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Chapter 1

Big Boasting For The Big Book
In his book that, with modesty, Noel Twyman describes as merely "explosive," he says he has solved the great mystery of the assassination of President John F. Kennedy.

He attributes the assassination to a "cabal of extremists and military officers . . . gangsters and corrupt government officials."

These claims are on his dust jacket.  As his table of contents alone makes clear, he also includes as assassins "cops" and "spies" along with some Frenchmen, "H. L. Hunt and associates," "fascists and war criminals" plus the Secret Service, the head of the FBI then, J. Edgar Hoover, and the vice president who became President by that assassination, Lyndon Johnson.

Careful not to appear to be excessive, Twyman does not include all joggers and pastry chefs.

Not that some of them might not be included with the "associates" of the Texas oil magnate, H. L. Hunt or among those he considers "fascists and war criminals" or even "cops" or "spies."

Inclusive as Twyman’s "cabal" is and much as he thinks of the unique skills and talents he thinks he has that qualify him for the responsibility he undertook, Twyman nonetheless had the obligation to prove the official "solution" to be false before any other solution is considered.  Then any other solution must be proven, not imagined or conjectured.  Otherwise aid and comfort is given any survivors of that evil conspiracy and to those in the government who failed to make a real investigation of the crime when that was what the nation expected and needed.  Not doing this makes propaganda, not responsible, nonfiction writing.

The official "solution" also was based on testimony that was given under oath.  Of course, people have been known to lie when under oath (not that Twyman does not base much of his "solution" on sworn testimony that is the most obvious perjury, but that is like it is with whose ox is gored), but when the official "solution" with which Twyman is far from the first to disagree is official and is based on sworn testimony, contrary responsible writing requires that to begin with it be disproved.

Twyman makes no such effort.  Not in all those pages.  He, in fact, does not even give his trusting reader an encapsulation of the official "solution" he says he "explodes" on his dust jacket.  Yet he suggests that this is how he begins his book when he says in his "Prologue" that he will "start the book with a broad brush; that is, to give a picture as simplified as I can of the concept of the crime" (page xv).

He "begins" with Part 1 of five parts titled "Prelude."  Not only does "Prelude" include nothing about the official "solution" of the crime, the titles of Twyman’s eight chapters of this part make it clear that he not only does not do that -- he does not intend to.

Whether or not Twyman’s picture is "simplified," it is not of the crime.  Particularly not of the official "solution" to that crime.  Rather than address the official "solution" with his "broad brush" that is indeed broad, Twyman begins by arguing rather than by presenting real, meaningful and dependable evidence.  His chapter titles reflect this.  They are "1. Introduction," pages 3 ff; "2. Political Climate in 1963" (which ignores the fact that later he argues that the conspiracy dates to 1962), pages 9 ff; "3. Dallas, Texas -- November 22, 1963, pages 18 ff; "4. Why Did It Happen?" pages 25 ff; "5. Prime Suspects," pages 36 ff; "6. Necessary Means," pages 41 ff; "7. Narrowing The List Of Suspects," pages 45 ff; and "8. The mastermind," pages 50 ff.

What is unusual for a work of pretended scholarship, a work that pretendedly deals with evidence, is that as scanty as Twyman’s source notes are for so thick a book, he had none at all for any of the chapters of this part other than for chapter 4 (page 867).  It is the chapter in which he presents what he refers to as his "hypothesis."  Without exception, all thirteen source notes for that chapter are citations to other books.  And ten of those thirteen sources are to books on Marilyn Monroe!

For the first of Twyman’s five parts of his book he has only thirteen source notes and ten of those very few sources cited are books on Marilyn Monroe who had, and could have had, not a thing to do with the assassination!

Twyman does not give the reader a real understanding of the official "solution" in his chapter "Dallas, Texas -- November 22, 1963," as might be assumed.

