Specter v. Specter


Chapter 6

More Detours In the Quest for Specter's "Passion"

A conspiracy is a combination to do what the law says is wrong.  If no more than two people combine to do what is wrong, those two are a conspiracy.

Assassinating a President was wrong.

A terrible, a subversive wrong.

Combining not to tell the truth about it was also a separate conspiracy because when an official body (The Warren Commission) has the legal responsibility to investigate and report on that crime and its combines with its employees not to do that, then that, too, is a de facto conspiracy.

With many conspirators in that conspiracy on the Commission and being untruthful to it about what is material to the responsibilities with which that Commission was charged, that too, is part of the conspiracy.

The Commission had a "solution" waiting for it, as we all see, and those who had that conclusion waiting for the Commission not yet created to do an honest and impartial investigation also were conspirators.  As much of the world expected.

Any who joined with them are also conspirators, regardless of pressure, if those who joined in knew.

There also is an additional crime that was resorted to, the crime, the felony of perjury.  It is accompanied by the crime of subornation of perjury.  Both were widespread, resorted to in order to justify what was conspired to at the highest level, in order to obtained from the Warren Commission the conclusion that Oswald was a lone assassin, that there had been no conspiracy.

Not every lie is perjury.  For a lie to be perjury it must made under oath and it must be material, not just an idle and unimportant lie.

When perjury is intended, it usually has a purpose.  If one were to try to imagine why there was perjury in the official investigation of the assassination of a President of the United States of America, the most obvious reason would be to mislead the investigating body.  With the intent to mislead that body, however, that need not always be under oath.

Probably of most importance in solving this crime were the medical and the shooting evidence.  They often are intertwined, as they were in this case.  Specter was in charge of the medical evidence, including writing about it in the Report.  He had much to do with the shooting evidence and as we have seen, he is proudest of the "solution" he made up for "solving'' the crime as by a lone and unassisted man who, alone and unassisted, fired a crappy old World War II rifle faster and more accurately that anyone in the United States.  But in the United States the National Rifle Association and the United States Army provided the very best shots.  In the United States test, the conditions were much improved, including overhauling the rifle and adjusting the mounting of that cheap Japanese telescopic sight so that it could work as it should have worked.

There was, as was confirmed by the astounding disclosures of many millions of relevant government records under the Act of 1992 that required full disclosure, enormous suppressions.  Those of us who had been stating that there were these extensive withholdings – and my copies of those appeals I filed with the Department of Justice, and at the requests of the Department of Justice pack seven two-foot file drawers – fourteen linear feet of documented appeals of entirely improper, of illegal withholdings of what the people had every right to know about the assassinations of President Kennedy and Martin Luther King, Jr.

It cost the government a fortune to violate the law and its intent – to suppress evidence on and relating to that most subversive of crimes, the assassination of a President – which is also, automatically a coup d'etat.

There was a time in the course of my FOIA lawsuits when the Department's Civil Division alone had a crew of six lawyers working on me – lawyers only – and more than lawyers were needed and used.  And that did not include the FBI and how many lawyers, agents, clerks, and others it had working on my cases alone, working, as with the Civil Division, to keep improperly secret what it could get away with what the people were entitled to know.

Other and not inconsiderable costs were of the courts, including salaries, from the judges down.

The time of even the typists it used was a considerable cost to the government.

Sometimes it even had to pay opposing counsel when they represented those who could not pay them.

All to keep improperly secret information about the assassination of an American President when nothing about that should have been secret.  All in violation of the law.

Not government lies in particular.

The government was not even ashamed when what it kept secret would have been public if Jack Ruby had not killed Lee Harvey Oswald, if Oswald had been tried.  He would have been tried in public and all the alleged evidence would have been made public.

Public and all over the newspapers, magazines, radio and TV all around the world!  But secret once an Oswald trial was eliminated?

When, as ordained in secret, there was no other suspect.

Much of this will soon be documented.

Much of this disclosure embarrassed the government in perpetuity.  It is unprecedented.

