the House, after it enacts the appropriations of these fantastically many billions of dollars for so many thousands and thousands of purposes they go to the Senate.  Its first consideration of them is by its Appropriations Committee.  It holds hearings on them.  After all the work this represents, and holding the hearings is only a part of that work, what that committee decides, what it may do with the legislation that originated in the House, then goes to the floor of the Senate.  This chairmanship is one of the most important of all, and it is so very time demanding!  This was but one of Russell's Senatorial responsibilities.

He also led what to him and to those who believed as his did was important to them, the political fight against the civil rights legislation then before the Congress.  Yet as he wrote in a letter to a British writer, he did read all the Commission testimony.  When published, that testimony alone, without the exhibits of greater volume, was of 15 volumes.  They were not small volumes.  His grasp of some of what he read is reflected, as I noted in my first book, by his insistence on still another lengthy and detailed questioning of Oswald's youthful widow.  And from that, as I also recount in that first book, emerged what through all the earlier questioning, including by federal agencies prior to her questioning by the Commission for the first time the fact that she had been threatened – intimidated -‑ to give the untruthful earlier testimony she did give to the Commission.
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