That is a chapter that does require source notes, especially because there can be no source for some of it and because he has some of it twisted, some just plain wrong.  Like his saying about what he later presents himself as a specialist, the expert of experts about the Zapruder film, that "The Secret Service took possession of the film within a few hours of the assassination" (page 19).  That is not true and when he said it Twyman knew it was not true.

Abraham Zapruder, the maker of women’s clothing who happened to take an excellent amateur 8-mm motion picture of the assassination, sold his film to Time-Life, as Twyman knows and later goes into.  It was processed by Eastman-Kodak, in Dallas, with three copies made.  One of those three copies was given to the Secret Service to fly to Washington that night.  This does not mean what Twyman says, that "The Secret Service took possession of the film within a few hours after the assassination."  But then Twyman includes the Secret Service in the vast conspiracy he cooked up, so perhaps that explains his lying about the Secret Service in this chapter in which he does not even pretend to give his reader a meaningful or a comprehensive account of the official "solution."

Of the innumerable illustrations of what Twyman says for which he can give no source, one appears at this point:

A few minutes after the shooting, about a block away from the School Book Depository, a Nash Rambler station wagon picked up a man who was seen in a window on the sixth floor just before the shooting, and who was then seen leaving the rear of the building just after the shooting.  The same station wagon circled the block and came back to the front of the building, where it picked up another man running down the grassy knoll (page 19).

Nobody every, identified a man on that sixth floor at the time of the shooting or "just before the shooting,."  Nobody on the outside and there was nobody on the inside in a position to make any such identification.

This is fiction, just a plain lie.

Nobody having been identified as having been on that sixth floor then, it is obvious that it was not possible for him to have been "seen leaving the rear of the building" or "being picked up" by someone driving "a Nash station wagon."

(A man who was not identified was reportedly seen leaving the building through the rear door.)

Twyman’s reference to that station wagon circling the block is typical of ignorance and his vagueness.

Subject-matter ignoramus that he is rather than the genius he thinks he is, Twyman does not know that the Depository Building was not in any "block" and that it was a physical impossibility for any vehicle to "circle" it.  It has streets on two sides only.  Elsewhere, it has extensive railroad tracks and then a superhighway of limited access on the other side of those tracks.

Astounding as it is, this ego-tripping fool is so ignorant of the fact he is totally ignorant of the locale of the crime!

Now with regard to the block to the east of it and not including the depository building, traffic had been held up for the motorcade and, after the assassination, continued to be held up for ten to fifteen minutes.  Before it started moving, in the official account Oswald, who did not leave the building immediately, walked seven blocks into stalled traffic to the east to take a bus and after it did not move for a while got off the bus and walked to where he could get a cab.  Circling that block means that the station wagon had to be able to break into the solid backed-up traffic on the main street, which would have had the right of way until it was cleared.

If Twyman has any source for this it is his own addition to what Deputy Sheriff Roger Craig testified to, that he saw a man come down from that knoll and get into a Nash Rambler.  Craig did not testify to any of the rest of this Twyman account and there can be no source for it.

There is much that is dubious for which we do not take time, like Twyman’s saying that because Oswald went to the movie in which he was captured, "Oswald was obviously a man on the run" (page 20).  "On the run in a movie theater? Sitting and looking at a movie is "on the run"?  Being in a cul de sac is "on the run"?

Also a fabrication at the same point is:

The next day a photograph was published in a Dallas newspaper showing a man picking up a bullet slug, found in the grass to the rear and left of where the presidential car was at the time of the shooting.  The bullet was given to a civilian, presumably an FBI agent, and has never been seen since.  This evidence of shots from the front or side was compelling proof that Oswald could not have acted alone and therefore that there had been a conspiracy (page 20).

In that series of news pictures, which I have, what is being picked up can be seen in a picture Twyman does not use.  It is much too large to have been a bullet.  It was never identified as a bullet (despite Twyman’s jazzing "bullet" up by also calling it a "slug).  The Twyman language which follows this is not what one would expect from an engineer, "to the rear and left."  From which side of the car?  To the left from one side is to the right from the other side.

