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Chapter 6

Phil Willis, About Whom Twyman Did Know

Willis and that one particular picture he took presented the Commission with many problems it did not articulate but sought to work its way around.  One of those very serious problems is where Willis was when he took that particular picture.  Mislocating him by a very short distance made all the difference in the world.  As set forth in Whitewash II, without any complaint or contradiction from Commission assistant Wesley Liebeler, Liebeler went out of his way to see to it that in his testimony Willis did not locate himself with the necessary precision.

I was able to do that, locate precisely where Willis was when he took that picture, from what Liebeler and all on the Commission had and did not use: it is shown in that Zapruder Frame 202.

Twyman also had it and did not use it.  And Twyman has not a word about Willis in his text of so many hundreds of pages!  What is referred to is Life magazine:

In the November 29 issue, the upper left‑hand picture on page 23 shows but a single motorcycle policeman, riding in advance of the motorcade, which is not yet visible to the camera.  These pictures are black and white.  There can be no ''upper left​-hand corner'' pictures [to which Liebeler referred] in the October 2, 1964, issue, beginning on page 43, for these pictures, which are in color, are each a half​ page in size.  Scholars and investigators of the future will have difficulty following Willis' testimony unless they know of this additional special issue of Life.

Liebeler's next question was, ''You are the individual who stands almost directly behind the first motorcycle policeman in that picture, and you are shown with a camera?''  Willis replied, ''With my camera raised; yes, sir.  The little girl in the red dress and white scarf is my daughter.''  ''The farthest person to the right in the back of that picture?''  Liebeler asked, and Willis concurred, ''The farthest person in that picture.''

This is also the upper of the two pictures, in color, on page 43 of the October 2, 1964, issue of Life.  But unlike the version in the ''Memorial'' edition, it is uncropped.

In this photograph, standing almost at the curb, almost behind and slightly to the right of the motorcycle policeman most to the right as one looks at it, is a man with a camera ''raised'', as Willis put it, to the eye.  It is possible to position this man in a simple description with respect to the paved and sodded area of the Plaza, with respect to the shadow of a tree, to shrubs and other fixed objects.  That Liebeler did not do so can mean only that he did not want to.  Yet other witnesses were given an aerial view of the Plaza on which to mark where they stood. Liebeler himself did this with James W. Altgens, using Exhibit 354 (7H517).  It would have been even more helpful had he, with the aid of the pictures in his possession, arranged for Willis to mark his position on the chart that was used in Shaneyfelt Exhibit 25.

Willis is a trifle to the left of center in this picture, from Zapruder's position.  The back of the road sign that plays such a crucial role in the reconstruction of the crime and that for 20 frames blocked view of the President to the camera lens takes up a little more than half of the bottom of this picture, from right to left, and extends upward into it for less than half of the frame.  If a line is projected upward from the left edge of this sign, the edge toward the center of the picture, the side of Willis' body toward it clears this line on the left.  And on the grass of the Plaza, standing on the edge of the shadow cast by the tree, visible to Zapruder's lens over top of the sign, is a little girl dressed In a red dress and white cost and scarf, just as Willis testified.

In this picture, the President's car has already begun to pass behind the sign.  The President is visible, looking sharply to his right, his face largely obstructed by his raised right hand.

Liebeler was not concerned with identifying which frame of the Zapruder film he was discussing (it is about Frame 182 or 183) -‑ or even noting in the record that this picture is one of the Zapruder frames.

The exact position of Willis' camera is essential in any, really meaningful reconstruction of the crime.  It is, in fact, essential to an understanding of it.  This also is not an accidental omission, not an oversight.  Were it, it would still not be excusable.

Next, Liebeler asked Willis if he had remained "at that particular spot the entire time."

Willis replied that he had taken a picture "just seconds before the first shot was fired'' and ''then I started down the street, and the regular weekly edition of Life magazine came out and shows me in about three different pictures going down the street (Elm).  Then my next shot was taken at the very -‑ in fact, the shot caused me to squeeze the camera shutter, and I got a picture of the President as he was hit with the first shot.  So instantaneous, in fact, that the crowd hadn't had time to react.''

Instead of going into this interesting and significant testimony, Liebeler began asking about Willis' pictures.  His oversight, if that is what it was, should be corrected, at least here.

