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Chapter 15

That "Dirty Rumor" Lingers
I in addition to the Commission's determination not to get to the bottom of that "dirty rumor" and to "wipe it out" to the degree possible for it, there was lying in what people told the FBI, mistakes by the FBI in its reporting and in general the confusion.  What was helpful to the Commission's wrongful purposes that has persisted ever since then.

The Commission did take a little testimony on this – in secret, as it took all his testimony.  When it was published in Volume 5 of the Commission's 26 volumes of testimony and appendices, it was but a tiny fraction of the 10,000,000 words all made available at the same time.  That was an ideal formula for seeing to it that there could not be any real reporting of 10,000,000 words.

The, first witness in that volume was Alan Belmont, assistant to the director of the FBI.  Among the matters about which he was asked on May 6 was this, by Commission Counsel Samuel Stern: "You have already answered this, Mr. Belmont, but just so that the record is completely clear on this point, was Lee Harvey Oswald ever an agent of the FBI?"

To this Belmont replied. "Lee Oswald was never an agent of the FBI" (5H15 ff).

No version of that "dirty rumor" had Oswald as FBI "agent."  Only something like an informer.  But that took care of the Belmont part.

Belmont testified May 6.  Hoover, followed by CIA Director, John McCone and his Deputy, Richard Helms, testified the morning of May 14 (5H120 ff).  Henry Wade's testimony of June 8 begins on page 521 of that same volume (5H521).

Waggoner Carr was there, too.  He was present when Wade testified and he testified after Wade.  His may well have been the briefest of all the Commission's testimony.  It takes up less than two pages (5H258-260).  Of this Rankin's prepared questioning and Carr's answers took not quite one page and most of the rest is of orchids all around.  It was a virtual love fest.

Carr was not asked a single question about the "dirty rumor."

All he was asked about was a phone call from the White House "8 or 9 o'clock at night" the day of the assassination.  (He did not mean that literally because Johnson had not yet moved in and the Kennedy's were at the hospital where the autopsy was being performed.)  That call was about "A rumor had been heard that there was going to be an allegation in the indictment against Oswald connecting the assassination with an international conspiracy, and the inquiry was made whether I had any knowledge of it."  (As of the time of that call, Oswald had not been charged with anything.)

Wade's testimony was much longer (5H213-254).  Rankin began telling him, "we are going to ask you generally about the time of Mr. Oswald's. Lee Harvey Oswald's arrest, what you had to do in connection with the entire matter, and the press being there, and various things in regard to Mr. [Police Sergeant Patrick] Dean and other matters.  Rankin got around to that "dirty Rumor" toward the bottom of page 242.  At the outset of less than a page devoted to this Wade volunteered that "Alexander is not a great lover of the FBI."  The question was superficial.  It did not begin to include what the Commission by then had from the agencies.

But speaking of Alexander, Wade gave the Commission a broad hint, practically an invitation: "I think he would like to talk a little about it but I don't think he knows anything of his own knowledge."  The Commission did not call Alexander "to talk a little about it."  Or about anything else.  He was not a witness.

What Rankin asks and says is not exactly as at those executive sessions and he has Goulden getting his story "from the Hudkins report that had been picked up."

Goulden's story appeared December 7.  Hudkins' was published January 1, more than three weeks later.  That would have been more like ESP than a "pickup."

The transcript reports that of the Commission, Warren, Cooper and Dulles were present  Of the staff, Rankin, his assistant, Norman Redlich and Dr. Alfred Goldberg, historian were present.  Diligent questioning it wasn't!  And as Rankin et al knew, those very, very few, the miniscule percentage of Americans who could see the transcript would have no way of knowing of those executive sessions and what happened at them or what the reports of the various agencies held.  These brief few and superficial questions give the impression that there was nothing to be "wiped out" at all.

Hoover's testimony was different.  As published it was the work of a committee.

The records disclosed, of which I made and file duplicate copies of all relating to his testimony, reveal that a crew of special agents were assigned to go over copies of it and clean it up – correct errors, heal his fractured language, make it comprehensible where it was top heavy and he rambled, and even added paragraphs he had not spoken.  All of this required a special crew of special agents.  Each and every change, including additions, was attributed to the court reporter's alleged deficiencies and errors.  After all the founding director never erred!  No matter how often he did.

For Hoover's testimony, five members were present: Warren, Cooper, Boggs, Ford and Dulles.