"Where the presidential car was at the time of the shooting" was in motion.  It did not stand still for any bullet to fall past it or short of it, and what could have been to the left or to the right at one point during the shooting could not be at another point in that shooting.

If that had been a bullet, which it was not, and if it had not been found, whatever it was, so far to the west of where the limousine was when the last shot was fired, it still could not have been what Twyman refers to as "compelling proof" of a shot "from the front or side" or from anywhere else.  "Front" is no more reasonable than back from that position and "side" is no more likely than back.

Besides all of this, standing with that small group of men all of whom were dressed as "civilians," was a deputy sheriff Eddy R. "Buddy" Walthers.  He would have had to have been part of any conspiracy to keep him quiet about this.

Twyman uses only three of this series of news pictures, on page 102.  Not very much like a professional engineer, there Twyman attributes them not to any Dallas newspaper but to the Fort Worth Star Telegram
(But on page 20 Twyman attributes these pictures to "a Dallas newspaper" the name of which he did not give, meaning did not know.)

Reduced in size, much reduced as Twyman uses them, from eight inches by ten inches to two and a half inches, with part of one enlarged, if Twyman had not eliminated the one that shows what he refers to as that "bullet slug" it would have been clear that it was not and could not have been a bullet.  (It was close to the diameter of the twenty millimeter shells used for anti-aircraft fire in World War II.)

In the enlargement, which Twyman says is of the hand picking up "an object appearing to be a bullet," that "object" is entirely – and unnecessarily – invisible.   Twyman merely used one of that series of pictures that does not show it and then lied about it.

Among the dubious Twyman statements on the next page is that the FBI "had been tracking him [Oswald] for years."  This is false.  It is baseless, another lie.  It never "tracked" Oswald and it had very little in its files on him even after he "defected" to the then Soviet Union.  It also had a little, very little, on his sending five dollars to the Fair Play For Cuba Committee and his efforts to exploit that.  The fact is that Oswald was not even an active FBI case until he wrote a letter to the then east coast Communist newspaper, The Daily Worker.  When the right-wing extremist Dallas agent, James P. Hosty, saw this he recommended that there be an Oswald case and his recommendation was accepted.  That was after Oswald had left for New Orleans in early 1963.

Hosty’s own account of this is in his mistitled book, Assignment Oswald, and that book is in Twyman’s bibliography (page 883).  Did he read it?  Or did he just gather up all the titles he could learn about and include them in his bibliography?  But as we saw, he does claim to have read "hundreds of books."  This leads to wonder if, with his master’s degree, Twyman understands simple English.  Or can write faithfully and honestly about what he reads.

(Hosty’s book is mistitled, as Twyman does not say, because the afternoon of the assassination the Oswald case was taken away from him, right after Oswald denounced him to his face.)

Whether it can be said, as Twyman says, that Oswald "had been a pro-Castro political agitator" can be disputed.  He did nothing to help Cuba in any way and the Cuban consul in Mexico City denounced what he did as not helpful to them (page 22).

Then Twyman says that Oswald "traveled to Mexico City in September 1963 to visit the Soviet and Cuban consulates there" (page 22).  Oswald went intending to see only the Cubans, seeking a visa to Cuba.  It was the Cuban consulate that sent him to the Soviets.  Going there had not been part of Oswald’s plans.

Referring to Sylvia Odio’s testimony that three anti-Castro Cubans had visited her, Twyman says that the time she gave "appeared to conflict with the time when Oswald was believed to have been in Mexico City" (page 22).  This is false.  It was before Oswald reached Mexico City.

When Oswald crossed the border into Mexico and when he got to Mexico City is established and known and is in all the records that are and have been available as well as in published sources Twyman claims.  He should, therefore, know when Oswald got to Mexico City, or if he did not remember, if not a subject-matter ignoramus, should be able to put his finger on it promptly.  Yet he says "when Oswald was believed to have been in Mexico City."