Some of what will follow will illustrate that it was not uncommon for the government and those in and who had been in the government to talk out of both sides of their mouths.

Including Specter, the self-conceived hero of his own book.

And who suborned the most serious of the perjuries and brags in his own book about the claimed importance of the effect of his doing that!

What we have seen relating to Dr. Perry – which is not all that relates to him – is an example in a field that over-flowed with it or the effort made for it in that field alone.

Specter's field.

With no harm reported following the making public of those many millions of pages establishes, those extensive withholdings were not necessary and served only to confuse the people, prevent writing about what those records disclosed and to waste a fortune in government's money.  In all the FOIA lawsuits keeping all those improper secrets was costly, too.

In addition, it took a fairly large staff to handle all those cases, a staff of employees who should have been bending their efforts for which the taxpayers paid them, in doing something about crime, enforcing the laws and putting in jail those who belonged in jail.

As we have seen, when I sought to end the endless FBI perjury in those FOIA cases, the FBI got away with what did not prove it was not guilty of fairly wholesale perjury, by telling that judge that I knew about the JFK case than it did.  It even said I could charge it with perjury "ad infinitum" because I knew more than it did.  In effect this was the FBI bragging about its perjury and boasting that it was immune in its perjury.

All to keep secret about the assassinations what it should have made public.

There was also among those millions of pages of relevant records some that were intended to mislead the investigation and some that while not inaccurate in what they reported, reported what was not relevant and what the people who provide that "information" made other than in accurate and relevant what was not either.  The volumes of this are simply enormous.

Of the hundreds of thousands of pages I have and have read, as I now recall in looking back over many years and many pages, most had nothing to do with that assassination although they were supposed to have information about or relating to it and people allegedly involved in it.

It was deeply disturbing to me that the Archivist of the United States, the official guardian of our most precious records, was part of this.  I wrote about it, not hiding my feelings, in my 1975 Post Mortem:

The Archivist of the United States, the custodian of the most precious documents in our national heritage, kept busy writing lies to me and arguing.  Instead, he should have been searching the files and demanding those he did not have from those who did, which is his official responsibility.  I decided to do what had not been done: compare this lie, earlier written to me, that these are all the notes and those to the holding of which Humes swore, with the finished report Itself, to see if it has descriptions or measurements not in this autopsy descriptive sheet.  To assure true impartiality, I asked Howard Roffman, a brilliant young student, then in high school and then writing his own book on this assassination, to make this comparison for me.  He found, as I was confident had to be the case, what is required for even a lousy pretense of medico-legal science such as this, much more than is noted on this single sheet.  (The second side holds only four brief notations and five measurements, all related to the head only.)

From my own checking in 1964, I knew the autopsy report held facts not contained anywhere in any of the published evidence.  As soon as the 26 volumes became available, my wife and I had made a word-by-word comparison of the 15 pages of holograph with the typed autopsy report and had found substantive changes, some to diametric opposites.  So, I knew in advance what Howard's study would show.  What surprised me was the extent, much greater even than I had expected.

What I asked of Howard was much work.  He compared everything available: the two versions of the autopsy report; the notes printed in CE397, said to be all the notes, whereas none are properly described as notes and none meet Finck's New Orleans descriptions of those all the doctors made; and the reports of the two panels made public by the Department of Justice so long after they were completed and when the government was in distress.  These two panels, of course, conducted their studies long after the Report was issued and from the existing evidence only.  The 1968 panel report includes an inventory of what it examined.  Both panels are silent on the contradictions and omissions.  This silence is a remarkable self-exposure and a self-condemnation, an attack on the integrity of both panels and of the Department of Justice no writer, no passionate language, can approximate.

Howard's factual listing is 15 single-spaced typewritten pages.  To make this study and comparison, he isolated every single statement of fact in the typed autopsy report.  He then sought for each fact or even an approximation of it in each of the other sources, the so-called notes.  This leaning-over-backwards is an effort to be as fair as possible by including all that any carping critic might later complain should have been.  However, it is obvious, with only these so-called notes as sources, unless some notes had been destroyed at some point, there could have been no other sources for the holograph than there were for its typed version and no other sources for the two much-later panels to draw upon.

