CHAPTER 43
The Root of All Evil

There is nothing wrong with making money. In any kind of society that must be done. The bible
is often misquoted on this. It does not say that money isthe root of dl evil. It saysthat “the love of money
istheroot of dl evil.”

Getting money is a necessity. How we get it is what this oft-quoted and sometimes misquoted
passage from the bible is concerned with.

Getting money in return for services or for something of vaue is the good sde. Getting it by
geding or in any other wrongful way isthe bad Sde.

Publishing is a business and an essentia service at the sametime. If publishing doesnot show a
profit it fails. So, publishers, like dl in business, must make money.

Nothing wrong with that.

However, as with any other business, how publishing makes money isin some ways uniqueto it.

In some ways, too, we have adifferent view of publishing than of most enterprises. We do not evauate
its business practices and what it publishes as we do those of the makers of deodorants, hair restorers and
non-prescription nostrums.  Or automobiles. Or beers.

This is particularly true of non-fiction book publishing. And the changes in it since the JFK
assassination make it markedly different than before that great tragedy.

If books published on the JFK nation were under such regulations as the Food and Drug
Adminigtration enforces, dmost dl the publishers of JFK assassination books would have been hailed to

hearings and before the courts.
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If there were an agency like the Environmenta Protection Agency to police the pollution of our
history, as under the cherished First Amendment to the Congtitution there cannot be, its Superfund would
by now be bankrupt.

Nather a the time of the assassnation nor a any time since then has any publisher been known to
seek agood, solid informative factua work onit.

Incredible asit may seem, given the enormity of the significance of a presdentid assassnation,
given the excitement, congternation and interest it gtirred in addition, thinking, too, how unusud an event it
was, that book publishers were not knocking down the doors of the literary agents seeking such book is
perhaps as unprecedented asis the universa publisher refusal to publish any such book.

It was a shock to me when in February, 1965, with my first book the first book on that unusua
subject ddivered on time under the contract | had, just after that soon deservedly belly-up publisher had
told me, “Ha, we have agold-plated best-sdller” from the orders for 39,000 copies in the hardback with
the book not even announced and entirdly without advertiang -- merely from sdesman mentions to
bookstores -- he broke that contract and did not publish the first book on so exceptiond an event in our
higtory.

In fact he did not even return the manuscript.

| got no explanation either.

The good news about the book’ s promising prospects from that much better than average advance
sde was given to me two days before the contract was broken. | then was driving the vice presdent to the
post office to save him time. The next morning he made a one-day trip to Washington. It was the morning
after that that | was told they would not publish the book over which they had been drooling into the till.

Whether or not there was a connection, there certainly seemed to be.
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Sixteen months later, after | accumulated al those rejections from so many countries, without a
sngle adverse editorid comment and with a number of editoria judgments forecasting a best-sdller, when
| had published the book for generd digtribution -- and that was nine months after | published a limited
edition of it -- at least a dozen of the publishers who had rejected the book praised me for publishing it
mysdf.

That was & the annua convention of the American Booksdllers Assoaiation a the Shorenam Hotel,
in Washington.

One of the two partnersin athenHprominent firm with the reputation of seeking controversd  books
to publish, told me “I wish we'd had your courage.” His partner nodded his head in agreement.

One way or another thisiswhat dl of that dozen or so said. And just about dl of them said that
they would have had a best-sdller.

For any business to rgject a clean profit and abig successisin itsdf unusud.

For book publishers to rgect both the clean profit and the favorable public reations that comes
from a best-sdler was a seemingly inexplicable mysery.

Before those partners in The Citadel Press were honest enough to confess that they feared
publishing the first book on the era’s most sensationd event I'd had severd  indications from friendsin a
position to know that the fear was of the government.

Our then Congressman and afriend, Charles“Mac” Mathias, amoderate Republican, after reading
the manuscript, sought to get the chairman of the House Judiciary Committee, of which he was a member,
to hold hearings on the assassination. That was about a year after the Warren Report wasissued. That
committee s Democratic chairman, Emanud “Manny” Celler of New York, refused to do so. Mathias

then spoke to Al Friendly, the liberd managing editor of the Washington Pogt in an effort to interest the Post
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in doing a story about the book on such avital nationd interest that could not be published. Reading the
triple-gpaced ribbon copy of the manuscript was assigned to the well-respected, liberd reporter, Larry
Stern. When two months later | asked for the return of that copy of the manuscript, | drove Stern to his
home on upper 14th Street northwest for him to retrieveit. He had, in two months, from his marker, read
only 47 pages of that triple-spaced manuscript.

Mathias told me, “Ha, when you leave a publisher’s office an FBI agent walks in” to give the
publisher to understand that it would not be a good idea to publish that book. | was then unwilling to
believe that such athing could happen in this country but as time passed there were indications that Mathias
was close to redlity.

Thereis evidence that the CIA interfered with my publication in the United States, in Germany and
twicein England.

If the FBI interfered, | have no evidence of it. | do, however, have numerous instances of the FBI
having cozy relationships with anumber of publishers from whom it got under the table access to book and
aticle manuscripts. These are in the third of amillion pages of its records relaing to the JFK and King
assassination | obtained as aresult of more than a decade of FOIA litigation. Those records aso reflect
that the FBI fostered, planted and in other ways helped books to its liking.

The hearings of the Senate’' s Church Committee, forerunner of its standing intelligence oversight
committee, established that the CIA had a program for getting booksto itsliking published. The CIA dso
has arecord of interfering with the publication of books not to itsliking and of interfering with some after
they were published.

When my friend the late Ernie Berger had Frederick’ s only bookstore he gave me a different view

of the government’ s influence on books, their publication and their reception.
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Ernie explained tha the government was the largest Sngle purchaser of both books and magazines.

It made these purchases for its innumerable ingtdlations throughout the world.  The number of military

inddlations done then was very large and for each and dl the many government libraries it purchased books
it then didributed. The military posts got in addition monthly sums for their own use in book purchases.

For any publisher to have his books excluded from the government’s direct purchases could be
disastrous. For his books not to appear on the list of favored books the government then also distributed
and by which the individua ingdlations were guided was in itsdf another disaster for even a mgor
publisher.

Thiskind of interference with our cherished First Amendment rights does not even require agents
vidts by sedth and unofficid expressons of officid disgpprova. That publishers fear it and have reason
to fear it is more than enough interference.

With asingle exception the books that followed mine had trouble being published even after | broke
the ice of publisher taboo. That exception was Edward J Epstein’s highly-praised and serioudy flawed
Inquedt. Viking published Inquest alittle more than a year after it wasthe first to rgect Whitewash after
the contract to publish it was broken. Consstent with his own political bdiefs, Epstein’s book focused
reader disgpprova on the Warren commisson’sliberds, particularly Warren. His sources were modtly the
consarvatives on the Commission's saff. In addition to Epstein’s scholarly deficiencies, some of them
basic, he praised the FBI. That not only made it more than merely “safe’ and acceptable -- it made the
FBI hisvigble friend and benefactor in his subsequent writing career. And in thisit was not the FBI aone.

In “the land of the free and the home of the brave’ there was no freedom in publishing when the
President was assassinated in what had the effect of acoup d’ etat. There was no such thing as a brave

publisher.
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That Epstein and his book are both conservative should not be misunderstood. Nor should the
phony doctrine of Gerald Posner’ sknowingly midtitled fraud of abook Case Closed, that only those he
regards as liberds disagreed with the Warren Report. The most conservative of our newspaper publishers
of thet period, the late William Loeb, and his wife Nackey (right) Scripps Loeb, who ill publishes the
Manchester, New Hampshire, Union Leeder, both tried to hdp me get Whitewash published. In fact it was
Bill who made the introduction for me that enabled me to find a printer willing to both print the book and
extend credit to me. The presses had been about to roll on an agreed-to printing when that printer’ s lawyer
counsgled him that with 90 percent of his business with the government printing Whitewash could be a
costly mistake. When in shock on learning that | sought counsd from a conservative friend, the late British

reporter Steve Barber, Washington correspondent of the conservative London Evening Standard and of

its Sunday edition, Steve not only reminded me of the Loebs friendship, he gave me their phone number a
their paper and at their Pride’ s Crossing, Massachusetts, home. Steve then pointed to his phone and said,
“Bemy guest.” That iswhat led me to Merkle Press, the conservative printing company that did print
Whitewash for me and was helpful to it and to mein many ways.

The assassnation of a President is not of interest to either conservatives or liberds aone. It is of
the most serious interest to al Americans.

Soon after the first books critical of the Warren Report appeared there were a number of books
that in various ways supported that officid mythology. Intermittently books doing that continued to be
published theresfter, with no indication that any of them had any trouble finding a publisher. Even when
these books gppeared not to be profitable they continued to have no problem getting published. Nor did
any of them lack for favorable media atention.

Along with these sycophantic books there came a virtud flood of mostly nutty books supposedly
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on the assassnation and its investigators. They were in fact the ego-indulgences of those who imagined
themsdves the superior of dl fiction'sfabled investigators, from Sherlock Holmes to Perry Mason. These
took the approach of Mark Lane and the self-described Assassination Information Boston, of saying
anything a dl that at the time seemed to be what could excite audiences, particularly collegiate audiences.