Having given no proof of it, no such proof existing, Twyman, in a list of what he says "did not take much imagination to many people to suspect" is that some higher-up in the "criminal underworld had ordered their underling Jack Ruby to silence Oswald" (page 22).  There is no evidence of any part of this and there is no reason to believe any part of it.  It is all made up.  And very improbable.

He concludes this list with:

Although the conspiracy was sophisticated, it was bungled because of the necessity of publicly silencing Oswald and the immediate transparency of the two Oswalds" (page 22).

There was no "bungling" in any conspiracy in silencing the accused assassin.  Besides which he was not and could not have been the assassin, from the readily available official evidence that Twyman ignores as though it was anthrax that would kill him and in this Twyman revisionism of what I brought to light in 1965, referring to it as "the false Oswald" rather than the second one.  There likewise was no bungling because it did not hurt the alleged conspiracy in the slightest.

Twyman is, as we are only to a limited degree illustrating, an authentic subject-matter ignoramus.  This ignorance extends even to when the Warren Commission was established.  Twyman says it was "about one week after the assassination."  It was exactly a week, on the 29th (page 23).

If Twyman actually read the Report, he did not understand it:

The news media and the American public took the bait that Oswald was the lone assassin, although the Commission had not specifically said so" (page 23).

The Commission never considered any other possibility.

Next a Twyman myth that is not exclusively his, that "the chief beneficiaries" were "Lyndon Johnson and J. Edgar Hoover" (page 23).

The assassination did make Johnson President but it was no special benefit to Hoover.  Twyman’s myth, for which there is no factual support, is that after he was re-elected Kennedy planned to fire Hoover.

As we see, the one part of Twyman’s Part 1 in which he could have tried to refute the official "solution" and should have laid that "solution" out for his readers to understand holds nothing at all like that.  Twyman could not give it.  He did not even understand the Report, if he really did read it.

Throughout, from the very first page of his text, Twyman takes liberties with fact and truth.  On the very first page of his text (page 3) he says of the imagined Mafia involvement in an assassination conspiracy that it was "Not specifically confirmed by the HSCA [House Select Committee on Assassinations], but [was] later confirmed by its chief counsel, G. Robert Blakey."  There was no way in which Blakey could "confirm" that and he did not.  He merely alleged it, that being the belief with which he took the job after serving on the Department of Justice organized-crime task force.  Blakey was hung up on the Mafia as assassin but there was no proof of it, he did not prove it, and no reason for unbiased people to believe it if they knew the officially established fact of the assassination.

As Twyman does not.

But he did consult several shrinks about assassination.  They referred him to such writings as Dostoyevski.  Neither he nor they knew who the assassins were but that did not discourage Twyman who was looking for a book he could write.  This kind of mishmash is one of his substitutes for fact, which he does not seek or possess.

Firm in the belief that he knows all there is to know when he hears something he knew nothing about Twyman writes about.

In 1963, I did not know that the Kennedy brothers were in partnership with the mafia in a plan to assassinate Fidel Castro" (page 9)

He not only did not know it – even those Kennedy brothers did not know it!

As we have seen, for all of this part of Twyman’s book he has almost no source notes and most of the few he has are to books about Marilyn Monroe – who had nothing at all to do with the assassination.  But Twyman’s self-concept and his concept of real scholarship are such that for saying that the "Kennedy brothers were in partnership with the mafia to assassinate Castro" he requires no source.

There is no real, not authentic, no legitimate source of this canard no matter how much of the assassination junk Twyman stuffed himself with said it.

In response to a request I had made under FOIA, the Department of Justice, which was not the agency of origin, had to refer its copies of CIA records on this back to the CIA, which was its source, for permission to give me the relevant records.  Under the date of February 14, 1989 this  is what the CIA’s Information and Privacy Coordinator, John H. Wright wrote me:

In the course of their processing your Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request regarding the John F. Kennedy Assassination, the Department of Justice located two CIA documents and referred them to us for our review and direct response to you.

He have completed our review of the documents and have determined that a letter with attachment dated 23 September 1965 may be released in its entirety.  A copy of the document Is enclosed at Tab A.

