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Chapter 5

How Crazy And/Or Incompetent Twyman’s Forgers Were!
The little bit of Zapruder and of his testimony we have just seen as well as the considerably more that follows were, in Twyman’s apparent opinion, rendered unnecessary for him because of the rarity of his exceptional gifts, by his understanding, his perceptions, the fidelity to fact of what he imagines and makes up and the acuteness of his mind because for all the great amount of space he devotes to Zapruder, what was in these earliest of assassination books is not in the Twyman tome to distress his readers.  Aside from two chapters that from their titles relate to Zapruder, “Chapter 11., The Zapruder Film,” and “Chapter 12, Forgery of the Zapruder Film,” pages 117-66, from Twyman’s index (page 906) he refers to Zapruder throughout and often, not fewer than twenty-seven times after these chapters and not fewer than thirteen times before these chapters.  Twyman’s claimed “forgery” of the Zapruder film is one of his two major points of special emphasis in his book.  The other, which is in the two chapters following these Zapruder chapters, is that the autopsy also was forged by alteration of the autopsy film and the corpse.

(None of this is original with Twyman.  He adds his ego to what others have alleged.)

However, from what we have seen and what follows, it is apparent that the alleged forgery, if it really happened, was very amateurish and did not accomplish the obvious purposes of any forgery, to support the official account of the assassination, because it does not in what we have just seen and does not all over again in what will follow from the official evidence of which Twyman is ignorant.

There is also what should have raised questions in the minds of all the legion of whom Twyman is but one, of those who have alleged that the Zapruder film was forged: from its record the Commission did not plan to call Zapruder as a witness!  The original plan was to issue the Report in June 1964, and Zapruder was not a witness until July 22, 1964, or not until a month after the massive Report was to have been issued.  (His testimony is in Volume VII, beginning on page 569.  In all it is only slightly more than seven pages long.)

Had the proceeding been in court, or had the Commission not worked in the most complete secrecy, standard procedure would have been followed.  That would have required, early in the hearings, that Zapruder identify the film as his and as all his, with nothing added or removed from it.  But the Commission used the film as evidence when it was not in the Commission’s evidence and it took testimony based on it without validating it.

If the Zapruder film was forged to influence what the Commission could or would conclude, it does not seem probable that the Commission would have planned to issue its Report the month before he was called as a witness. With the importance of this alleged forgery of that film it does not seem likely that the Commission would have failed to have Zapruder appear before the Commission itself, as he did not.  Zapruder was one of a large number of people called to testify rather late in the proceedings, when they appeared only before one of the Commission’s lawyers and a court reporter in Dallas, not in Washington.

Any forged film, it would seem, would have been shown to the Commission Members over and over again so that what was to have been accomplished by that alleged forgery would have been much in their minds.  But that did not happen.

It is not easy to believe, if Zapruder's film had been forged, that after the forgery, what Zapruder gave such graphic testimony about would have remained in the film, would have escaped elimination by forgery.  The Report is refuted by his horror-stricken exclamation that he saw the President shot for the first time through the telephoto lens of his camera, (which means; he saw it greatly magnified) and that he saw the impact of that first shot before the road sign obscured the President from his camera.  That for about twenty frames or for a little more than second, with the camera exposing eighteen frames a second.  The road sign kept him from seeing the President beginning at about frame 205.  The Commission’s basic argument is that the President was hit for the first time at frame 210.  That is the first time it was possible, in the Commission’s reconstruction, from that sixth‑floor window in which the Commission and its apologists say Oswald was, without any proof of that of any kind at all.

For the supposedly forged film to hold -- after forgery -- what it was allegedly forged to eliminate is also difficult to believe.

If it was to hold disproof of the official explanation of the assassination after forging, why forge it?

Forging the film meant running a great risk.  If it had been detected, it would have rendered unbelievable whatever the Commission concluded and it might have resulted in criminal charges being filed.  It would have required an investigation that could not have been in secret, as the commission proceeded.  With any such proceeding not in secret, a criminal investigation of the alleged forging could not have been avoided and the filing of charges against the forgers would have been the least the government could do about saving its face.