The beginning of this torrent of mignformation, disnformation and whatever else could be imagined
coincided with the atention for his own ravings that Im Garrison got. After Garrison this kind of so-caled
assassination book had less trouble being published. The wilder and more irresponsible they were the more
welcome they were to publishers. We have taken alook a some of the more successful of these rippings
off of the public mind dong with the public pocket.

To mark the 30th assassnation anniversary publishers brought more of them out than a any earlier
times. Not only did they publish new trash, they republished earlier fraudulent books aready proven to be
frauds. Thiswas safe and it promised to be profitable. | believe it was less profitable than the publishers
expected because by then those interested in the assassination had begun to learn that their trust had been
imposed upon by those books that commerciadized and exploited the assassination. As readers came to
undergtland and many wrote and phoned me to complain about, if any one of these books was correct, dl
the others were wrong, and each was supposedly shown to be wrong by those others.

Coindding in time with this virtud Vesuvius of trashy supposed assassination books was the
beginning of revisonist publishing about that Presdent himsalf.  Those books not only found a ready
publisher, they dl were recaived with great and approving excitement by dl the mgor media anumber of
these anti-Kennedy books were featured in the stores at the time of that 30th assassination anniversary.

Severd preceded it. In content they ranged from exaggerated accounts of his persond life to angled,

distorted and misrepresented accounts of his Presidency and his policies, of his hopes for the country and

871
For personal useonly, not for distribution nor attribution. © 2004 Harold Weisberg Ar chive



of hisobjectives.
This is not the place for any critique of them. It dso is not possible for meto lig al the trashy
literature that sought to profit in various ways from thet tragic anniversary. They ranged in content from

Livingstone spersond Killing the Truthto Robert Groden's modestly titled The Killing of a Presdent: The

Complete Photographic Record of the JFK Assassination (New York, Viking Studio). Over the years,

Groden did acquire avast collection of these photos, not infrequently by dishonest means. Histexts are
never to be trusted and in this book theat is particularly true from what has been written to me. (See my

manuscript, Picturing the Corruption of the JFK Assassination.)

In between these extremes if awide variety of different kinds of what in varying degrees is without
exception bountiful trash.

My purpose here is not to try to cover the field. That is not possble for me. My purposeisto
reflect the kinds of books so hurtful to truth and to the record they make for deceiving and mideading
history that were published. Thisis aso to say to indicate what could be published for such an occason
when not a single honest and factua book was published to mark it.

A book of which more could have been expected is the so midtitled The Lagt Invedtigation by

Gaeton Fonzi (New York, Thunder’'s Mouth Press). Fonzi had been an investigator for the House
assassins committee. On it he pergsted in the faulty preconceptions that mark his career in the assassndion

fidd. Tha began when he was with Philaddphia Magazine. He then was associated with Vincent

Sdandria, a Philadd phialawyer who saw the assassination of the Presdent in terms of the assassination of
Leon Trotsky. Sdandriahdd forth on thisat great length with me and with IJm Garrison when | was with
both of them. Garrison was enthralled by it.

While Fonzi is criticd of that committee, his criticiam are not new and they add little to those that
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were known contemporaneoudy with the committee' s life and assorted misdeeds.

Fonzi’s big thing is his preconception that one Antonio Veciana, who was an anti-Castro leader,
worked for the CIA. Fonz gives no proof of this. He merdy assumesit and hisbook and his criticisms
are based onit. In quoting Veciana as saying that the agent for whom he worked was one “Maurice
Bishop” Fonzi dso saysthat Vecianatold him “Bishop” brought him and Lee Harvey Oswad together in
Ddlas about three months before the assassnaion. That has as much vaidity as hisand Sdandria sfirst
assassnation disnformation, that Texas Governor John B. Conndly was not wounded until about Frame
284 of the Zgpruder film. That is less than two seconds before the fatal shot was fired.

| got more then a baly-full of that in the summer of 1966 when | drove to Philadd phiato be on one
of the very best and most responsible of that era sradio talk shows, that of Jack McKinney on WCAU.

It lasted for four hours and then was repeated by tape for the next four hours. That clear-channel tation
reached into the far north, down to the Antilles and to well west of the Missssippi from reections| later got
to my other appearances on it. McKinney dso invited Sdandria.  That was after Fonz’s article in
Philade phia with their impossible theory of how late in the assassnation Connaly was first wounded.

After three and ahdf hours of Sdandrid's determined filibustering about that worse than drive,
when on a station break McKinney Ieft for the men’sroom | went with him.

“If Sdandria opens hisyap again, I'm waking out,” | told him. “I did not do dl this driving and
give up anight’'s deep to come here to have him take the show over with his worse than nonsense.”

McKinney saw to it that | could be heard on the haf-hour of the show that remained.

On the assassins committee Fonzi’s “Maurice Bishop” mythology was so big a hit its honcho,
Blakey, launched a nationwide if not internationa hunt for him, complete with a sketch dlegedly of him. It

did get enormous internationd attention in dl the media as a man urgently needed to shed light on the
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assassination. It was al based on Vedand s dleged connection with the CIA through “Bishop”, hisaleged
CIA contact or “contral”, and on “Bishop” having brought him and Oswald together in Ddlas in connection
with anti-Castro activity there.

This attention forced the FBI, which did not love the CIA, to make its own files search. The results
of that search, a careful search because of its political sgnificance and because it was intended for the
director, and nobody in the FBI would have dreamed of mideading him into any fdse satement about what
was S0 controversd and getting so much media attention, is thet is files hold nothing that can in any way
confirm Fonzi’ s and the House assassins committee' s alegations. (FBI Headquartersfile 62-1090607624,
1/21/77. Thisisthemain JFK assassination file) Thereis no reason to believe that carefully as the FBI
monitored Cuban activities of both sdesit would find any confirmation.

When | was in the Office of Strategic Services, forerunner of the CIA, during and for a short time
after World War 1i, | was never aspook. | was awriter and an anayst to whom specia trouble-shooting
investigations were bounced after my success with the first such assgnment. While | was never a 000k,
my work in the OSS made me familiar with it and my OSS writing about it mede me familiar with the
traning of agents and what isdinned into them in ther training. It iswithout any possbility of any questions
a dl that for an agent to bring two of his secret sources together in public and during an operation in which
they are not jointly involved is the grossest violaion of the most basic tradecraft of spooking. Not even by
accident and certainly not, asin Fonzi’ sfiction, by a cardess accident. If “Bishop” had been a CIA agent
he would never have done any such thing.

It happens that years before Fonzi and the assassins committee went gpe with their “Bishop”
business| knew about Vecianaand his actua connections. Here is how it happened.

One of my dear friend Ernie Berger’s two sons, Henry, was working on his doctorate at the
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Universty of Wisconsin at Madison. His thesis was to be on the labor movement and foreign policy. |
suggested a dight reformulation of its topic into “The American Labor Movement as an Arm of Foreign
Policy.” Henry liked that and | understand evolved an excellent thess. Ernie was later troubled that Henry
had not accepted severd offersto publish it asabook because, as Ernie told me, Henry wanted to do more
work on it.

There were sources | could open for Henry in Washington and | did.

One of these sources was the AFL/CIO's International Confederation of Free Trade Unions.

Itsmgor operative for Europe and Africawas Irving Brown. He even had access to the diplometic
pouch because | was offered his use of it for me on aproject then of interest to me. Its main operative for
Latin Americawas Serafino Romouldi. | knew Romouldi dightly sodidly. But it was not through him that
| got Henry access to those AFL/CIO headquarters records he worked in. It was through someone above
him in that hierarchy.

When it became United States policy to overthrow the democratically-elected Cheddi Jagan
government in what then was British Guyana, as was known then and has since been forgotten, the CIA
worked through this AFL/CIO Romouldi operation.

When working in those filesin the late 1960's Henry learned of its Cuban aspects and because of
their possble relationship with the JFK assassination Henry told me of them before he began writing his
thess, while he was il working in them.

Henry then saw and told me of Antonio Veciand s connectionswith that AFL/CIO operation. Only
indirectly does that connect him with the CIA, through the AFL/CIO only. This does not meen that Vediana
worked for the CIA. It means the exact opposite, that he worked for the Romouldi operation.

Fonzi’ s book holds no proof of Veciana sworking for the CIA. The committeg s report holds no
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proof of it. It ismerdy assumption, beginning with Fonzi’s assumption of it.

However, if there is any truth to Veciand s clam that he and Oswald were brought together three
months before the assassination, and proof of that does not exist -- it rests solely on Veciana s daim that
he later recognized Oswad as that man from a picture -- that would have been something worth
investigating. And if that committee had had any intent to redly investigate or those cgpable of thiskind of
investigation on its staff, the records existed within walking distance of that committee’ s offices.

Having the experience of able police detectives, as some of the committee’ s aff did, did not
qudify them or prepare them for investigations into politica matters so foreign to thair lives and professond
experiences. None of the committeg’ s s&ff, including its lawyers and researchers, realy knew anything
about the politica aspects of what through persuading Blakey Fonzi got them into. Fonzi himsef pretty
clearly lacked the palitical knowledge that other than the CIA spooked for the government as, for example,
some corporations were shown to do by the Church committee' s and other investigations. Blakey did not
get to be savvy through ether his teaching or his organized-crime prosecuting experience.