Of the staff only Rankin and his assistant, Redlich, are noted as being present, along with Carr and two observers from the American Bar Association.

It began at 9:15 A.M.  As Hoover rambled on, some of his answers to simple questions took more than a printed page.

The Commission did, of course, have much about which to ask him. And there really as much for him to say and for them to hear.  He was the director of the FBI and it did almost all the Commission's investigating --much as it was and of what it was.

In answer to Ford's question, "Is the Federal Bureau of Investigation continuing to investigate all possible ramifications of this assassination?" after a third of a printed page that boils down to a "yes" Hoover added, skilled propagandist of the right and self-promoter par excellence, said:

I, personally, feel that any finding of the Commission will not be accepted by everybody because there are bound to be some extremists who have very pronounced views, without any foundation for them, who will disagree violently with whatever findings the Commission makes (5H99).

This was not responsive to Ford's question but it was what Hoover wanted believed so he got it in.  It this would be in the official record for him to cite.  he knew ver well that there would be criticism because he saw to it that there would be criticism not only by not having his FBI do any real investigation of the crime itself but because he had agreed with Katzenbach as soon as Oswald was dead and thus there would be no trial to find Oswald the lone assassin.  I began NEVER AGAIN! with the documentation of this de fact conspiracy not to investigate the crime in which they had other co-conspirators.  So in advance knowing that as of the time he spoke those words were and would be secret for some time, he characterized all those who refused to agree with those "findings" he had fixed upon the Commission before it even got started as "extremists."  And he used the word he usually meant of the left and it was taken that way.

For the head of the FBI, the men who then and there testified that all the FBI sent to the Commission passed through his hands, to say that any criticism of it is "without any foundation" is a lie.

To comprehend the magnitude of this lie all one need do is recall that in his supposedly definitive five-volume report in which he supposedly solved the murder he does not include all the known shooting and does not even give the cause of death.  Before that report was written the FBI had declined copies of the autopsy and access to all the autopsy film, pictures and X-rays.  The FBI did not want them because they, supposedly the basic facts of the crime, could interfere with the conclusions Hoover reached before the autopsy was begun.  Hoover did not want any fact of the crime to, in any way, interfere with or raise any questions about his "solution" he reached before the actual evidence was available, to the degree any of it was available that early.

This is to say, and I do say, that there is no innocence in this, that no innocence is possible.  Hoover lied knowing he was lying.  It was not an accidental lie.  It was a lie intended to protect his reputation as the greatest investigator of them all and of his FBI as the greatest investigative agency of them all when they had not prevented the crime and hadn't the slightest idea of who and what were behind it.

His "solution" which was his FBI's "solution" is what the Commission would "find" so in advance he characterized all those who would disagree with it as "extremists" who would disagree "without any foundation at all."

Of the men he knew had threatened the extreme violence of bombing, the destruction of whose threat and the threat itself the FBI then was keeping secret – it remained secret for a dozen years – and the destruction of which was approved by Hoover as soon as Oswald was killed, Hoover responded to this question from Boggs getting more self-defense in:

Representative Boggs.  You didn't find any indication of why anyone even suspected that Oswald would do this, did you?

Mr. Hoover.  We found no indication at all that Oswald was addicted to violence. . . . (5H103-105).

Not counting that threat to bomb or wife-beating alleged in the FBI report, maybe there was no such "indication."

As he rambled on in non-response to this question, Hoover testified, "The first evidence we had of him in our files was a statement to the press in Moscow."

That does not count their interceptions of his letters when he was 16 to leftist groups whose mail the FBI was able to get and gave to the Commission.

When Boggs asked Hoover to "speculate on what may have motivated the man?"  Hoover got his political locks in: ". . . this man was no doubt a dedicated Communist" and as such "he sympathized thoroughly with the Communist cause" (5H104).

The FBI's own files overflow with Oswald's secret denunciations of Russian and American Communist and more than two months earlier it had evidence that Oswald was anti-Communist in the USSR.  ?????

Of course, Hoover was never questioned!  Who could dare and hope to survive politically?  But here he says that Oswald killed JFK because "he sympathized so thoroughly with the Communist cause," giving no reason to believe that the Communists preferred Johnson to Kennedy which they did not.  What he said means there was a Communist conspiracy and that is what he himself said there had not been.

The Commission Members and staff accepted this self‑contradiction in silence.