Howard's study shows a statement of a total of 88 facts.  Of these, only 24 are in the ''notes."  Sixty-four statements of facts in the autopsy report are not in any of these notes"

Because this is the autopsy of a President, because the credibility of the official Report on his assassination, that of all the Commission and its staff, the Department of Justice, all those medico-legal eminencies and, indeed, of the military, too, hangs on this alone, let me express these shocking figures in two other ways.

Of the ''facts" stated in the autopsy report, almost three out of four have no existing source.  The percentage is just under 73 ‑ 72.7 percent.

Or, putting it the other way, of what is represented as fact in this autopsy report, only one in four exists in any existing written source! (Post Mortem, page 255)

And this in the autopsy of a President of the United  States!

Specter's job.

Specter's work.

Specter was only part of it but in volume and in the importance of what he did it is not easy to believe that anyone on the Commission did provide more misleading or voluminous information to the Committee – or to the people, -- indeed, to the work!

Periodically, Specter's campaign was extensive and intended to reach many people.

As will this book, in the copies it sells and many more who are reached by the promotions for it and for Specter in all the media.

In searching for something I remembered writing about Tague's experiences and treatment, I blundered into a rather long addressing of Specter's record for truthfulness about which I'd forgotten.  It was made public December 2, 1966.  It was in my second book, Whitewash II.  That was thirty-four years ago and in all those years I've not had a word of complaint, not from Specter in particular.  Not by phone, not by mail, in which, as we have seen, he refused to accept a letter I'd written him three times.  Not by anyone claiming to speak for him.  This is also true of the others of the Commission staff I mentioned in that Part 2 of that book.  That chapter, the ninth, is a titled "Magic, Mystery and Myth."

Specter has repeated some of what was not in accord with the facts when he was on the Commission and shortly after then.

What I wrote then was true then as it is now.

That chapter begins with what we have already addressed, the importance to the Report of Specter's then SBT and with the impossibility of what Specter made up because, without it, the Commission could not have "concluded" that Oswald was the lone assassin and that there was no conspiracy.

Right off the bat, at the very beginning, Specter quotes the McCloy flimflam of Senators and Members Russell and Cooper, the flimflam that got those two to sign the Report when they were in unending disagreement with Specter's SBT that is basic to that Report. (page 93)  In what Specter quotes it says of the SBT that: "… there is very persuasive evidence from the experts'' in agreeing with that made-up SBT.  I then wrote:

There is, indeed, very persuasive evidence from the experts.  But it is all opposed to the representation of the Report.  The experts were emphatic that the one bullet the Commission said figured in the shooting, its Exhibit 399, could not have inflicted all of these injuries and remained, in the Report's description, "unmutilated'' and ''virtually intact''.  (It was also, as the Report is reluctant to admit, undeformed.)  (page 93.)

I continued with what, if Specter then was driven by a "passion," it could not have been as his book is titled:

Dr. [Robert R.] Shaw also told Commissioner Allen W. Dulles, "… we still do not know which bullet actually inflicted the wound on Governor Connally,'' or whether there were as many as three bullets that wounded the Governor (p. 176).

How ''persuasive'' was the testimony of the autopsy doctors, two of whom, remember, are also experts in forensic medicine?  In testimony specifically affirmed by his two associates, Dr. Humes said it is ''most unlikely'' that this single bullet, Exhibit 399, which he then held in his hand, could have done what Specter and the Commission's Report required of it.  He testified he could not understand how it could have left fragments in either of these locations," meaning the wrist and the thigh (page 96)

As we have seen there were two other fragments.  It appears Specter did not tell Dr. Humes about.

Much of this chapter addresses an article the famous novelist, Fletcher Knebel had written for the then second largest picture magazine in the country, Look:

Had Knebel done his homework, as he rightly says Epstein should have, or had he even read Whitewash, which Look had, he would have known better than to have set on paper his defense of the autopsy.  He would not have been gulled by Specter's statement, which is here worth repeating in its entirety:

It is ridiculous to indicate that the autopsy findings were changed after November 24, when Commander Humes finished the report.  I saw both the longhand and the typewritten reports when I came to work for the Commission in mid-January.  They were identical, and neither was changed from the original in any way at any time (pages 96-97).