Getting back to title, The Lagt Invedtigation Whether or not it was in fact the last, which is

doubtful, it was not in any sense ared investigation. Blakey, who redly controlled the committee and did
contral the gaff with an iron hand, began with his own preconceptions. What he actudly did was open each
hearing with a narration of what would be gone into that day. Each and every one of those “narrations’
ticked off what he said some named critics had said, and the hearing that followed was Blakey’s effort to
refute those published criticisms of the Warren report.  That was not investigating the crime. It was
propaganda.

There was one exception: he never said a word about what | said and by then | had published

seven books.
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What Fonzi did, from his own account of it, aso is hardly investigation. He began with a
preconception, and devoted all his, or Veciand s truthfulness and accuracy, effort to breething life into it.

Most of the other authors of the flawed and irresponsible books supposedly on the assassination
that appeared to mark that 30th anniversary lacked even Fonzi's credentids. Mark Lane, alawyer, isone
who does have credentids. His fraudulent 1991 Plausible Denid, dso published by Thunder’s Mouth
Press, was reprinted, with the fraud they perpetuated and commercidized dl over again. Some of ther
work conssted of spying on those the authors of whom they were enamored do not like, as severd of these
authors have boasted.

Lane began his palitica life on theleft. Hisbook is about his representation of the most extreme
of the farthest-out right, Willis Carto and his mgor publication, the weekly Spotlight. E. Howard Hunt,
the CIA agent of Watergate infamy, was said to have been involved in the JFK assassination by Victor
Marchetti, o of the CIA inthe past. What waslitigated is whether Hunt had been libeled. Nothing dse
adl.

Lane' simplausible book is based on the fiction that in that lawsuit the jury held that the CIA was
involved in the JFK assassination. That isnat what thejury held. That in fact was not even before that jury.
The sole question before it was what is required in alibel auit filed by onewho isa*public figure,” isthere
“maice” Waswhat Marchetti wrote malicious. The decision that he was not was based on what Lane
himsdf presented to the jury, that Marchetti had a number of sources for what he wrote and it thus was not,

within the law and rdevant court decisons, mdice.

What about peer reviews, usualy considered necessary with controversid non-fiction?

On assassination books?
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Almogt unheard of, and within my persond experience the most devastating negetive peer reviews
were no impediment to publication!

Besdes mogt are basicdly fiction anyway.

Such trashy books had no difficulty finding publishers because publishers did not have to fear
government reaction againgt them and because, being made up, they could be made up to excite the
uninformed. Publishers expected them to make money so caring nothing about mideading and misnforming
the people about this great nationa tragedy when profit was in prospect, they went for the money and
corrupted the public mind with our higtory.

For its part, from itsrecords | have, the FBI did not have any problem with these bad books. It
went over them, sdlected afew of their more ridiculous clams and wrote and distributed memos pointing
these errors out and saying, in effect, they dl prove we wereright.

There was dmaost no limit to how the assassination could be and was commercidized and exploited
for fame, fortune or both. One result was that those who were among the most uninhibited in what they
made up and in fact are nation-fact ignoramuses came to be regarded as what they are not, authentic
subject-matter experts. Some of them devel oped what amounts to cults and many of those cultists did odds
and ends of work for those authorsin whom they had implicit faith.

The House assassins' Blakey and its editor, Richard Billings, came out with their own pretended
solution of which, like their committee before it they had no proof, that the mafia knocked JFK off (The

Pot to Kill the Presdent, New Y ork, Times Books, 1981). With that duffer Oswad asthe assassin, was

he the best hit man that the mafia could find?
Mafia people themselves cashed in on the assassnation with their own fictions.

Chicago boss Sam Giancana, who with Johnny Rossdlli entered into a deal with the CIA to get
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Cadtro killed for it, had relatives who turned literary. Both of those mafiosos wound up hit themsdlves.

Giancana got shot in his own home when it was supposedly being watched by the police. Rossli,
dismembered and well decomposed by the time his remains were found, had been floaing in the warm
Horidawaters for an undetermined amount of time, his partsingde a55-gdlon drum.  Gancare shrather
and nephew had their names on awork of fiction titled Doublecross (New Y ork, St. Martin's Press, 1992).

The Nationd Enquirer bought the domestic rightsto it in this country. It ran an article with the by-line “by

Chuck and Sam Giancana’ under an exciting main headline and a provocative second one below the fold
of the story’ sfirst page.

Herdded as*only in the ENQUIRER: the explosve new book al Americaistaking about,” the
headline says, “The mob had sex tapes to blackmail JFK -- & used Sinatra to set him up.” It internd
headline reads, “Gangsters used Kennedy' s weakness for women to put the president in their pocket.”

In London the Daily Express seridized it. That phony book.

Two years later what Sdwyn Raab ghosted for Frank Ragano appeared as Mob Lawyer
(Scribner’s, New York, 1994). Ragano, whose many legd problems with the government had not ended,
came up with the unorigind and preposterous mob-did-it that so many, Blakey included, liked so much and
al faled to prove. His concoction is easly refuted, including by of al people, by Frank Ragano. In his
many confessons in his book thereis one, naturdly enough not init. But it isin FBI and CIA records |
have.

Thereisnathing new in hisline that Santo Trafficante, Tampa-based mob baoss, Carlos Marcello,
whose base was Louisiana, and Immy Hoffa had the dirty deed done. But that is the exact opposite of
what that same Frank Ragano told the FBI, beginning with his letter to J. Edgar Hoover of March 27,

1967. After getting thet letter the FBIHQ ingtructed its Tampa oecid agent in charge (SAC) to interview
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Ragano. Headquarters dso told Tampa that when interviewed by the FBI Trafficante would be wired with

abody tape recorder. Page 5 of the Tampa SAC' sreport of May April 11 (62-109060-5099) ought be

enough:

RAGANO gated that some of the alegations involving TRAFFICANTE have
been ridiculous, and he related the following to illustrate TRAFFICANTE's attitude:

While driving through New Orleansin MARCELLO's car, MARCELLO was
driving and TRAFFICANTE was seated in the front seat and he (RAGANO) wasin the
back, when aradio broadcast related events concerning Didrict Attorney GARRISON's
escgpades revolving around the assassination of Presdent KENNEDY. SANTO turned
and remarked to MARCELLO, “Carlos, the next thing you know they will be blaming the
Presdent’ s assassnation on us” RAGANO added that after his return to Tampa his office
had received numerous cals from a newspaper reporter by the name of GREEN,
asociated with a Long Idand, New York, daily. RAGANO called the reporter, who
related that he had understood that when TRAFFICANTE was jailed by CASTRO in
Cuba, some arrangements were made for JACK RUBY to be flown from Ddlasto Cuba
to expedite his release, snce RUBY was friendly with CASTRO. The reporter exclamed
to RAGANO, “Don’'t you see the dgnificance of this contact in connection with the
Communigts and La Cosa Nogtra being involved in the presdentid assassnaion?’
RAGANO dated he told the reporter he was completely off base because he (RAGANO)
had been involved in attempting to get TRAFFICANTE back to Horida from the Cuban
prison, and that this was done through an individud in Miami who was close to CASTRO
before the revolution. RAGANO sad he later told this story to TRAFFICANTE, pointing
out that he was not very far from wrong since he had told MARCELLO he would some
day be blamed for the nation.

..Mr RAGANO said that TRAFFICANTE has expressed the bdief that
eventudly he will be the victim of a“frameup” on the part of law enforcement agencies
awiousto put himinjal. Hesad tha TRAFFICANTE leaves his car unlocked and very
frequently his home unlocked and he has told him on numerous occasions that he should
not do this, but TRAFFICANTE has said that if they want to get into the house or the car,
whether locked or not, they can get in without any trouble.

The supposed Marcdllo link to the assassination comes from aman who in only arare few of the
newspaper accounts was properly identified.

Ed Becker was an FBI informer whaose recollections of avigt to Marcdlo was magicaly enhanced

when he was working on abook with Ed Reid, a crime writer whose The Green Fdlt Jungle was the best-
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sling book of 1964. Then Becker suddenly remembered that in afit of anger Marcdllo had blurted out
that Robert Kennedy, then the attorney generd, was like a stone in his shoe and had to be gotten rid of.
The convoluted but accepted thinking that was so widdy credited “explains’ why the Presdent was killed
to get rid of his brother as attorney generd, not the atorney generd himsdf: to kill a dog, you cut off its
head, not its tall. Offing JFK, in this so-called thinking, ended his brother’s forceful prosecution of
organized crime.

When Robert stopped being attorney generd, that was his decision and it was voluntary -- so he
could run for the Senate in New York. While he remained atorney generd after hisbrother’s nation
his prosecutions of organized crime did not diminish a bit.

S0, it did not happen asin this preposterous notion it was supposed to have. That it did not happen
did nothing to discourage those who wanted it believed that it had and that the mefia had pulled it off.

Thisis true aso of Becker's clam that Marcdllo said he would have JFK killed when Becker
vigted him. From that meeting Becker went to the FBI. | have the FBI’ s report on that meeting. It says
nothing a al about Marcello having referred to Robert Kennedy as a sone he'd have to get out of his shoe.

It makes not even ahint of anything a dl dong that line, no indication that the Presdent was going to be
killed and that Marcello would take care of it.