Hoover, under oath, had said the exact opposite of what he said in that five‑volume report ordered of him by President Johnson the night of the assassination, CD 1 in the Commission's files.

Asked if he believed there should be a law making killing the President a federal crime above the middle of page 115, after saying he was strongly in favor of it, which is all the answer required, before Hoover wound down toward the bottom of the page of 116 he managed to volunteer what I believed from the first, that, ". . . because of the publicity (through leaks and the like) you had to face the charge that the prejudice of the community would require a change of venue.  With the publicity I do not know where you could change the venue to . . ."  In short, the chances were that under existing law and decisions if Oswald had not been killed it might have been impossible to try him.

At this point he launches into the Hudkins story, unasked, and in no-time flat he is back to the change of venue and then to "A small thing can make a man break and come forward with a full confession."  This leads him, without his being interrupted, to say that "generally, we try to arraign a prisoner within an hour."  This was his spring-board, juvenile but actual, for "For years we have had a rule against the third degree."  Which is perfectly natural basis for then saying, "many allegations are made unfairly against police officers that have used third degree methods and we have been able to prove they haven't."  Particularly complaints by blacks in the words he preferred "where civil rights matters are involved."

When, after two printed pages of non-response, Hoover stopped to take a breath, Rankin tried to get back to the protections of presidents saying, "Mr. Hoover, to remind you of my question . . ."

As Linda Ellerbe used to say, "and so it goes" when Hoover is speechifying as testimony.

But before he could get comfortable on his launching pad, Rankin was careful to get Hoover's wanted denial of any FBI-Oswald connection on the record.  After Rankin said that Hoover had furnished us a considerable amount of information," entirely undescribed and consisting almost entirely of what I quote above, "about whether or not Lee Harvey Oswald was ever an agent or acting for the Bureau in any capacity . . ." Hoover responded, "They [those records quoted above] are correct.  I can most emphatically say that no time was he ever an employee of the Bureau in any capacity, either as an agent or as a special employee of the Bureau in any capacity or as an informant" (5H98).

The FBI could have produced sworn statements from those who had access to the records of informers in the New Orleans and Dallas offices or of those at FBIHQ where approval for use of informants was required and filed and by those statements have established that a proper search of the records where all such information is preserved reveals that there was never any kind of FBI-Oswald connection.  But that is usual, the normal, the court-approved way so why do that when the great men can bluster, pontificate and lecture, instead?

CIA Director, John A. McCone, and his deputy director Richard helms followed (5H120 ff).  The first question Rankin asked McCone was "Are you familiar with the records and how they are kept . . . as in whether a man is acting as an informer, agent, employee or in any capacity for that agency [the CIA]?"

McCone said he was "especially familiar with them but "I am not familiar with all the records because they are very extensive."  But "I have determined to my satisfaction that he had no such connection."  McCone then explained that what he did was to prepare himself to give hearsay testimony, without any affidavits from those who had the requisite first-person knowledge and who were available for attestation (5H120).

Nobody asked McCone who could give testimony on this of personal knowledge, which was careful to state he did not have.

Nobody recalled what Dulles had said, quoted earlier, that it is right and proper for CIA officers to lie, particularly on this question.

McCone then, on the next page, said that such information does not generally pass through my hands."

And this it was proven that the CIA and Oswald never had any connection with each other.  Not the way the law would have it but the way that satisfied the former solicitor general of the United States and its sitting Chief Justice, among so many others.

McCone was asked, "Can you tell the Commission as to whether or not you have supplied all the information the Agency has, at least in substance, in regard to Lee Harvey Oswald?"  He responded, "Yes, we have." (5H122).  If this were true there would have been some 18 linear feet of CIA Oswald records in its 201 or Personality Profile file alone that they did not have at the Archives when they supposedly had all the Commission's records and I was going through them.  This is the extent of the CIA's Oswald file as it was transferred to the Archives under the 1992 law.

And those were only the beginning, what the CIA got away with processing before the anticipated 1992 Act under which much that it withheld could not be withheld.  Pub​lished accounts are of hundreds of thousands of pages of Oswald records the CIA did not give the Commission.

Later Helms entered a plea of guilty to swearing falsely in a deal worked out in advance, without trial.  When he left the courthouse with his lawyer, the late and famed Edward Bennett Williams, proclaimed perjury the hallmark of patriotism.  He is the same Edward Bennett Williams for years was on presidents' intelligence oversight boards.