With forging detected the suspicion that the forgers were involved in the assassination conspiracy could not have been ignored.  There would have been the greatest hue and cry outrage and anger over the forging and at the forgers.

National and international indignation would have known no limit.

It makes no sense at all.

Except to the Twymans, who have nothing if they do not have their film-flam.

No book.

No fame.

The legion of those alleging film forgery are careful to omit he most obvious disproofs, which were available to all of them, and were not in any sense secret.  It is not that they lack imagination.  Imagination is their strong point, strong and uncontrolled.  But they could not imagine that disproofs existed, very readily available and were obvious -- and reported , without denials or refutation.

This applies also to the autopsy film which this corps of the most imaginative imaginers also allege was forged, toyed with, altered to alter its meaning, the evidence it held.  As with the Zapruder film, the proof, from the official evidence is that the autopsy film, like the Zapruder film, refuted the official explanation.  This proof was disclosed officially and this interpretation of it was published.  It has never been refuted by the film-flam flummery, which includes Twyman.

None of this discouraged the film-flammers, including Twyman, whose exceptional gifts and talents were hidden from the field for more than two decades after the official disproof of alteration of the autopsy film was published and available to all, including Twyman, who has that source in his bibliography.

There also remained in the Zapruder film, remained, after the forgery, assuming it was forged, as Twyman is the most recent to allege, proof of an additional disproof of the official story.  This was available to the army of film-flammers in 1966, which was more than three decades before Twyman's book appeared, the book with the massive bibliography from which that book is excluded.  (I say excluded because without question it was known to Twyman, having been cited in many of the books he did use and because it is in the bibliographies of those books he used.)

The existence and ready availability of these proofs that disprove what the film-flammers imagine raises questions about them, about all of them -- about their subject-matter ignorance, and about their honesty and integrity.

Whitewash II, which has the subtitle that should have provoked film-flammer interest in it, is The FBI-Secret Service Cover-up.

Whitewash II has three parts.  While there are references to the film throughout, the third part focuses on them, on Zapruder’s and on the film of a man who has no existence in Twyman's index because Twyman does not mention him there or in his text.  That is not because Twyman did not know about him.  Just about all the books do mention him and one of his many still pictures is one of the best-known and most-often published pictures of the assassination.  It is also a Commission exhibit.

In fact, Twyman makes two references to one of his daughters, as “Rose Mary Willis,” on pages 80 and 120.  Her name is not “Rose.”  In the official testimony in which she was a witness, she is Rosemary Willis.  Her testimony is in Volume VII, beginning on page 496.  Both of Twyman's mentions of Rosemary Willis are presented as his own work and in fact he cribbed them both, which are really one, from the faulty interpretation of Gerald Posner -- who also cribbed it -- from the faulty work of a ten-year-old boy.

In arguing his impossible case for there to have been ten shots fired during the assassination, Twyman first says of what he represents is proof of the fifth shot in his fabrication, “Zapruder film showing Rose Mary Willis as she stops running and looks back.  (Which, if true and if having meaning , Rosemary then having been only ten years old and having just been called to by her father, still tells us nothing because Twyman does not say which way she was running.  This is to say that Twyman does not know which way is back.)  This concept of precision comes, undoubtedly, from his education and experience as an engineer.

In the course of arguing that the Zapruder film was altered Twyman has what he presents as a tabulation of proofs of one of his imagined aspects of this in which he says the same thing, saying it was at the Zapruder Frame 202.  Underneath this, also as proof, he has “Willis Photo.” (There are many Willis photos, more than the many in evidence.)  So, although he knew this one Phil Willis photograph, he is so great a subject-matter ignoramus he did not know Willis’ first name.  And was too lazy, too wrapped up in his myth he was making up, basing it on the similar myths of many others, to bother to look at any other book on the assassination or what the Commission published to get Willis’ full name.