We have further determined that a memorandum with attachment dated 14 May 1962 may be released in segregable form pursuant to FOIA exemptions (b)(3) and (b)(6).  A copy of the document and an explanation of exemptions are enclosed at Tab B.

The official responsible for this determination is Lee E. Carle, Information Review Officer, Directorate of Operations.  You have the right to appeal this decision by addressing your appeal to the CIA Information Review Committee, in my care.  Should you decide to do this, please explain the basis of your appeal.

.

The first CIA enclosure was of the Department of Justice copy of the brief CIA memo with which it sent then Attorney General Robert Kennedy the information he had asked for:
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The plotting with the Mafia to assassinate Castro dates to August 1960.  That not only could not have been a plot that involved the Kennedys, it was even before John Kennedy was elected President.  The plotting was by the Eisenhower administration, and it engaged in other such plots that were blamed on the Kennedy administration.  Kennedy inherited them and could do nothing about them.

It was not only the Kennedys who knew nothing about what Twyman blames them for.  The CIA itself said that only six people, all high CIA officials, knew a thing about it.

It was when Balletti was caught in the act that the plot was exposed and that is when and how the Kennedys learned about it.  I have Hoover’s memo to Robert Kennedy informing him of the Balletti arrest and of the rest of that fiasco.

(Spying was to have been on Phyllis, of the then famous Maguire singing sisters, and on Dan Martin, of the comedy team Rowan and Martin.  Giancana suspected that Maguire, who was then palsy with him, was sleeping with Martin and he asked Mahue to find out for him.)

Twyman, making it up as he goes, has a fantasy account of "this partnership" for which he has no basis and as we have seen, gives no source.  Subject-matter ignoramus that he is, Twyman just lied.

He also gives no source for "The JFK affair with Exner," who was then named Campbell.  Also giving no source, Twyman retells the Exner fabrication that "Exner was acting as a courier between" JFK "and Giancana."  In this fiction that Twyman repeats as his own when it was in the gossip columns and other published sources, the alleged "payoff" was for "the 1960 presidential election," which is silly and baseless.  Chicago’s Mayor Daley took care of the vote in Illinois, as is well known.

Only a political ninny would believe that if Kennedy handled political money in a campaign rather than having others do it or rather than others doing it, could believe that of all the people available to him, he would select a woman who was indistinguishable from a whore to be his "courier" (pages 9-10).

Next, sourceless, as usual, Twyman says that both Robert and John Kennedy had affairs with Marilyn Monroe.  Needing no source Twyman has a footnote referring to where he says he presents "evidence" that does not exist "that Marilyn Monroe was murdered."

Needing no proof Twyman then says that Hoover "was a closet homosexual" and that gave the Mafia a handle on him (page 19).  That no doubt accounts for what Twyman does not report, that when compelled by Robert Kennedy Hoover had the FBI develop the evidence against many of the Mafia, including some of those at its top, who were convicted and jailed.

Without any one of them making any effort to make use of this supposed Hoover secret Twyman says they had.

Still needing – and having – no source, Twyman then pontificates that "Plans had also been formulated to remove Lyndon Johnson from the ticket in 1964" (page 12), for which there can be no source, it not being true.

Because Madeleine Brown says she was Johnson’s mistress, Twyman says she was, and because Brown said Johnson told her the night before the assassination that "the Kennedys would never embarrass him again," Twyman says that Johnson knew of the next day’s assassination in advance (page 13).  In fact, Twyman was so taken with Brown that he has an appendix consisting of his interview of her (pages 844-62).  This notwithstanding that she had her own version and book, Texas in the Morning.  It was published a year before Twyman’s book and it was published by a source Twyman likes, Harrison Livingstone.  But Twyman does not include it in his padded bibliography (page 881).