According to what John Newman, a former career Army intelligence officer, told me when he found in that file he was writing his Oswald and the CIA (Carroll & Graf, 1995), McCone did not tell the truth in assuring Ford that the CIA had had no "personal contact with Oswald" after he returned from the USSR.  In fact, despite the unlikely CIA earlier denials, he was interviewed by it after he was back (Oswald and the CIA, page 123).
Or, when it came to "wiping out" what he referred to as a "dirty rumor" J. Lee Rankin was the man the Commission needed.

He wiped it out by contriving not to have – by seeing to it that they would not be – a competent first-person statement, which the courts required.  This with the full knowledge from the best of possible experts, Warren Commissioner, Allen Dulles, who had headed the CIA the CIA during some of its most spectacular failures over a period of quite a few years, that they all lie their heads off and commit perjury, as they should!

Remember that quotation from page 62 of Whitewash IV, which is page 153 of the verbatim stenographic transcript of that January 27 executive session?  There, asked by Boggs if a CIA man would tell it under oath?"  Dulles replied, "I wouldn't think he would tell it under oath, no."  Asked "Why?" by Warren, Dulles told him, "He ought not tell it under oath."

And thus it was that the CIA, too, helped Rankin "wipe-out" that "dirty rumor" of his that led to the calling of those TOP SECRET executive sessions when perpetual secrecy was expected and expectable, before there was any Freedom of Information Act and without one who to those who avoided truth was a devil loving scripture.

And those who do not agree with the official lies, who want the truth?  According to that other outstanding authority on such matters, J. Edgar Hoover, we are "extremists who have very pronounced views, without any foundation for them."

It really has gotten to the point since John Kennedy was killed that those of us who believe in our system and in the procedures and requirements of the courts are "extremists" to those who are the authentic extremists and neither abide by, not live and work within, the basic American belief and law when they have what to them are important political objectives.

How Rankin was in a position to see to it that this "dirty rumor" was not investigated, which can also be interpreted to mean how he was able to protect the FBI, is a story about the incredible influence, really control Hoover was able to assert on much of the government, including the most conservative at the Congress.  Of the many possible sources I believe two little-known FBI records suffice to make it clear that Rankin owed his prestigious job as Commission General Counsel to, of all people – J. Edgar Hoover!

I have referred previously to the FBI's damage-control tickler that is so illuminating and informative and is so explicit in detailing various means by which Hoover did assert control, including by blackmail, on the Commission.

That tickler is divided into three main topics.  The third is "Bureau Relations With Warren Commission."  It had five numbered parts under "A.  Formation of Warren Commission."  The first is "Hoover opposition: memo and Jenkins memo."  (Walter Jenkins was one of President Johnson's long-term assistants.)  The second is "Katzenbach testimony and Sullivan statement."  The third is "Early memos – adversary relationship.  (Hoover did have an adversarial relationship with the Commission.  He hated Warren.)  The four this "Hoover blocking Warren's choice for general counsel."  The fifth is one of the indications of blackmail, "Preparation of dossiers on staff and members."  With regard to this fifth item, there is also, under, of all improbable and entirely inappropriate headings, "Assistance to Warren Commission," which is Part C. under this same third major breakdown, its first item, "Preparations of Dossiers on WC staff after the report was out."  That, in the FBI's concept, was part of its "Assistance to Warren Commission"!!!

"Hoover blocking Warren's choice for general counsel" is how that job was available for Rankin.  Traditionally, the chairman of all bodies has the right to select their own reference for all such positions.  Warren knew and like Olney, who was reportedly Warren's protégé.  Olney was a widely respected Department of Justice assistant attorney general.  He did not approve of all the FBI did, which, naturally, made him an enemy of Hoover and those close to him.  He was also a liberal, and that, to Hoover and the like-minded in the Congress, made him only little less than a Communist.