These Life pictures are also, in fact, from the Zapruder film.  Hence, at readily identifiable frame numbers, Willis' position -‑ his exact position at every moment -‑ could have been -‑ and still can be -‑ identified precisely and irrefutably.  Willis was referring to the three pictures at the top of page 24 of the November 29, 1963, issue.  All are prior to Frame 171.  Properly, had this been his interest, Liebeler would have shown Willis Exhibit 885 (18H l‑80).  That he did not again is no accident, for these pictures reproduced in Life and in the possession of the Commission are not included in Exhibit 885.  That exhibit begins with Frame 171.  Thus the official evidence, as reproduced in the vastness of the Commission's 26 large and padded appended volumes, does not include the photographs by which Willis' position at every moment can be determined.  Should investigators of the future seek to do this they can, of course, consult Life magazine.  But on the movie film the frame numbers are not given.  Also, without the frame numbers, it is not possible to compute accurately the lapse of time.  And the time lapse is quintessential.  But why should researchers have to go outside the Commission's record for its evidence?

Nor do these pictures show Willis here ''going down the street''.  Rather do they show him stepping backwards, out of the street.

Although the error is small, from his own testimony Willis did not get ''a picture of the President as he was hit with the first shot."  It was the shot that caused Willis involuntarily to snap this picture.  His reaction may be presumed to have been fast, but there is still, no matter how small, an error; and the accumulation of such errors is significant when translated onto a movie film in which only a second is represented by 18 different pictures, especially when the location of the President's car at each split second is so crucial to understanding of the crime, interpretation of the film and any possible reconstruction or solution.

That ''the crowd hadn't had time to react'' may have impressed Willis, as a shocked observer of the tragic events, but it is not a meaningful illumination of his evidence and should not have remained uncorrected in the record.  It was some time later before those not taking pictures did react, including even the President's Secret Service escort.  The important part of Willis' testimony here is that the shot caused his involuntary picture‑taking, and that Liebeler sublimated ‑- again, not by accident. . . . (Whitewash II, page 143-144).

It is now necessary to do what it was Liebeler's job to do, but what he had not done: make sense out of Willis' quite significant testimony, and to separate from the fact the influence of his emotions, the tensions of the witness chair, and the national brainwashing campaign.  Let us begin by doing for Liebeler [and for Twyman] the impossible that he had demanded of Willis.  The Life picture marked "2'' Is actually Frame 232 of the Zapruder film (18H29).  It shows essentially what is shown in Frame 225, the first one in which the President is not obstructed from Zapruder's lens by the road sign, with this significant difference: the sign has already retreated from the view of the lens focused on the advancing car.  In Frame 232, the one Life elected to use for journalistic reasons, the President's head is also turned more to the front than in Frame 225.  In both frames, Mrs. Kennedy has already turned her head sharply to her right, to look at the President.

But in Willis' fifth picture, confusingly called ''Hudson Exhibit No. 1'' by Liebeler when he had in his possession and subsequently introduced into the record a set of Willis' slides and prints, the President -‑ after he had been shot -‑ was still looking sharply to his right.  Therefore, some time had elapsed between the time Willis snapped his fifth picture and the first time the President was visible to the Zapruder camera as he emerged from behind the road sign.

In his testimony Willis emphasized this from his own observations as well as by his pictures, both the fourth and fifth of which show it -‑ that the President ''is facing the outside of the street."  He made an utterly destructive observation when he swore that as the President approached the sign ''in this film he has already grabbed his throat."

In short, what Willis testified to that the Commission could not abide is that the President was shot before he was hidden from Zapruder's camera by the road sign.  This being true, the entire Report collapses, for it is the Commission's thesis that the President was shot while he was behind this sign, from Zapruder's position, and not before Frame 210 (when the President would have been obstructed from the view of an assassin in the sixth‑floor window); and that his reaction was ''barely apparent'' in Frame 225.  As we shall see with the final unsnarling of the confusion and obfuscations with which the government deliberately entrapped the photographic evidence, the President was shot earlier than the Report says.