When the Ragano book came out, even the supposedly sophisticated, like the former Department
of Jugtice organized-crime prosecutor Rondd Goldfarb, were gulled by Ragano's extenson of his
crookedness for the mob in his crookedness for money from abook. InaMay 12, 1994, review for the
Washington Post Goldfarb played it dl sraight, taking it dl as red, even though a the beginning of his
review he saysthat “What the book doesnot (his emphasis) do, it should be noted, is connect any of these

characterswith Lee Harvey Oswald.”
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Goldfarb dso like Ragano’ s fabrications for money, as continuation of what his book sayswas his
career of scamming when he was amafia lawyer gppearsin his book:

Herelated Trafficante' s sory about the CIA-Méfia plot to kill Castro, filling in
holesin the report of the Church committee, before which Trafficante committed perjury.

Turns out, the mob pulled a scam on the CIA, which was pulling a scam on the world.

“They paid usalot of money and nobody intended to do a damn thing,” Trafficante told

Ragano. He takes his readersto private meetings with the dramatis personae of the Méfia

in the 1960'swhen it was in its heyday, and tells stories about some of their stars, such as

Sam Giancana, who complained that his organization stole the 1960 eection for Kennedly,

“and he gets his brother to hound usto death.” There is no honor.

Now retired, ill, broke and recently out of jail, Ragano says“it'smy destiny” to tell

the story. Cynics will wonder whether “Mob Lawyer” is merely the latest entry in the

books-by-crooks genre. Except for the shocking disclosures about his deceased former

clients, thereis no reason to read thisbook. With them, however, it joins a sdect few that

provide critical links in the circumgtantial case that the mob planned JFK’ s killing.

Having made it clear that Ragano’ s word cannot be trusted, Goldfarb proceedsto take it at face
vauewith regard to the nation. Ragano’sis“one of the sdlect few” of “books by crooks’ that does
“provide criticd linksin the circumstantial case that the mob planned JFK’ s killing.”

Providing no “link” & al becomes providing “criticd links.”

Even what Goldfarb quotes as dependableis fase.

That the CIA paid those mafiatypes“alot of money” isalie.

The CIA got caught in asilly business and that strange business got to be public. | havethe FBI's
and the CIA’srecords oniit.

Sam Giancana, who two-timed to the limit of his not inconsderable capabilities, took offense at
reports that Phyllis McGuire, of the then famous McGuire Ssters sSnging act, was two-timing him with Dan

Rowan, of the top show comedy team, Rowan and Martin. “Momo” as Giancanawas called, told Robert

Maheu, who was handling that ill-starred CIA attempt to get Castro knocked off, look, we are doing all
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thisfor you. Hows about you doing me afavor and finding out if that McGuire dame is two-timing me?

Maheu hired aMiami outfit to send awire man out to Vegasto return the favor for Giancana. But James
Bdletti planted his bugs so unprofessondly the maid discovered them. He gpparently was going for sound
effects When the maid reporting finding those bugs to the hotel manager he told the sheriff and Balletti was
picked up.

Bdletti told the sheriff that when he if down he would not go down done. That sarted the wheds
turning. He was turned loose, and temporarily it was al hushed up. But the FBI wound up with arather
largefiletha | have.

When this was |eaked and became public the CIA was embarrassed. It was necessary to make
an inquiry o thet the director could be fully and accuratdy informed. That meant only the truth. He could
not be further embarrassed by lying to the Presdent or in public.

According to the CIA’s own internd investigation dated May 14, 1962, my copy of which was
from the attorney generd’ sfile disclosed to me by the CIA, the CIA’sreport is quite explicit in stating that
the mafia“was not interested in any remuneration.”  Thisreport further stated that “ A figure of one hundred
and fifty thousand dollars was sent by the Agency as a payment to be made on completion of the operation
and to be paid only to the principa or principas who would conduct the operation” but “Rossdli and

Giancana emphaticdly stated they wished no part of any payment.” (Department of Justice file 82-46-5).

But Ragano quotes Trafficante as saying, “ They paid us alot of money,” and nobody doubted it
-- or checked it.
Severd other mafia-did-it books thet reflect little knowledge of the JFK nation were among

those reprinted for the anniversary. John Davis Mafia Kingfishand David Scheim'’s Contract on America
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got afresh shot a mideading the people again. Their proof that the assassnation was a mefiajob isthar
desirethat it be 0. So, in their books, mafiadid it.

Davisisof the gentry, preferring that his work be done for him. But when he wanted searchesin
my records, having been correctly told that | gave al writing in the field unsupervised access to them, |
could not do it. Ashewanted, | got a Hood College student to spend dl her sparetime in her last year
working for Davis. Unless he or shetold me, | did not know what she searched or what she copied. From
time to time Davis wasted much time for me with phone cdls and argumentative letters he asked be
responded to. And from time to time his checks -- to her for her work and to me for her copying for him
at consderably less than our actual cost per copy -- bounced. He blamed that on his bank.

In his book, Mafia Kingfish: Carlos Marcdlo and the Assassination of John F. Kennedy (New

Y ork, McGraw-Hill Publishing Company, 1989, Davis had the usud problem of that “link.” He had only
those non-links like the Becker fabrication. So, what to do?

Like dl those exploiting and commercidizing the assassination and hoping to make themsalves
richer and more famous thereby, David made his“link” up. Not that this can be detected from his account
in his hardback edition (pages 414-415). Percelved? It cannot even beimagined! And in dl my too many
experiences with awide variety of some pretty dirty types, Davisisin aclass by himsdf. To hep
what follows from his book to be understood, and additiond explanations will be necessary, | introduce the
late Jack Wasserman. He and his role cannot be understood from Davis writing. Wasserman was one
of the country’s most highly respected expertsin immigration law. Because he was so outstanding in that
gpecidty. Marcdlo hired him to represent Marcello in an immigration case that by provocative but
unrelated coincidence, ended the afternoon of the day JFK was assassinated. Wasserman beet the

Department of Justice for Marcedlo. It had previoudy kidngped him and deposited him in Guatemda on
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the fase claim that he had been born there. Wasserman represented Marcello in that case only. And by
another odd coincidence, on the recommendation of one of Marcello's innumerable loca attorneys,
G.Wray Gill, Wassarman agreed for Gill to hire as the case investigator the same David Ferrie who figured
0 mysterioudy in both the federd invedtigation and in IJm Garrison’s. Garrison charged Ferrie with being
one of the assassination congpirators. Davis writes:

What was Carlos Marcdlo’'s reaction to the House Sdlect Committee on
Assassndions publicly declared suspicion, that he or his “crime family or organization”
might have played arole in the assassnation of Presdent Kennedy?

There is solid evidence that he was quite disturbed, for in the summer of 1979,
when those findings were findly published by the government printing office, he goparently
assigned the matter to his most trusted attorney , the brilliant Jack Wasserman, for
investigation. Wasserman immediately set about obtaining the available FBI files on the
Kennedy assassnation, which included the extengve files on David Ferrie and some
documents, but not al, on the dlegations of Eugene DeLgparraand SV T-1, aswdl asthe
Edward Becker story of Marcdlo’sthreat to kill Kennedy.

These files, amounting to well over 220,000 pages of documents, had been
obtained through alengthy and costly Freedom of Information Act lawsuit brought againgt
the Judtice Department by Harold Weisberg, noted Kennedy assassination researcher and
author of severa books rdating to the nation. They were thefilesthe Assassnation
Committee should have had a the beginning of itsinvestigation but did not recelve until too
late. Now they were being put at the disposa of Carlos Marcdlo’s atorney.

From correspondence between Wasserman and Weishberg that | have examined,
it gppears that throughout the summer and fal of 1979 Jack Wasserman foraged in
Weisherg's files in an attempt to retrieve every FBI document that could relate to the
posshility of his dient’s having been involved in the assassnation.

Because of this frantic reponse of Marcello’s principa atorney to the House
Assasans Committee on Assassinations findings, we can safely assume that those findings
were a matter of deep concern to Carlos Marcello.

Of dl that Davis saysin thislengthy quotation from his book what is correct islimited to his spdling
of names. Nothing else. He made it up — lied — to have abasis for his book.

Marcello had no reported “reaction to the House Select Committee on Assassinations publicly
declared a suspicion” of hisor any other mafid s “role in the assassnation.” Because | was curious about

that | wrote and asked Wasserman.
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There not only is no “solid evidence that” Marcello “was quite disturbed” -- there is no such
evidence a dl. He had and manifested no such interest &t al.

With regard to it and the supposed underlying records, Marcello never “assgned the matter” nor
was it to “his most trusted attorney” because that case was over and he was no longer Wasserman's dient.

He did not ask Wasserman or anyone ese for that “immediate...investigation.” Neither Wasserman nor
anyone d<se “immediatdy” or a any other time “set aout obtaining dl the available FBI files on the
Kennedy assassination.”

What actualy happened is that once when | was going to Washington and would be close to
Wasserman' s H Street Northwest office | made copies of afew, avery few, of the FBI records referring
to Marcello. | took them to Wasserman's office seeking areaction | never got.

Davis following referencesto my FOIA litigation is up, which isto say down, to his usud sandard.

There was not only one lawsuit and they were not againg the Department of Justice only.

Thefiles| had were “files the Assassnations Committee should have had” but it never got anything
likedl that | had and those that it did have it did not “receive until too late” This combination of overt lies,
another Davis specidty he has refined more than most of thet ilk, heis goparently made up to explan awvay
the fact that even when it wanted to pin the crime on Marcello that committee could not bring itsdlf to give
records the fase meanings Davis does.