Can it be believed that -- if he had time, as it appears he did not -- Twyman would have risked contaminating what he imagined by tainting it with any knowledge of the official evidence -- in which Willis was a witness, was also interviewed by the FBI, with that readily and freely available to Twyman; and with the set of his photographs that Willis put together and sold also an exhibit in the official investigation?  Indeed, can Twyman have read the Report when Phil Willis is included in it, on page 112?

This is another indication that he does not even have and is not familiar with those twenty-six volumes because, if he looked in Volume 15, he would have found the listing of Willis as a Commission witness in Volume 7, on pages 492 ff, and mentions of him in the testimony of others (15H800).

Twyman cannot be familiar with the photographic testimony of FBI Agent Lyndal L. Shaneyfelt, which is surprising because he was the Commission's photo expert and because it is he who numbered the Zapruder frames and then made copies of them for the Commission's use, including as exhibit 885, in which it published those frames as the black and white pictures Shaneyfelt made from color slides.

Twyman likewise is ignorant of the Commission's relevant exhibits because in Shaneyfelt Exhibit 25 (21H471) Shaneyfelt uses an enlargement of the fifth of the Willis pictures the Commission used as exhibits.  (A picture of the set as Willis sold his slides is in the same volume, on page 767.)

This Shaneyfelt Exhibit is reproduced in facsimile in Whitewash II on page 246.

All of which is more evidence of Twyman's subject-matter ignorance, of his dishonesty or of both.  It can fairly be taken as proof of both because he should have known all about Willis and his pictures before thinking he could write an honest and informed book and he should have been familiar with the official evidence that also is a prerequisite in an honest and informed assassination writing.

We do know that he knew of this Willis photo and that he says it coincides with Zapruder Frame 202.  But Twyman gives no source or proof or reason for his reader to believe it.  How could he know that this  fifth Willis picture coincides with Frame 202 of the Zapruder film if he does not have the Commission's twenty-six volumes in which they are published in Volume 18?  And how could he have known that Willis is shown in Zapruder's Frame 202 without presenting his own proof or citing a source?  The obvious answer is by cribbing it and for his cribbing there was one source: Whitewash II, in which I published it more than thirty years ago.

It is only in Whitewash II, to the best of my knowledge!

Whitewash II, which is not mentioned in Twyman's text or his bibliography of such great and inflated length that it amounts to a compendium of all the nuttiest literature supposedly on the assassination.
All of which suggested that Twyman's book be checked for what he says, because he makes so major an argument about the forgery of photographs and zilch about the Commission's expert witness on photographs.  He was that same Lyndal L. Shaneyfelt of the FBI's fabled laboratory.  But, on page 902 of Twyman's book, in his index where it would have been on that page, there is no listing of Shaneyfelt!

With nine hundred and twenty five pages and with his argument that there was forgery of the Zapruder film, Twyman did not even read Shaneyfelt's testimony?  Could write honestly and informedly about the Commission's film, whether or not he said it was forged, but especially because he says it was forged, without knowing a word of the Commission's expert testimony?  Or knowing a thing about what he said about his photographic work for the Commission?

When without mentioning how those Zapruder film frames were numbered and by whom while he argues that they are forged?  And uses those numbers which Shaneyfelt and Shaneyfelt alone gave them.

It is not easy to believe that a professional man of Twyman's education and experience would dream that he could write a book about the assassination while preserving such ignorance of the essential and official evidence, but we see Twyman was up to that.  (Perhaps "up" is inappropriate?)

Incredible as it is, it is the fact that Twyman makes no mention of any kind of Shaneyfelt or of his position or of his role in and responsibilities in the official assassination investigation!

Twyman's nut stuff abounds!  There are endless references to what Twyman picked up from the zaniest of the books supposedly on the assassination, and to persons who had no connection of any kind with the assassination other than the crazies on whom Twyman draws made up, as he, too, made so much of it up.

This is so beyond rational belief I checked a few other of the Commission's experts from the FBI Lab.  It took their testimony as expert witnesses.