As I say above, Cartha DeLoach handled Hoover's lobbying and polite blackmail.  He would and did also bully, as he reports doing on a part of what follows that I do not quote.  At the height of the brouhaha over the report that Oswald had worked in some capacity for the FBI there was much interest in this at the Congress.  Three of the most far to the right of the conservative senators were interested and concerned.  On February 7, 1964, DeLoach wrote a memo for Hoover, naturally not addressed to him.  It was to "Mr. Mohr," John P. Mohr, assistant to the director.  In four single-spaced pages with narrow set margins DeLoach reports on more than what is relevant to Hoover's keeping Olney from getting the position Warren wanted him in.  Another way of putting this is how Hoover controlled our history and what it would record while covering his own ass.  By the time DeLoach is toward the end of his report on his very successful lobbying, he has spoken to Senators James Eastland, Richard Russell of Eastland's committee staff, Warren Hruska, and Everett Dirksen, the latter at Sibley Hospital, and to Jay Sourwine.  Hruska accompanied DeLoach to the hospital.  Before going there, however, DeLoach phoned Hoover to get his permission.  Here is DeLoach's own account to Hruska in which, wisely, he omits Hoover's name as that of the one behind that successful operation:

(Former) Senator Dirksen asked me if we were satisfied with Rankin.  I told him that Rankin had been appointed as an alternate.  I then briefed Senators Dirksen and Hruska on the fact that Chief Justice Warren had first wanted his protégé Warren Olney to serve as Executive Secretary of the Presidential Commission, however, in view of Olney's miserable personality and inefficiency it had been necessary for a number of sources to confidentially brief members of the Presidential Commission other than Warren, as to Olney's background.  I told Senators Dirksen and Hruska that as a result of this action the Commission members had overridden Warren concerning the appointment of Olney and that Rankin had been elected as an alternate.  Dirksen stated he knew Olney and definitely recognized him as an inefficient nincompoop. (105-82555-2480).

Nicholas Katzenbach, who engineered not a few disasters when he was Robert Kennedy's top assistant, the deputy attorney general, made all of this possible by his blabbing to Alan Belmont, then so high in the FBI, only Hoover's oldest and dearest friend, Clyde Tolson was between them.  On December 3, which was almost a week before the Commission had that FBI five-volume FBI report, after working hours, at 6:10 P.M., according to Belmont's memo to Tolson, Katzenbach called him to run off at the mouth about a Commission meeting Warren had called for the next morning.  In the course of this Katzenbach sealed Olney's doom:

Katzenbach said that he had been talking to Chief Justice Warren, and Warren had indicated to him that the chief counsel for the President's Commission will be Warren Olney.  Katzenbach thought that this would be most undesirable.  Katzenbach said that, as we probably know, Chief Justice Warren thinks that Olney can do no wrong, and he (the Chief Justice) had made the point that Olney is conversant with FBI procedures and thus would be operating in a similar field.  Katzenbach said if we have any ideas as to how Olney can be blocked as chief counsel, he would like to have them.  I told him that, as far as I was concerned, Olney was an undesirable choice, and if we had any thoughts we would get them to him (62-109060-1716).

Hoover wrote "Horrible" after the sentence reporting that Olney was Warren's choice.

Before Hoover could get his knives flashing inside the Commission, Katzenbach also told Belmont, who promptly bucked it up to Hoover, that "Mr. Katzenbach said that if Warren Olney is appointed as counsel for the Presidential commission, Katzenbach is going to try to get an attorney from the Criminal Division in which the Commission, so he will know what is going on."  (Olney did not get the position but Katzenbach got his man, Howard P. Willens, in that spot anyway.  Willens was the third in authority on the staff.)

In this Katzenbach was not acting to protect the FBI.  He was protecting himself.  He conspired with Hoover and others as soon as Oswald was dead and there would be no trial where evidence and the witnesses would be examined and cross-examined, for the assassination not to be investigated and for Oswald to be anointed the lone assassin.  Katzenbach then also stated that the evidence was such that Oswald would have been convicted at trial.  That was not true and Katzenbach knew it was not true.  With an honest man running the Commission the truth would come out and Katzenbach would have been ruined.  Along with many others,.

Hoover in particular, being seriously embarrassed.

As Hoover later boasted to Appeals Court Judge Edward A. Tamm, formerly a high Hoover assistant, Russell, Dulles and Ford "vigorously opposed" Olney and "threatened to resign if Olney were appointed."  Hoover adds piously, that "they blame me for the attack on Olney although I did not raise a finger to it and it was done without my knowledge" (62-109090-176, with copies designed for four other files).

Th executive session transcript for December 5 confirms Hoover's identification of those who did his dirty work and put his knife in Olney's back.  McCloy also expressed reluctance about Olney then.