Neither then, what Davis means by “now,” nor a any other time did | ever “put” them “at the
disposa of Carlos Marcello’ s atorney.” Neither Wasserman, who was Marcelo’s former attorney, nor
any of Marcello’'s other attorneys of whom | knew afew in New Orleans.

For the reader to be able to begin to appreciate the full impact of the next paragraph | refer to

Davis earlier reference to Wasserman as the “top mefia lawyer” when he never was that, when his only
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connection was on Marcello’simmigration métter, which as a matter of law was an interesting and entirely
different kind of case, Marcdllo having been by force and illegally been deported to the supposed country
of hisbirth when it was not that at al.

Davisrefersto the “ correspondence between Wasserman and” me. He says he “examined it.”
Whét hereferstoisatota of three letters from me to Wasserman and one -- and only one -- from him to
me. Davis“examined’ it? Hdl, he goleit, through the student working for him, and | had one hell of atime
getting him to return ether the originals or copies of them and to this day he has not returned dl three. He
found excuse after excuse for not making the effort and he delayed for months doing the too little he did do.

“...throughout the summer and fall of 1979 Jack Wasserman foraged in Weisherg' sfiles...” This
is Davis as his mogt effective best as both aliar and as adefamer. He has described Wasserman as “the
top mafialawyer.” He dso saysthat thisto “top mafialavye” hed the free run of my place and of my files

That is defamatory and it is desgned to be defamatory.

Why did Wasserman dlegedly soend that summer and fdl -- working for the man he no longer
worked for? It was“in an attempt to retrieve every FBI document that could relate to the possibility of his
client’s (3¢) having been involved in the assassnation.”

Only a Davis asbankrupt mordly and ethicdly as this John could make anything like thisup -- and
every word of itisfadse.

Jack Wasserman and | never laid eyes on each other!

Not only was he never here, unlike Davis he did not have someone else herein his stead.
Wasserman not only had no interest that impelled him to “retrieve every FBI document that might

have been of interest to Marcdlo -- he did not even ask mefor asngle one, not for aslittle asasngle sheet

of paper.
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The truth of the matter is, as Davis knew very well, thet if either Marcdlo or any of his atorneys
had any interest at dl in those records, al that was required was to ask for them under the Freedom of
Information Act (because they related to him Marcello could dso have invoked the Privecy Act, as his
lawyers could have for him) and on paying ten cents for each page he or lawyers acting for him would have
gotten them dl!

Moreover, that would have cost immeasurably less than paying an expendve lawyer for asummer
and fal’swork!

Themanisnot even agood liar. But he did get away with it.

Non-exigting peer reviews not exiging. And publishers caring naught for defaming when they see
little progpect of being sued.

Moreover, subject-matter ignoramus that he was and never stopped being, Davis did not even
know, as he should have from the House committee' s records he refers to, that it sought and got mdia
records, including on Marcello, that | neither got nor tried to get nor wanted to get. Included among them
are extraordinarily extensive wiretap records and some from room and other bugs.

But without al of this dl this most intendedly evil fabrication, Davis would not have had the peg he
needed to hang his bad book on. So, he made that peg up and in doing that defamed me. Itis to carry
this utterly fdse idea forward that Davis says what is not true, that there was this non-exiging “frantic
response” by Wasserman. He was never “Marcdlo’s principd attorney” and represented him only in that
immigration case. He did not represent Marcdllo at thetimein question a al. And thus, one of the dirtiest
kind of lies Davis has the rest of his fabricated peg, Davis concludes that “we can safely assume that those
findings were amatter of degp concern to Carlos Marcello” -- who did not even give a damn about them!

And this from the man who had what Marcdlo neither had nor asked for nor wanted, the
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opportunity to “forage’ in my files for much of ayear!

Thiskind of stinker that Davisis gives skunks a Chanel aroma.

But there is yet more to the Davis stench.

After reading this above-quoted defamatory lies al of which Davis made up, when it was too late
to remove them from al the many copies of his expected-to-be best-sdler, | wrote and asked him that they
be removed from any other hardback editions and from any paperback reprints. Fine and gppreciative
gentleman that heis, principled writer, too, he never responded. So, after severd |etters to which he made
no response, | wrote McGraw-Hill. It referred my lettersto its lawyers. So, after much more time was
wadted for me they decided that they would remove al mention of me from Davis book. From even its
bibliography.

This is how the respected writer of fine family made his case for Marcdllo as the Presdent’s
assassin, by defaming the writer who gave him free access to dl he had obtained through more than a
decade of the most difficult and codtly litigation and then in the time he took in cals and correspondence
in an effort to phony up the case that never existed wasted more of my time. The case he ultimately phonied
in as disreputable, as dishoned, as total an abandonment of dl the principles of writers as | have even
auffered in dl the now many years of my life.

It ishow he got hisfame and his dirty pieces of dlver.

How he came to be regarded as an assassination expert, too.

Itis-- or at least it appears to be -- a strange anomaly that those who appear to have the best
credentials are among the most steadfast, sometimes the most diligent, fictioneers.

What we saw above about Mark Lane is a minor illustration of his fictioneering. He had the

credentids of aformer Sate legidator, of an experienced and successful lawyer and professor of law and
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as the author of a number of books. Yet the only thing “plausble’ about his Plausable Denid is its

dishonesty, and that is beyond “ denid.”

College professors, especidly when they have doctorates in politica science or in history, may
seemto bewd | credentidly but they are in fact among the very nuttiest of thefictioneers, particularly those
who pretend to “solve the cass” with conspiracy theories. Perhaps the wildest of the earliest of them is

Richard Popkin. Hisrdatively early book The Second Oswad (New Y ork, Avon, 1967) could hardly use

thetitle“The Flse Oswald,” as | referred to those reports of the counterfeiting of Oswald in my 1965

book. The Second Oswdd began asalengthy review of Epgein’s and Lane sfirst books and of mine and

was enlarged into asmall book. When last heard from in the field Popkin was the loud supporter of one
of the least credible of the innumerable incredible conspiracy theories that for a short while captured
internationd attention. In the many years snce that obvioudy fase story excited him so | have seen no
mention of Popkin's having any interest in the assassination.

Generdly speaking, the more the professors pontificate and are sdlf-important the less they know
and the less of what they know do they understand. Louisiana college professor Michad Kurtz is a far
sample of those who deprecate the work of othersto try to give their own work vaue and importance it
does not have.

Jm Lesar’ s September 1983 review in the Journal of American History says all that needsto be

said about Crime of the Century: the Kennedy Assassination from a Historian's Perspective, by Michael

L. Kurtz (Knoxville, University of Tennessee Press, 1982). Lesar, who had earned his master’ s degree
in history before deciding to be alawyer, represented me in my FOIA litigation. He has a good command
of the subject and of the available records. He begins his review dating that Kurtz “laments that

‘professond scholars have neglected the assassnation of President John F. Kennedy; he dso disparages
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the works of Warren Commission critics’ yet

there is virtudly nothing of any consequences in this book that is new. With minor
exceptions, its valid points derive from the very critics Kurtz deprecates. For example,
Kurtz rdies heavily on the work of Harold Wesherg and offers little information thet
Weisherg has not previoudy revesed.

This book lacks scholarship. The author makes blatant factual mistakes and
important errors of omisson. ... The book’s footnotes retard rather than advance
scholarship: they generally do not support the assertions made in the test, nor do they
identify with the requisite specificity the materids cited.

In hislast chapter Kurtz foregoes his vow against gpeculation -- dready broken --
and recondructs the assassnation. He hypothesizes that a shot that hit Kennedy in the
back -- he asserts at an upward angle -- was fired from the second floor of the Texas
School Book Depostory Building. Here he whooshes across the line separating
gpeculation from fantasy. His assertion that *the first two floors of the Depository were
lower than the limousine & the time of the shots' requires afest of levitation thet is neither
recorded on any film of the assassination nor testified to by any eyewitnesses.

Thisscholarly “historian’ s perspective,” in order to makeit seem that the Presdent could have been
shot in the back, has the shot coming from what would have been more than two stories underground and
that when the car was going downhill! And, typicdly of the work of those who regard themselves as
uniquely endowed and as perceiving what mere mortas do not see, use the work of others as their own
while disparaging the work they take and use as their own.

Philip Memanson islessinclined to digparage the work of others that he dso from time to time uses

ashisown in hisbook on the King assassination (The Murkin Conspiracy, New Y ork, Praeger, 1989) and

hisincredible irrespongble and childishly foolish sequel supposedly on the John Kennedy assassination, Spy

Saga: Lee Harvey Oswdd and U.S. Intdligence.

This is the book that had peer reviews and was published despite the fact that both utterly
demolished the book and Melanson’s “ scholarship.”
For the magnificently generous sum of  $100 Greenwood Press, which at least before then was

known as a publisher of authentic scholarship only, asked me for a peer review. Being familiar with
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Melanson’s earlier demongtrations of his “scholarship” that would earn a“hohum” on it if turned in by a
college freshman, | had intended to annotate it for the historica record in any event. | had done that with

his Murkin Congpiracy, his schoolboy’ s fantasy supposadly about the King assassngtion. Among its many

flaws -- and it has nothing el se except conspicuous dishonesty in it -- is Mdanson’s unredized flaunting of
his fundamenta ignorance about the CIA, of which he had written earlier and persuaded himsdlf heisan
expert. Histaking asthe given word what phonies, frauds, seekers of chegp fame and others of the fantasy
world said isthe bads of his prepogterous making the CIA the principa in that assassnation. That particular
preposterousness would not be easy to accept in the cheapest of overt novels.