There was the hair-and-fibers expert, Cortland Cunningham.  He is not in the index! (page 893).  There is a "Cunningham," with no first name, but that refers to someone else and is mentioned in a letter from a man who is not part of any rational assassination story but is gone into in the crazier stuff.

Robert Frazier was the Commission's firearms expert from the lab and he testified several times and to other areas of the lab's work for the Commission.  He is not in the Twyman index, either (page 895).

John F. Gallagher was the FBI's spectrographer and he supervised the neutron activation analysis that was done at the Oak Ridge part of what was then the Atomic Energy Commission.  He was also a Commission witness.  But he is not in Twyman's index (page 995).

(However, Yuri Gargarin, the first Russian cosmonaut, is there, on that page!)

FBI Inspector James R. Malley was an FBI liaison with the Commission.  He, too, is not in Twyman's index (page 899).

There were other FBI experts who were witnesses, like Paul M. Stombaugh, who was a hair-and-fibers expert, and a number who were essential in the Commission's testimony, but if Twyman had determined to boycott all of them he could not have succeeded better that he did!

Just imagine – this man who, from his own puffing of himself up, would have it believed that he is the Einstein of those who write (supposedly) about the assassination and who imagine a vast conspiracy of which he imagines that the FBI is a vital part yet he has no mention of these FBI experts who were also the Commission's experts, who had the most significant roles in the official assassination investigation, and he makes no mention of them!

However, the greatest shocker of them all, given the Twyman argument that the Zapruder film was forged, is his failure, in nine hundred and twenty five pages yet, to make any mention of Shaneyfelt who did the Commission's photographic work, including on the Zapruder film!

But, in his uninformed slip-up "Rose" Willis and his apparent cribbing from Whitewash II in saying that the "Willis photo," otherwise unidentified, coincides with Zapruder Frame 202, it would seem that Twyman read that book but did not include it in his bibliography while cribbing it.

While this may not be true, reasonable a belief as it seems to be, without it, although more with it, there is relevance in the third Part of Whitewash II.  It is well known among experts in the field and those who are just interested in the subject.  It deals largely with the Zapruder film, the Willis fifth slide and with other proofs from the Photographic evidence that Twyman wants it believed was forged.

The first chapter in the third Part of Whitewash II is titled, "Can Pictures Lie?":

July 22, 1964, was Wesley J. Liebeler's Photographic Witnesses Field Day in Dallas.  He held it in the office of the United States Attorney, room 301 Post Office Building, Bryan and Ervay Streets, running his witnesses through like autos off an assembly line and undoubtedly establishing a new speed record; but not one for enlightenment and the establishment of a solid record, one that would help solve the awful crime, end speculation and apprehension once and for all and contribute to the answering of the insistent and important questions.

So fast did he run the show that it could not even be fol​lowed with the official program.  Few, indeed, even of the critics of the Commission ever caught up with this Barney Oldfield of its assistant counsel.

Its speed was matched by its smoothness.  It was a skilled performance whose conspicuous superficiality went unnoted.  It laid the basis for a false Report with entirely false conclusions.  It was a spectacular performance indeed, entirely unimpeded by the phenomenal speed with which he whisked his witnesses, in one door and out the other, unslowed by southern drawls and, from the record, without the witnesses even meeting each other.

The Commission's editor was inspired by its flashy assistant counsel, for in the printing of this testimony he made, a major contribution to the confusion that could not have been improved upon if he had graduated magna cum laude from Harvard -‑ in Chaos.  The presentation and organization of this testimony is the absolute perfection of disorder.  It is not just scattered; it is scientifically disorganized with computer precision.