(In its notice of Olney's death, the conservative Washington Star of December 23, 1978 reported that he was also the "director of the Administrative Office of the United States Courts and that as an assistant attorney general he had successfully prosecuted a number of members of Congress and Internal Revenue collectors and his handling of a number of politically sensitive cases.  Olney was known for his zeal in civil rights . . ."  This alone marked him lousy to Hoover and his Commission political like-minded.)

It was those who opposed Olney who are responsible for Rankin having the job and doing what he did and did not do.

This among countless similar matters depict, for Hoover, truth was whatever at any time seemed to serve what ever purpose he may have had in mind, no matter how untrue he knew it was.  For Hoover truth bore no relationship to fact or reality.

Rankin, if he had no other source, had copies of the executive session transcripts.  He undoubtedly read those few that preceded his appointment.

He knew he owed his prestigious position to Hoover.

Who throughout his career was never the man for whom Diogenes was looking.

There is much contradiction and confusion in it, if the testimony of the Texans is read with care but at this point it is not worth taking time for.  The responsibility was the Commission's.  This includes the responsibility to resolve confusion and conflicts.  It did not.  It made no effort to.  It had no interest in doing that.

All it anted was a record it could cite, if it so desired, and could cite as it wanted to.

For example, in his testimony Wade points to his assistant Alexander in saying of him that he is "not a lover of the FBI" (5H242).  He then gave the Commission a big fat hint in saying, "I think he would like to talk a little about it . . ." (5H243).  The Commission did not call Alexander as a witness despite the number of reports it had that he had started the rumor.

Where, how and with whom their report got started the Commission should have made a real effort to establish.  The importance of establishing that was what terrified the Commission, establishing what truth was.  In avoiding learning, or even trying to learn, when and how who started this report the Commission eliminated that possibility of establishing truth.

The truth it boasted was its only client.

Sam Stern, quoted earlier, was correct in saying that agencies like the CIA and FBI could stonewall and avoid response.  But the Commission was armed for any such opposition to its establishing the truth.  It had and could have used the power of subpoena and of compelled testimony.

What made the stonewalling and withholding and general opposition possible for those agencies was the reading they had immediately on the Commission.  They understood correctly what the Commission was going to do and what it would not do.  That guided those agencies and it told them that with what they planned they faced no real problems, no dangers at all.

That neither used the standard and usually required method of presenting first‑person testimony by those who had personal knowledge does justify suspicion that they did not for a reason, the most obvious of reason is that they had not been without any contact of any kind with Oswald.

The Commission more than the agencies saw to it that the question would linger, now perhaps throughout our history.

It all traces back to Johnson and his Commission appointees, especially in coercing Warren into accepting the chairmanship they both knew it was wrong for him to accept.  Johnson's was a political commission, selected for his political purposes, not in the nation's interest or with the intent that there be a real investigation that would establish truth.

As I established in the beginning of NEVER AGAIN!, Johnson became part of the de facto conspiracy not to investigate the crime itself tile night of the day Oswald was killed.

Having made his selection for his own political purposes Johnson knew very well that save for Dulles not one of them could devote anything like the time that responsibility required of them.

He got the Commission he wanted, it did the job he wanted done and that, too, will forever be part of our history.

As it is so important a part of the national disenchantment with government since then.

There is another aspect of this that is never spoken or written about.  I do not take time for it here but f it should be in mind.

The official evidence is that somebody set Oswald up and that he was not and could not have been the assassin.

Without going into the innumerable details, I note that this required knowledge of him that remarkably few had and the capability of doing all that was necessary to make him appear to be guilty and to be able to do that without getting caught doing, it.  This is not as simple as it may seem.  A real study of it would be of book length, there is that much to account for.

Most thinking and writing that gets to this area is story‑book stuff.  It also assumes that the covering‑up was part of the assassination.  That need not be true and in this instance is not true.

Assassins have two primary objectives: doing the job and getting away without being caught.

All, over that, is gravy.

I have devoted this much time and space to the unresolved question, did Oswald have any connection with any intelligence agency because it gets to intent and integ​rity and because it has been largely ignored.

There are many such areas of the Commission's work of which in varying degrees this is true.  Quite a few of them are addressed adequately in my earlier writing and need no repetition.  Moreover, there are so many of them it is not possible to go into all of them.  I did go into some of them after beginning this writing and have written about them all that is possible for me and all I think is necessary for history's record.

Of the issues that can be addressed those that get to intent, to honesty or lack of it, are those that are most important.
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