Next, the question of where Willis was standing when he took what picture had to be addressed, at least slightly, and that is all the addressing it got, here and elsewhere.  Willis said he took his fourth picture from where he was shown in the Life ''Me​morial'' edition picture numbered "1," or approximately Frame 182 of 183 of the Zapruder film.  Further befuddling the record, Liebeler did not ask Willis, ''Where were you standing when you took your fifth picture,'' preferring instead a vague formulation of a question about movement, ''Did you move down the street or were you standing in the same place, or do you remember?'' (7H494)

As Liebeler certainly knew, with Willis having spoken to both the Secret Service and the FBI prior to his testimony and with the Zapruder pictures before him, there was no doubt in his mind about where he stood when he shot his fifth picture.  No honorable purpose was served by this three‑part question concluding with the inference that Willis might not remember and the middle part of which was, ''were you standing in the same place?'' as for the fourth picture.  In order to respond to this, Willis perforce began his answer with, ''No, sir,'' for he was not in exactly the same position, as the Zapruder film proves.  And he amplified his response by stating that he had indeed moved.  Recall, however, that he had not been asked if he knew where he was standing when he took his fifth picture.  Following this response and without justification, Liebeler said, ''So you are not able to tell us exactly where you were when you took'' the fifth picture, to which he added a vague description of where, in fact, Willis was, ''a little bit further on down Elm Street, still on the grassy area described by Elm and Main Street; is that correct?''

Again Willis responded by addressing himself to the last part of Liebeler's shifty question by saying, ''Yes, air,'' for he was ''on the grassy area described by Elm and Main Street,'' which includes a large area, that entire corner of Dealey Plaza.

Despite the cunning police‑court skills successfully employed by Liebeler, hardly appropriate to an investigation of the assassination of an American president, Willis continued his answer in a way that denied Liebeler the opportunity of saying in the Report that Willis did not know where he was standing when he took the picture.  He could ''verify'' his position, Willis said, from the Life picture marked "2', where ''there is a tree in the background.  The only tree in that immediate vicinity on that side of the street.  And the shadow of that tree is shown in slide No. 5 that I took, which would show my position.''

Foiled but determined to avoid to the degree possible any precise positioning of Willis' camera at the time the fifth picture was taken, Liebeler said, ''Yes. I see you would have to study just from where the sun was coming, but it could be determined where you were standing, and we could also apparently determine it by lining it up with across the street?'' . . . (Whitewash II, 147-148).

Unhelpfully helpful Willis who, as a patriotic citizen, wanted to give the Commission all the help he could, responded to Liebeler's statement thus:

Off the record. Let me say this. You see in No. 1 shot where I am shown, you can see this shadow on the ground from this tree.  This little bush -‑ there is the shadow from the tree.  This tree is on the ground, so if you look in my picture here, you can see the shadow in that picture.  So you see that I did move down approximately this far. (7H495)

Liebeler was not interested in how far ''this far'' was, and he asked for no meaningful interpretation of ''this far'' for the record.  Frustrated, he contented himself with ''All right'' and exercised the option of the unopposed and unchecked lawyer by again changing the subject.

Regardless of what Liebeler may or may not have wanted the record to show to the members of the Commission and in history, there need be no doubt in the mind of the reader where Willis was standing, for it is imperishably preserved by Zapruder's film, as Liebeler knew only too well.  Those few who have the 26 volumes of testimony and exhibits available need only turn to Volume 18 where, beginning with Frame 199 on page 15, Willis is clearly visible standing entirely in the sun on the eastern edge of the shadow of this tree.  He remains visible through Frame 206, the last in which he appears in the main section of the film.

Perhaps even this indefinite positioning of Willis camera was too precise for the Commission's staff.  Whatever the reason, the record rested this way, from Willis July 22 testimony until 10:45 a.m. September 1, 1964, when Shaneyfelt gave testimony to Assistant Counsel Norman Redlich in the Commission's offices at 200 Maryland Avenue, NE, Washington, D. C. (15H686‑702; see also [Chapter 15] ''The Word Is Given'').  This testimony, according to the Report, does not exist, for it is not included in the index of testimony (R496).