So | did alot of detailled and documented work that took much time not because a peer review
required it but because the record for the history of this sdf-important Ph.D. of an ignoramus was
recognized by those who did not know better as an authentic scholar and a legitimate subject-matter expert.

When | was finished that maodorous trash was thoroughly exposed for what it is, the most maodorous
of trash. What | sent Greenwood ran to about 18,000 to 20,000 words.

| had been asked if | object to giving Mdanson what | wrote. | not only agreed, | encouraged it
and | promised to respond to any questions or criticism of what | wrote.

| have not heard from Melanson since.

Imagine my surprise when thet terribly rotten book appeared!

But it did not have the Greenwood imprint. It was published by Praeger.

And Praeger owns Greenwood.

| remembered Praeger well, only too well.

One of the first houses to which | went after Viking declined Whitewashin early 1965, despite the

favorable recommendation of the Viking editor who introduced it there for me, was Frederick Praeger. A
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dear friend was afriend of Praeger’s director of speciad projects. He was excited by the subject and he
read the manuscript overnight. He told me it was a good book, that he beieved they would do afirst print
of 50,000 copies, large in 1965, and that it would be the big success it deserved to be. However, he
added, his was not the find word. Frederick Praeger himsdlf had to gpprove it. He would give the
manuscript to Praeger when he returned from San Francisco.

Praeger rgected the book. | asked thisfriend of my friend why. Hisreply was that Praeger said
he published only established scholars.

Years laer, when the improper activities of the CIA dtarted coming to light, it was disclosed
Frederick Praeger was a CIA publisher. That is, he published books the CIA wanted published and
sometimes subsidized.

In the foregoing we have an accurate reflection of the records of some of the professond scholars
and of scholarly publishers on a subject that was one of the most important of the century, a record that
makes clear what can be published and what cannot be, what is scholarship and what is not.

Two of the professond scholars who aso wrote assassination books in which their politica views
are more important than their representation of the known facts of the crime are Peter Dde Scott, professor
of English a the University of Cdiforniaat Berkdey andtheNew Englander,  Williams Hiswas
the earlies of the professorid political philosophizing.  Although rardy mentioned even in lengthy

bibliographies in recent years, his giving it dl a money and power twid in his The Yankees and the

Cowboys caused a gtir in the late 1960's. Scott’s book for the anniversary is Degp Palitics in the Depth
of JFK.
In their writing about the assassnation itsdf these two, like most of the professors, are not

distinguished by their knowledge of the established fact. What isimportant to them isther politica views.
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Theirs are whodunits from the ivory towers, with ther political beiefs undisturbed by such mundane
consderations as fact, fact not being redly necessary, in their view, for solving the crime with what they
want believed is professoria andlysis.

The best, meaning the worgt, from the other Sde was history professor Stephen Ambrose's. His
opinion was reported widdly because he provided one for Posner’ s dust jacket. He then enlarged on that
when phoned by reporters just as anxious as Ambrose to have it believed that Posner had doneit dl. Each
newspaper quotation was the kind of public attention professors who have books to sell appreciate. It
introduces them to new possible buyers of books and to the reporters and editors of the papers that
interviewed him. Although it isabit less unrestrained than a number of his newspaper interviews, that on
the dust jacket will do:

“Posner has done agreat service in the process proving that a single researcher,
working done, is dways preferable to acommittee. Thisisamodd of historica research.
It should be required reading for anyone reviewing any book on the Kennedy
assassination. Beyond the outstanding job of research, Posner is a dramatic storyteller.

The recregtion of Oswad's and Jack Ruby’s, personditiesis wonderfully well done. This

case has indeed been closed by Mr. Posner’ swork.”

On reading this and Posner’s knowingly miditled Case Closed my friend Dr. David Wrone,
professor of higtory at the Univeraity of Wisconsin, Stevens Point, wrote Ambrose on October 18, 1993.
After accrediting himself as a subject-matter expert but without mentioning the fact that he is coauthor on
the only professond hibliography in thefidd, hereis part of what Dave wrote Ambrose:

In my considered judgment Case Closed is the most error strewn, irresponsible,

and knowingly distorted work ever published on the Kennedy assassination. Please note

my use of the words knowingly and ever. In the details and in the large, even in the

adjectiva choice, Posner is conagtently false, and grosdy manipulative of the truth.

What redly gunsmeisyour praise of Case Closed...I would never have imagined
you to have been caught by thiskind of imitative scholarship.

So, | write to you to ask you how isit you were tripped up on Posner’ s effort to
depict the redity of the murder of a Presdent?
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Ambrose replied on November 2. His dam to professond qudifications condst entirdy of having
read and reviewed some of the assassination books the genera character is by now not unknown to the
reader:

| too have read a lot of Kennedy assassination materia. a year or so ago |

reviewed anumber of nation booksfor TheNew Y ork Times Book Review. Inthat
essay | expressed my considerable doubts about many aspects of the case.

Having reviewed a couple of books Ambroseinggted, “I didn’t read Posner out of context,” which
seems to be a remarkably unscholarly response when the only “context” he claimed to have is writing a
couple of book reviews. He added “I have no axe to grind. | have no emotiond involvement.”

What he means by “emotiond involvement” is entiredly unexplained. To reporters he said he had
no connection with Random House.

Ambroseis one of the book review editors of Foregn Affars. That is published by the Council on
Foreign Relations two past directors of which were on the members of the Warren Commission, former
CIA director Allen Dulles and international banker and general government political troubleshooter John
J. McCloy. Jason Epgtein, as of the time Random House published Posner, was its vice-president and
editorial director.

Wi, maybe this does condtitute no connection of any kind, no emotiond involvement and maybe
it has nothing to do with Ambrose being asked to offer a prepublishing opinion about a book on the subject-
matter of which he does not know his gppendix from his appetite. How he came to be asked to blurb the
book and why he did he does not say.

Ambrose' s |etter to Wrone closes with, “1 am aways open to new evidence and have long since

learned that my mind is dways changing as new evidence comesto light.”
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His record does not support him on this.

His concluding words are, origind expresson thet it is, “1 cdl them as | seethem. Even when |
have to est crow.”

It gppears that he has not yet had hisfill of crow.

| wrote him on December 9, 1993, in some detail about that “new evidence’. That was after |
finished the manuscript. That gave him atable full of fresh crow, not just aplate of it.

He did not write to tell me how much he enjoyed that crow. Nor to tell me that “new evidence”’
had changed hismind in any way.

Hve months later | wrote him again, asking again what bad's he hed for offering any opinions of the
character of those he provided for use to sell a dishonest, ignorant, factualy incorrect and spectacularly
dishonest book, as he would have learned it is with only rudimentary checking.

He has not responded to either letter.

The professors surdy must like his crow. Or something e se he likes more than his reputation.

With very, very few exceptions, aong with the rest of academe the professors as a class falled the
country in thet time of great crigs. Particularly the professors of history, politica science and of the law.

Very, very few made any effort a dl to learn enough fact to be able to respond to their students,
contemporaneoudy and ever snce. Students then and since then did and do have greet interest in it from
my mail and from phone calsthey maketo me. I’'ve hdped ahdf-dozen or more with their doctord theses.

Student interest is not limited to doctord candidates. | hear and have heard often from undergraduates and
pre-college students of dl ages.

The learned ones have yet to learn where their interest should lie.

There are exceptions. These exceptionsincludeWrone, Geradd McKnight, a local Hood College,
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Gerdd Ginocchio, a Wofford, Spartanburg, South Caroling, Dennis MacDonald a St. Ansaim's,
Manchester, New Hampshire and perhaps afew others | do not know. But most are indifferent or go for

the nutty stuff of theorized conspiracies, not fact.

While dl those keyed to the expected greater interest to be created by the 30th anniversary were
not about the assassnation itsdlf, al did pretend to be serious. But they, meaning books on the
assassination itself, not some that made reference to it while addressing other subjects, like my friend Cyril
Wecht's Cause of Death (New Y ork, Dutton, 1993), on his life as a forensc pathologist, were ripoffs.
Ther timing was clear. It done indicated commercidization and exploitation of the tragedy.

Of course the commemoration was not limited to books. Newspapers and magazines gave it
specid treatment, as did TV, with the so-called “specids’ most of which were down to the abysmd
gandards of thelr disgusting past. By and large thair thrust was no matter how wrong we were in the padt,
no matter how dissatisfied you the viewer were then, we are tdling you dl over again that we were right,
no matter how wrong -- take it or leaveit.

Thiswasin effect what al the mgor mediadid. Of what | saw there was one mgor exception.

In the first two of their three-part series in the Washington Post reporters George Lardner and Walter
Pincus did detall what went wrong in the officid investigation. To alesser degree so did Newsweek, with
which they worked in preparing their series.

Of course there were novels for the occasion, and TV shows that were the equivalent of novels.