In his caption on a photograph of Chicago mobster Sam Giancana source – less Twyman says that Giancana "helped Kennedy win the election in Chicago and West Virginia," for which he can have no legitimate source.  He then adds that Giancana "was murdered a few days before he was scheduled to appear before the House Select Committee on Assassinations.  It is uncertain whether Giancana was murdered by the Mafia or by the CIA."  Safe in all he makes up when he is his own publisher, Twyman needs no source for any of this that he can’t even get straight in repeating it from some of his fellow assassination nuts who are his unaccredited sources.

There is no reason, and Twyman gives no reason, to suspect that the CIA knocked Giancana off.  And he was not "scheduled to appear" before that committee.  It was not even a committee of the House of Representatives.  He was to have appeared before the Senate’s Church Intelligence committee.

Still without a real effort to refute the official assassination "solution" and with his conjectured assassins a multitude, Twyman conjectures further in his Chapter 4, "Why Did It Happen? A Hypothesis8 (pages 25-35).

How can anyone know why it was done without knowing who did it?  Do all people have the same motive?  Obviously they do not.

This is childish conjecture.  Some of it is ridiculous, like that the Kennedy brothers had Monroe murdered (page 29).  There is no proof that she was murdered, that she did not just overdose to avoid her problems.  There is not even a rational basis for conjecturing that the Kennedys, both or either of them, had her killed.

Twyman is so ignorant of politics and of government and of government agencies in particular that he actually says:

It does not stretch the imagination to suspect that a nod was given by the Kennedy brothers to the CIA or the FBI to handle the problem (page 29).

His is a very elastic imagination.

That Twyman could say this after saying that the Kennedys were going to dump Hoover, which gave him reasons for having them killed, is incredible.  Among other things it would gave given Hoover that kind of hold on them and on his job – if he would have been party to such a thing.

Twyman also says that Kennedy was going to rein in the CIA.  That would lead Kennedy to give the CIA that kind of extra hold on him?

Would Kennedy have ever breathed a free breath if anyone in either agency had such a hold on him?  And how many in each agency would have had to have been privy?

Crazy as this is, there is little limit to Twyman’s craziness when he lets his imagination run free.  As is in:

Another hypothesis is that the Mafia murdered her [Monroe], perhaps under orders of the CIA, to silence her from telling of CIA/Mafia plots to kill Fidel Castro – or to bring media attention to the affair [sic] and create an implosion of scandal upon the Kennedys (Bloody Treason, page 29).

This is a "rational basis" for conjecture, which Twyman claimed makes it legitimate (Bloody Treason, page 25). After it was in the papers?  So long after that Mafia plot was in the papers!  So long after that Mafia plot was exposed by the Balletti arrest and in the papers then?  So long after rumors that the Kennedys had affairs with Monroe, of which Twyman offers no proof?

And again, would any president give either the FBI or the CIA this kind of additional control over him by even mentioning such a thing to either agency?

Remember, elsewhere in his book Twyman has Hoover and the CIA part of his vast assassination conspiracy!
All this is the ugliest of juvenile imaginings for which there is no basis at all.  Much of it is pretty sick and is too sick to pay any attention to, like that Johnson was the Mafia’s man (Bloody Treason, page 34).

As this slop comes to an end, which should have been in a sewer, Twyman actually says:

I feel it can be said with some certainty that the Kennedys did not have a realistic sense of limits . . ." (Bloody Treason, page 35).

Twyman can say that after this brief example of his "realistic sense of human limits"?
This of the Kennedy who saved the world from nuclear disaster beyond description at the time of the Cuba missile crisis?  Of his brother as attorney general with his record of going after the Mafia?  No "sense of limits" with nuclear war if there was not a realistic understanding of those limits that nobody in history had ever faced before?

This ugliness, this irresponsibility, this disgustingly childish conjecturing that is without any basis in fact at all; and this self-contradiction typifies Twyman’s literary slop that he wants considered as a dependable book.

It is all still without what is essential to his purposes, first stating what the official "solution" is and then refuting it.

He does neither.

He can do neither.

So, he has his fantasies and he had the money to publish them in a book.  A book that he pretends he did not publish himself.
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