Then more of Specter's passion:

This is not quite the same as the words used by UPI reporter Jack V. Fox in a story widely distributed and here quoted from the Philadelphia Inquirer of June 27, 1966: ''Specter says he saw the original handwritten report and that no changes were made."

If Specter is right, Dr. Humes is a perjurer.

Knebel also quotes Dr. Boswell as saying no changes were made after November 24.

Had Epstein done his homework and not depended on his Commission sources, he would have known there was no need to change the autopsy after November 24.  It was changed on and/or before November 24!

There is and can be no question about this.  It is carefully set forth from the record in Whitewash (pp.167-187), which also prints a facsimile of the certification of the burning of the first handwritten autopsy report (p. 187).  Specter knew this.  He pretended to question Dr. Humes about it.  How could he then have said that he had seen the handwritten report or the ''original'' one when he knew it had been burned the morning of November 24, before there was a Commission?  Astoundingly, Specter was unconcerned by Humes' revelation of the unnecessary if not improper destruction of papers of such enormous legal and historical importance (pp. 183, 187).

Of course, having never seen this before it was burned, Specter has no way of knowing what it said and certainly cannot justify his statement that "neither was changed from the original in any way at any time."

This is a particularly interesting expression, typical of the lemming-like compulsion that permeates everything and everybody connected with the Commission.

If, as Specter pretends in his statement to Knebel, there was but a single handwritten autopsy report, why should he "neither was changed from the original in any way at any time"?  He knew of the burning.  Dr. Humes gave this testimony to him.  He offered the certification of it in evidence (p. 187).

There were dozens of changes.  These include the substitution of ''higher'' for ''lower'' with respect to the President's rear non-fatal wound and the elimination of ''entrance'' as a description of his front non-fatal wound.  Specter questioned Humes about one change, pretendedly minor.

Specter is wrong, knowingly wrong (p. 97).

After reporting that ''there were many changes in, the autopsy report:

… Unlike the other changes, the word "puncture" here is not stricken through.  But in the typed copy of the autopsy, where all the changes Specter says were not made are incorporated, this word ''puncture'' does not appear.  In some magical way, like the magic of that incredible bullet, the words ''much smaller'' have been substituted (p. 97).

Still not any reflection of the object Specter announced for his "passion."

After more that casts doubt on the object of Specter's "passion'' that w have already addressed:

Specter's part of the Report dealing with this magical bullet and the seven non-fatal wounds it allegedly caused repeatedly refers to the bullet as ''found on the Governor's stretcher."  At the same times it is carefully divorced from injuries inflicted on the President, an indispensable additional requirement of this theory, for it was not enough for the bullet to have inflicted all of the Governor's injuries.  Besides, the bullet was not, as the Report declares, ''found on the Governor's stretcher" (p. 172).

On different occasions and in different ways, Specter told the Commission this bullet had definitely been associated with Governor Connally and his stretcher.  For example, during the questioning of Dr. Shaw (4H112), "May I say for the record that in the depositions which have been taken in Parkland Hospital … that is the bullet which came from the stretcher of Governor Connally."  Specter told Commissioner Dulles (2H368), "But at any rate the evidence will show that It was from Governor Connally's stretcher that the bullet was found'' (sic).  And when questioning Dr Humes (2H374) Specter told the Commission, "… and may I say now that, subject to later proof, this is the missile which has been taken from the stretcher which the evidence now indicates was the stretcher occupied by Governor Connally."  The people who handled Governor Connally at the Hospital testified otherwise, the nurse and the orderly who undressed him in particular insisting that they had seen no bullet (pp. 88-89)

An encapsulation of what we have already have seen about the stalwart hospital engineer, Darrell Tomlinson, who would not yield to Specter's pressures to get him to say what Specter that would not have been true, this follows:

Thus we have the history of Specter's magic bullet, a history which must in every respect and detail be entirely true before any part of the entire Report of the President's Commission on the Assassination of President John F. Kennedy can be credited: (p. 99).