Much of the supposedly serious treatment in book was of this character. If it could be imagined or dleged
that there was some connection with the assassination it was keyed to the anniversary to exploit and

commeddizeit. Of those perhgps the most completely disgusting, the most depraved, the most outrageous
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in its abandonment of journdigtic and publishing ethics was one of three Smon and Schudter entriesin the
widespread publisher effort to convert the anniversary into profit regardiess of how that was done or what
cost to others. Or, of course, to our precious history. To give the book by Joe McGinniss what it
deserved, the Washington Post gave its daily book reviewer Jonathan Y ardley unusudly generous space
inits July 23, 1993, issue, about a haf page.

Under the headline, “Invented Biography Steeped in Slime,” with the carryover on page 2 headed
“Even Worse than You Thought,” Y ardiey condemned this supposed account of what this subtitle says it
isabout, “The Rise and Fal of Teddy Kennedy” more doquently, thoroughly and convincingly than any of
the cong derable outpouring of the chegpest trash that could be hoped to reap dirty pieces of silver & the
cost of history and what we could know and believe of it and at the cost of the decent concern of others
about us.

Apparently motivated by his disgug, Yardley began his commentary on this gross commercidizing
of indecency:

The conventional wisdom had settled into place long before ‘ The Last Brother’

lurched into the bookstores early this week. It concluded that Joe McGinniss's

unauthorized biography of Edward Moore Kennedy was amixture of unattributed fact and

unsubsgtantiated fiction; that McGinniss had borrowed liberdly from, if not actudly

plagiarized earlier books by William Manchester, Doris Kearns Goodwin and other

keepers of the Kennedy flame; that McGinniss and his publisher were more interested in

quick profits than in respongble publishing.”

AsYadley'sdoquent excoriation of this chegpest of commercidizations continues he describes
it as " atextbook example of shoddy journdistic and publishing ethics; it is aso unrelievedly arotten book,
one without a single redeeming virtue, an embarrassment that should bring nothing except shame to

everyone associated wi/it.”

Yadey wasin thisjust warming up. Of the McGinniss trash he said it has “not athing to do with
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opinions of its subject. Only those so steeped in hatred of Ted Kennedy and his family as to be beyond
the bounds of reason are likely to be blinded to the centrd redity thet “ The Last Brother” (also from Smon
and Schugter) isdimy, meretricious and cynicd. Itis, by awide margin, theworse book | have reviewed
in nearly three decades, quite Smply, there is not an honest pagein it” (it has 626 pages).

About what McGinniss merely made up and pretends is factua, what Yardley refers to as
“fictionalizing not merdly the remarks, but aso the thoughts of the senator from Massachusetts,” he quotes
McGinniss as shrugging such criticiam off “by caming that he merdly is operating within the bounds of
‘biographerslicense -- aclam that isadap in the face of every person who has ever attempted to write
biography scrupuloudy and fairly.”

Of McGinniss sfabrication of Kennedy’' s words as well as hisinnermost thoughts Y ardley quotes
his “sdlf-serving humbug” of close to the end of the long book. “McGinniss cdlamsthat he has chosen ‘an
gpproach that transcends that of traditiond biography’ and that ‘1 never intended that [the book] be viewed
asaforma biography.’”

That is to say that whatever may at any time gpped to a literary whore to be attractive or
provocative goes beyond the range of human experience with and is superior to truth and to fact.

Unrdenting as he should be, Yardley says, “It is difficult to imagine amore mean-spirited or smdll-
minded book that this one.” Of what he quotes from some of what McGinniss merdy made up and
presents as Kennedy’ s innermost thoughts Y ardley says, “ The nadtiness of thisis exceeded only by the rank
hypocracy of it...Suffice it to say that the pervasive hatefulness of this book eventually reaches spectacular
dimensions.”

That a mgor publisher would give even a second thought to publishing “hateful” and “mean

spirited” and “smdl-minded” complete fabrications, dl within quotation marks as direct quotes dthough
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al that was nat taken from the work of others was just invented, and expect it to sell well and make money
isafar representation of how publishers thought and what they did to mark the 30th anniversary of the
greet tragedy that turned the country and the world around, the tragedy that had the effect of acoup d’ etat.

It says much of what has happened to us, the changesin us and what we get and can expect from
much of the mgor media and of what we can know and understand of and about those 30 years.

It isnot only what the assassnation itself has doneto us. It iswhat was done and is being done to
persuade us that up is down and that in isout. About the assassination and its investigations and about so
much dse.

Asthisrelaes to the assassination, the great good sense of the average American about it makes
a spectacular falure of it. From my persond experience speaking about the first book on the Warren
Commission, in person and on talk shows, a least hdf of the people did not believe the officid mythology
before it was subject to any critical andyds. Mogt recently, in the pall taken for CBS-TV, one of the prime
offenders againg truth and againgt the people’s right to know, a pall taken after the smply enormous
favorable attention in dl the mediato Gerdd Posner’ s knowingly, intendedly dishonest book, the greatest
percentage ever, 90 percent -- nine out of every ten Americans -- did not believe this officia mythology.

Yet with this clear reflection of what the people want, with this indication of the market awaiting a
responsble, honest book, not a single publisher or dl the many sought or published such a book.

They and their authors seeking anticipated assassination gold went through the bottom of the barre
and explored the most repugnant of intellectud sewers. Aswhat could rip the mind of while taking from
readers pockets was conceived, the pots of the literary alchemists boiled. For a Smon & Schuster

subsidiary -- and Smon & Schuster had become *a Paramount Communications Company” -- speech

writer Bob Callahan became an instant subject expert. He wrote Who Shot JFK? a Guide to the Mgor
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Congpiracy Theories(New Y ork, Firesde Books). The publisher described it as*a compelling review of

the mgjor theories, incidents and compelling suspects associated with the case” That 154-page was
needed when dJm Marrs (Crossfire, Carroll & Graf) had dready done that in much greater length, 625
pages, with no less of a determination to set arecord for inaccuracy, Slliness, stupidity and ignorance?

It was actudly reviewed, if that is the right word for any taking of trash serioudy. The San
Francisco Chronidle’ s book editor, Patricia Holt, in its September 19, 1993 issue, referred to it as “anifty

new paperback.” Shesaysof it dsothet it is“Playfully illustrated with comic-gtrip art by Mark Zingardli.”

For the Village Voice of that December 6, Mike Rubin, who aso said that book “arrivesin time
for the diamond anniversary” in hisreview that dso trests thisjunk as serious literature for acolumn in length
hasit illustrated by Mark Zingareli.

These reviewers knew <0 little about the subject-matter -- and this extends into the supposed
serious assassnation literature they review -- they illusrate with examples that arefictiond, do not exist in
the nuttiness of those theories.

Knowing nothing about it & al, Cdlahan enlisted others to provide him with hisrav materid. One
isafine man who sdllsbooks. Just with theories. No matter that he knew nothing about them. Calahan
wanted them anyway. Others Callahan used made some of those theories up.

Naturdly, beginning with ignorance and neither knowing how nor caring to make even that Sck uff
accurate, Calahan managesto make it dl pretty much inaccurate. What eseis required to be publishable
on thissubject? s anything more prized than ignorance?

Beforel saw it | wastold of errorsinit that were damaging to me. | wrote Firesde about thison

August 12, 1993, documenting some of these hurtful inaccuracies. Firesde was a mindful of the hurt to
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individuas asit was of hurt to the public mind: it never responded.

So permeating was the gross inaccuracies in this potboiling effort to achieve fame and fortune that
it even spelled the names of well-known publishers incorrectly. It refers to what was not planned, leave
alone agreed to, the republication of dl my booksin asnglevolume. It miditled at least one of them. It
refersto contents they do not have, it not existing.

Thunder's Mouth Press aso recovered Marita Lorenz from the tabloid supermarkets for her

Marita: One Woman's Extraordinary Tale of Love and Espionage from Castro to Kennedy. No, thetitle

does not mean that she laid Kennedy, too, dong with otherslike Cagtro. She says she bore his child, too.

She daims she worked for and was trained by the CIA and that it not only taught her how to run guns but
aso sent her to Dallas with Lee Harvey Oswad -- from where he never in hislife ever was -- only three
days before the assassination, when where Oswad was for those three days is not and never has been
subject to any dispute at dl, it isthat well documented and witnessed.

Her writing was done for her by Ted Schwartz, who livesin East Cleveland, Ohio. Lorenz lives
in Queens, New York. No problem at dl. The distance between them was not needed to make the book
asterrible, as chegply fictiond asitis. The inaccuracies and the impossibilities were built-in and ample
without distance between the “author” and the writer needed in any way to add to them.

Thunder’s Mouth seems to have kept Schwartz busy. There was his The Kennedys. The Third

Generation, with Barbara Gibson.

Bill Soan ghosted JFK: The Lagt Dissenting Witness, for Jean Hill. She was not that but it sounded

good (Pelican Press, Gretna, Louisang, 1993). As did she, her story grew with the years. She was
gtanding next to her friend, Mary Moorman, when Moorman took some Polaroid pictures one of which

includes the presdentid limousine during the shooting and part of the grassy knoll, with aman behind the
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foliage. That made her witness to more than standing there when that picture was snapped. For abook,
anyway.

Soan dso published another book with thetitle JFK. It's subdtitle is Breaking the Silence. It is
described by Taylors Ddlas bookstores (Ddlas Morning News, November 19, 1993), as “for the first
time, twelve overlooked but crucid witnesses share ther dartling first-hand, accounts of JFK’s
assassnation.”