This, bear in mind, is all of the testimony about all of the Commission's immensely important photographic evidence in which the assassination is recorded.  It included Abraham Zapruder, whose amateur movie records the assassination; and James W. Altgens, a professional photographer, and Phillip L. Willis, another amateur, both of whose still pictures triangulate perfectly and crucially with Zapruder's.  Had it been presented logically or chronologi​cally, this, potentially the Commission's most important evidence, would have, obviously, taken up but little more space -‑ for all five witnesses ‑- then was consumed by the testimony of individual minor witnesses.  For example, Mrs. Mary Bledsoe, a former Oswald landlady of less than a week and an elderly victim of a stroke, was led through several dozen printed pages of futile testimony in an unsuccessful effort to get her to identify what may have been a bit of Oswald's luggage, page after frustrating page of "I didn't care," "I don't look," "I couldn't tell you," "I don't know" and major and minor variations in the same key (Whitewash 108-110).

Beginning with Emmett J. Hudson, the Dealey Plaza groundskeeper during whose testimony the most important of the pictures were introduced into evidence – a skillful obfuscation that is entirely Liebeler's and resulted in the Willis picture thereafter confusingly bearing Hudson's name – the witnesses testified in this order:

Hudson, Altgens, Zapruder, Willis and Willis' young daughter, Linda Kay.  After Hudson and before Altgens there was Mrs. Donald Baker, in whose testimony the Hudson-Willis picture was also used . . . (Whitewash II, pages 128-129).

None of these, with the exception of Zapruder, is mentioned by Twyman, important as they are in the official evidence of the crime and of its investigation.

Logically, Zapruder should have been the first of this series of witnesses.  For the maximum meaning to have been extracted, all should have been present and testifying either together or in the presence of each other.  Willis and Zapruder, at least, were carefully segregated while testifying.

Zapruder's seven and a half pages (7H569-576) is remarkably brief for the testimony of so important a witness, certainly one of the most important of all, for he took the movies of the assassination, beginning before the first shot that was fired and ending only when the Presidential car passed from sight beneath the Triple Underpass.

Had it not been for Zapruder's emotions and volunteering his testimony would have been more contracted, presenting still less of a threat to the Report. . . . (Whitewash II, page 130). . . .
Had it been decided that fact and not propaganda was fundamental, Zapruder would have been among the first of the 552 witnesses.  His film is perhaps the most vital single piece of evidence.  More, he was a most unusual eyewitness to the entire course of the assassination, for from before its beginning until after the President was irreversibly dead, Zapruder's eye was glued to a camera whose telephoto lens was focused on the President (7H571).  Zapruder understood what was happening while it was happening.

Unlike Marina, who saw nothing, Zapruder saw everything, with a nightmarish, horrible vividness that; still tortures his mind.  Several times during his too‑brief testimony, he broke down and wept.  "I can hardly talk about it,'' he confessed.  He concluded with an apology for breaking‑ down (7H571, 575‑576).

"It was a tragic thing . . . I saw the thing all over again, and it was an awful thing -- I know very few people who had seen it like that – it was an awful thing and I loved the President, and to see that happen before my eyes -‑ his head just opened up and shot down like a dog -‑ it leaves a very, very deep . . . impression . . . terrible.'' (7H576)

So Liebeler had his problem, a witness who had seen every​thing and made the most important and complete record of it.  The problem, apparently, was to take only the extremely limited testi​mony wanted from the man who had seen all, testimony that the film belatedly introduced into evidence was his.  Individual frames se​lected from the film were not introduced into evidence until they were the eight hundred and eighty-fifth exhibit!  A copy – not the original – of the film itself was the nine hundred and fourth exhibit!​

Two other important movie films, taken by Mrs. Mary Muchmore and Orville Nix, are the nine hundred and fifth and nine hundred and sixth exhibits.

Unlike Zapruder, who was breezed through the hearings in a scant. seven and a half pages of testimony, Mrs. Muchmore and Nix were never called as witnesses.  Not even unsigned statements from them are in the record (Whitewash II, page 132). . . . 

Zapruder's testimony (7H569-576) began at 1 p.m.  The first of its seven and a half pages is taken up with formalities.  This testimony is discussed in Whitewash (pp. 46-8, 206)) where its meaning is carefully explained.