Then a few references to the many omissions from the Specter invention of which he is so proud and over which he'd have been embarrassed in court:

Specter' is surely the most magical bullet In history indeed, it must be, for if in a single one of these ways it is not, the entire Report is kaput ‑ false.

Even here we are making things easy for Specter for had he presented such a ease in court and not been laughed out of it to begin with, he would still have had to trace the bullet from the stretcher to the Commission, which the Report does not (nor does it with the fragments of bullets that also were the subject of Specter's other interrogations); to have proved it was fired at that time and no other, which he does not even address; and that the finger that pulled the trigger was Lee Harvey Oswald …

In fairness to those from whom we have yet to see any fairness by them, it should be remembered that the Congress and such other official bodies as presidential commissions are not bound by the rules of evidence and when they pursue their assigned business properly, to meet their obligations they ought not be bound by those rules that can be used to protect people in court.

But again, we see no reflection of the passion Specter claims in his title and throughout his book. Nor do we in what follows:

Specter was interviewed by Joseph R. Daughen of the Philadelphia Bulletin, whose lengthy story appeared in the August 28, 1966, issue.  Here Specter was loud in proclaiming his own integrity and hiding behind everyone else's.  Although it is he who interrogated the autopsy doctors, Specter said the issue ''rests squarely on the integrity of Humes, Boswell and Finck.  We are talking about the integrity of the doctors and the autopsy.  There was nothing changed in the autopsy report.  I firmly believe it is the original one."

We are also talking about the integrity of Arlen Specter.

Specter told Daughen he ''was not about to lend himself to anything improper."  He continued, ''It is ridiculous.''  Here he got squarely behind those judicial robes where others, also, have sought shelter.  "It is indirectly saying that Chief Justice Warren perjured himself when he signed the report to the President" (p. 100).

Most Americans long ago abandoned the belief that all their politicians tell is truthful.  Only those not so matured will be surprised that there is not a single truthful word in what is quoted above except that in some of what he is hanging around the necks of those he refers to, Specter, personally, saw to it that such criticism could be made on them.

He also said that if there is criticism of the part of the Report he wrote, the Chief Justice, not Specter, himself is a perjurer:

Specter also told Daughen, "You must remember that the doctors testified before they knew the X-rays and photographs (of the President's body) were going to be excluded.''  Here again he knew better, for it is to him that these same doctors swore to the contrary (WHITEWASH 181-3).  Because they presumed they would not have what lawyers call the ''best evidence," the pictures and X-rays, they had a series of artist's representations made of the President's wounds.  Two of these appear in WHITEWASH (p. 196).

Gaeton Fonzi interviewed Specter for an article published in the August 1966 issue of Greater Philadelphia Magazine.  What Fonzi called the ''key'' question, ''Was it possible for a lone gunman to have accomplished the assassination if President Kennedy and Governor Connally were not hit by the same bullet'', to Specter is not "central" (pp. 100-101).

To that same Specter as he puffs himself up there is nothing more "central" in the Warren Report and in other Commission expressed beliefs.  In his book, Specter even brags about how he, in a great accomplishment, how he, talked Chief Justice and Commission Chairman Warren into believing what Fonzi asked Specter about.

And it is obvious throughout the Report that if the Commission did not treat what Fonzi asked, as at the least "central," it could not have issued that Report.

As we thus far have seen, and it is far from all, Specter has said of his own baby of whom he is so proud in his book a number of different things that it is not.  That he has no responsibility for it and if the Chief Justice said it, he would be a perjurer to that, and this is an aberrant truth in his book, with it and his convincing the Chief Justice of its, he saved the Commission and made its Report possible.

Thus far the quest of Specter's passion remains invisible.  Well, a little more than invisible.

That quest is invisible but we do see more of what Specter refers to as his "reputation for integrity."
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