That there could after 30 years ill be 12 “crucid witnesses to the assassnation” who were
unknown isindeed gartling. If not entirdy impossible.

Even aformer KGB guy got into the act. He was Colond Oleg Maximovick Nechiporenko, until

1991. His Birch Lane Press book is Passport to Assassination: The Never Before-Told Story of Lee

Harvey Oswdd. It wastouted by Birch Lane as “By the KGB Colond Who Knew.”

Just what the market and the people needed, the KGB' s theories to add to our domestic nuttiness.

Y es, according to Birch Lane, “He expresses his own theories as to what happened.”

If thisisnot dl, and it isn't it is more than enough to make it clear that from the unknown of sdif-
publishing to the biggest names in publishing the sole publishing interest in books with which to mark the
30th assassndtion anniversary was in trash that would not offend the government, most of dl not the FBI,
and in making a name and making money, with no concern for how that fame or that money were made.
There was nothing too preposterous, nothing to impossible, nothing too dishonest, nothing too outrageous
for it to be published.

Thisisnot to say that there was no single factua book about the assassination and its investigations
available for publication intima for that anniversary. | know of one, my own, and it could have been

published before Posner’s. There was an agreement to publish it, too, | certainly hope there were others
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and that in time they will be published, but I’ ve not heard of any one. Indeed, why should a serious writer
or asarious scholar take the time to write abook when the publishing record is so clear, that no publisher,
large or smdll, as any interest in abook that is of fact about the assassnation and its investigations?
That mine could have been published for the anniversary and before the flood of trash and worse
that market it is coincidence. It was not my intention. Inwriting it | did not have the anniversary in mind.
Rather isit that at my age, then 81, and in my impaired hedth, years ago, when it was obvious that severa
illnesses could end my life unexpectedly | decided to use what time remains for me in perfecting the record
for our history to the degree possible for me.
My manuscript of about a quarter of a million words was completed early in 1993. That book’s

subtitle accurately describes its content: NEVER AGAIN!  The Government’s JFK Assassination

Conspiracy. It begins by documenting the actud agreement, which was a conspiracy, not to investigate the
crime itsdf and it documents this with White House, Secret Service, FBI and Department of Justice
records. Asthat book develops, again, aswith dl my books, based entirely on the officid record -- not
adgngle theory inits quarter of amillion words -- some misrepresented, some lied about, some buried and
suppressed, these latter including some of the records of the House ns committee that never saw the
light of day or had any use of any kind, it makes a solid factud case of the question, was there a military
congpiracy? That existing casein officia records is more than enough to raise questions abot it.

Asof the date | write this, Sx weeks after alater book | wrote, Case Open, was on sde, | had no

firm date on when NEVER AGAIN! would be published. I"'ve been led to believe that it was being saved

for the 31st anniversary and that it would gppear in September of this year, 1994. (1t findly did appear in

1996.)

Thiskind of factua, documented book should be ddlayed? In the publisher’ sinterest, or isthat of
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the nation? Or mine? These are the kinds of questions public discusson of which should be delayed for
an imagined commercid interest?

Case Open that was published is actudly about 20 to 25 percent of what | had completed by the
end of October, 1993, save for afew additions| did not dday the writing to search for and wrote after the

manuscript was completed. The title then was Hoax: The Gerdd Posner/Random House/CIA JFK

Assassnation Exploitation Asit gppeared it istitled Case Open (New York, Richard Galen/Carrdll &

Graf). It hastwo different subtitles, this one small fraction of the book | wrote. That on the cover isThe

Omissons, Digortions and Falgfications of Case Closed. That on the title and copyright pagesis neither

accurate nor descriptive, The Unanswered JFK Assass nation Questions.

In the sudden rush to print it after for some time no effort was made to those errors, mostly
typographica, that | picked up on the page proofs more than 75 are not corrected. There is no table of
contents. There dso isno index. These two flaws done, neither necessary, are enough to discourage
serious reviews, those being required in serious nonfiction.

Asthe proofs were sent to me, to be read, corrected, and returned over a single weekend, there
aso was no chapter identified as“conclusons’. | was outraged and offended. When | returned the proofs,
well within this incredible deadline, | complained strongly about the absence of conclusonsand sad I'd
have them in the publisher’ s hands the day after the proofs were there. The condusions for the much longer
book, relating to contents diminated from it, could not be used. | did write and send by express mail for
overnight ddivery anew “Concluson” chapter. It was cut no less mercilesdy, or sensdesdy, when the
book ends with a dozen blank pages!

| was given no explanation. | presume, athough other presumptions are not impossible, thet there

was the decison to publish the much smdler book in the belief that the case againg Posner and his
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dishonest book that remainsin the smdl fraction of what | wrote is overwheming enough.

Therewasno editing a dl. All that was done was to diminate most chaptersin thar entirely, with
the lagt haf of two others, used out of the sequence in which they were written and intended, with their last
havesjugt cut off.

The smdl fraction of that book that was published, with the rest of what | had intended for the
record for history consigned to history’s dustbin, is this powerful: | have had not aword of complaint or
protest from Posner or from his publisher.

Reflecting the media attitude toward assassnation books thet are factud, those that neither advance
nor espouse conspiracy theories, | did not have a single phone cal or any kind of inquiry from asngle
reporter or reviewer from any eement of the mediaor from any radio or TV tak show.

The mediathat fell dl over itsdf to hegp unprecedented praises upon Posner for his most dishonest
of books that nobody in the media checked out before telling all Americansto just rush out and buy it.

My addressisin the book. For those in the mediawho do not know me and my work, as many
do, the book dso hasthelist of my published works and a reference to the Department of Judtice Satement
to afederd court that | know more about the JFK assassination that anyone working for the FBI. If anyone
in the media wanted to do any checking or ask any questions dl were told to reach me by phone or by mall.
As quite alarge number of ordinary citizens did, beginning as soon as the books were out.

So, with serious and factud assassination books, after 30 years the whed has turned full scde and
writers and the people are back where they were at the beginning.  Or, in the well-known saying the more
things change the more they remain the same.

It happened again, asit never should have: the mediafaled itsdf and the nation.

It was in the sense that this should never happen again, dl that was wrong and went wrong when
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the President was assassinated and thereafter should never happen that | titled the as yet unpublished book

NEVER AGAIN!

But it did happen again and it continues to happen and the danger to the country from it is not
diminished. It perpetuates, and it should perpetuate, the distrust of the people for dl the media.

In avery red sense thisis much worse than confronted the people of those unfree societies our
government opposed. But in Hitler's Germany and in Stdin’ s USSR and thet of his successors, their people
knew that their media was controlled, that it told the people only what those dictatorships wanted the
people to know.

But in this country there is no such officid compulsion, no “or ese’ hanging over the media s head
like a Damoclean sword.

Our people are told what in theory istrue, that their mediais free, asthe Firss Amendment to our
Condtitution guarantees as a matter of right.

But asit relates to the assassination, if the media were controlled by the government it would have
been the same. On this subject the media cast and continues to cast itsdlf as the unofficia arm of errant
officiddom.

While there are many who understand this there are more who do not.

And soit was that no single dement of the media made even a perfunctory effort to tell the people
the truth about Posner’ s book that is so dishonest from concept to execution while dmost dl of it rivaled
therest of it to praise it as few books have even been praised and for the ancillary rights to have covered
S0 much of the world's readers, listeners and viewers.

No dictatorship could have done this as effectively but had this been done under a dictatorship the

people would have had cause not to trust it.
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Aswas not true here in the land of the free and the home of the brave, the bravery not extending
to those who publish books.

Land of the free?

Not since John Kennedy was assassnated and the people were lied to about it by their
governments they would not have had had he not been assassination; and by their media that never sopped
supporting and endorsing these known and well-established officid lies about that nation.

Sweet land of liberty? No.

Not for those writers for whom there are no Firss Amendment rights unless they can publish their
own books on thissubject. As| had to do after more than a hundred international rejections for the first
book on the Warren Commission to be published at dl and so that it could tell the people about that
nation might reach them.

That limited freedom for the writer and for the people who are informed by writers remains but
where it was only seemingly impossible for me when | wasin my fifties, it is an actud impaossibility for me
inmy eighties and in impaired hedlth.

But evenif it were possble for me today, it would still deny most of the people their rights under
that Amendment because in fact sdf- published  books are denied the usud means of didribution, the means
by which they can reach the people.

The people have no meaningful way of knowing that such books exist. When they do, it is not
unusud for their knowledge of the existence of such books to be meaninglessfor their bookstores normally
do not stock and display them and many, within our experience, will not order them.

All of these conditions together creete, protect and perpetuate the unseemly, the anti-American, the

nationa disgrace of the JFK Assassination Industry by which the people are denied the truth, while those
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who confuse them even more, those who lie to them, publishers and writers dike, thrive from this most
indecent, anti-American industry, the means by which some make themsalves famous and some are
enriched and the errant are protected.

It istrue about this industry, as the bible says, that the love of money, greed, isthe root of the evil.

The money-changers remain in the temple.

And thus we have the additiond tragedy, the additiona nationa suffering so extensively reflected
to mein the letters of more than 20,000 strangers who have written and the countless thousands who have
phoned, the additiona tragedy of the success of the JFK Assassination Industry that we have and can have

only because the love of money more than of anything dseis, das, theroot of the evil.
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