Liebeler at no point asked Zapruder the characteristics of his camera and its lens or lenses, what kind of film he was using, or any of the other normally necessary information.  What little of this came out was volunteered by Zapruder, and that was much too little.  He was using an undescribed telephoto or zoom lens (7H571).  The film was Kodachrome II.  He did not volunteer this, but the identification can be made out in the margin of the frames reproduced in Volume 18 (Exhibit 885, pp. 1-85).  Although the government went to great lengths to prevent the Mannlicher-Carcano rifle from getting into private hands, it was so unconcerned about this camera, whose characteristics were essential to the proper understanding of the film, that when the FBI needed it Zapruder had given it away.

Again, this is known not because of Liebeler's diligent questioning but despite its indifference and its clear and inaccurate import . . . (Whitewash II, page 133). . . .

. . . Liebeler's operation that reflects the undoubted brainwashing of Zapruder prior to his belated testimony.  Zapruder had had many meetings with federal agents.  He had been exposed to the full treatment in the press, carefully leaked and fostered by the Commission and the Dallas police, that all the shots came from above, from the sixth-floor window to his left.  In part, he forgot his contrary initial belief.  During one of his volunteered statements (7H571) he said, "I remember the police were running behind me.  There were police running behind me.  Of course, they didn't realize yet, I guess, where the shot came from – that it came from that height."  After some amplification of where the police were all racing – to the grassy knoll behind Zapruder from which many witnesses believe at least some firing came – Liebeler asked:

"Did you have any impression as to the direction from which these shots came?"

Zapruder's reply was equivocal: "No, I also thought it came from back of me . . ."

Under questioning the import of which soon became clear, he twice more repeated that he had thought the shots came from behind him (Whitewash II, page 140). . . .

There is an almost illegible copy of a hand-written report hastily prepared by Secret Service Agent Max Phillips, date 9:55 p.m. November 22, 1963, the night of the assassination.  It is captioned, "8 mm movie film showing President Kennedy being shot."  I obtained a copy of the very poor – unnecessarily very poor – copy in the Commission's files.  The original is not there.  This is filed in folder 1 of the Commission file 87.  It begins by reporting that the enclosed film was taken by Zapruder and gives his office address and phone number.  It identifies the enclosed film as a "third print" given to Sorrels and made from Zapruder's "master."

And it states without quibble or equivocation, for the official story had not been decided upon, "According to Mr. Zapruder, the Assassin was behind Mr. Zapruder."

It is not at all surprising that Zapruder so believed, for according to Commission File 962, which I examined June 30, 1966, the Secret Service also did!  Part of this file consists of a 126-page inventory of the Station WFAA film and audio and video tape of an surrounding the assassination.  On the 37th page appears this language: "Secret Service quotes indicate automatic weapon used" to describe one item.  The last listing on this page is similar, "Bulletin – Secret Service believes that an automatic weapon was fired from the top of the knoll,"  or behind Zapruder.

To emphasize, these are not in the Commission's report, not in Liebeler's questioning, but very deliberately in the Commission's files! . . . (Whitewash II, page 141). . . .
Can it be believed that, when the Zapruder film and his testimony hold disproof of the official assassination "solution," his film had been "forged"?

Would Zapruder's testimony have been unaltered, would he have been allowed to testify that through his telephoto lens he saw the President stuck before the Commission said that was possible?  That it was before Frame 185, when that was impossible from the sixth-floor window in which in the official account is where Oswald was?  With Zapruder's reaction to what he saw reflected in his film, as I reported in Whitewash, which dates to mid-February, 1965?  That would not have been "forged" out of it?

Especially when in the official story Oswald could not have shot at the President until Frame 210?

And Zapruder did say that the shots came from behind him, from the grassy knoll on the north side of Dealey Plaza.  That also refutes the official "solution."  But it was allowed to continue to exist, was not "forged" out.

Can it be believed, with refutations of the official "solution" existing in the Zapruder film, that it had been forged – and that after the forging what refutes the official story remained in it?

Can it be believed that any forgers were that ignorant, that careless?

That crazy?
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