This testimony and its purpose are fully discussed in Whitewash (pp. 46‑7).  Shaneyfelt had prepared for the Commission a chart, identified as ''Shaneyfelt Exhibit No. 25'' (Whitewash, second printing, 209).  On it the FBI's photographic expert presented to the Commission (but 25 days before the entire 900‑page Report was written, printed and handed to the President) a visual representation of the positions of Zapruder and Willis at the time the President received his first wound.  As the basis for the expert opinion Shaneyfelt was to give, Redlich, with something less than the maximum in precision, represented Willis as having testified that ''he took this photograph almost at the instant that the President was hit.'  As we have seen, the picture was taken after the President was hit, but the error was in the direction desired by the authors of the Report.  It was all window dressing anyway, for Shaneyfelt's chart had been prepared in advance of his testimony.  His method of positioning Willis matched Redlich's in its avoidance of the precision made possible by the law, the laboratory and the pictures.  He had, he testified, merely written Willis and asked Willis to write a letter stating where he had been standing!

Thus was Liebeler's ''failure'' adjusted.  Thus was it possible for the staff to place Willis where it wanted him placed.  Not that even at the too‑late date of Shaneyfelt's testimony he could not have been pinpoint‑precise ''by reference to two fixed points in the background'' of Willis' picture.  He just was not.  Shaneyfelt agreed with Redlich's description of this new concept in law, the collection of ''evidence'' by U.S. mail rather than testimony, as ''reasonably accurate''.  And thus were the taxpayers saved the wear end tear on the facilities of the FBI laboratories, which, of course, had to be saved for such indispensable examinations as that of Oswald's pubic hair; and thus was conserved the time of the FBI expert, who really had to work hard on his chart to make it say what it said, as we shall in due time see.  Only the solution of the crime and the cause of truth and justice suffered, besides Oswald. But what did that matter? He was already dead.

These exercises in photographic, legal and linguistic legerdemain were not without point.  They are the basis for a knowingly false Report which they made possible.  With Willis properly and accurately located and without the manipulation of testimony and other evidence this Report could not have been written.  No one would have dared! (Whitewash II, page 148-149).

During the course of the delayed Shaneyfelt testimony about his making the poster that is Shaneyfelt Exhibit 25 in the Commission's record (and that testimony was less than a month before the completed nine, hundred page Report was handed to the President), he perpetuated for the Commission the lies that they had reasonably approximated the position from which Willis took his fifth picture and that the "exact" position "would not add a great deal of additional accuracy to my present conclusions.''  In this Shaneyfelt was saying what the Commission wanted but what also was a significant lie because he was the photographic expert and it is reasonable to believe that was obvious to one who is not a photographic expert is also at the least as obvious to the FBI lab's  photographic expert.

Shaneyfelt's testimony was also inaccurate in other respects:

Exhibit 885 does not show "the frames of the Zapruder film after the President's automobile turns left", nor does the album, nor do the color slides in the official archive.  They include only Frames 171‑334, and not all of those.  The reason was hardly economy.  Nor could it have been space, for some of the appended volumes have 200 fewer pages than others.

Mr. Redlich.  During the course of its investigation, the Commission received a series of slides taken by a Mr. Willis.  These slides show various pictures of the motorcade and have, in a  deposition of Mr. Willis, been identified by him as having been taken on November 22, 1963.  Have you examined these slides, Mr. Shaneyfelt?

Mr. Shaneyfelt.  Yes; I have.

Mr. Redlich.  And of these slides, does any one appear to be a slide taken at the time of the actual shooting?

Mr. Shaneyfelt.  Yes; in the vicinity of that period of time.

Mr. Redlich.  That slide has been processed by your laboratory and appears, does it not, in an exhibit which has been designated as Shaneyfelt Exhibit No. 25?

Mr. Shaneyfelt. That is correct.

(Shaneyfelt Exhibit No. 25 was marked and introduced.) (5H695‑6)

(Actually, this picture is the top half of the exhibit only.  The bottom half is a photograph of a chart.  The Willis fifth picture is "A", the chart "B".  See Whitewash, second printing, 209)

Mr. Shaneyfelt.  . . .  In order to relate the photograph A of Shaneyfelt Exhibit No. 25 to the specific frames in the Zapruder motion picture film, I first determined from correspondences, that Mr. Willis was standing along the south curb of Elm Street, approximately opposite the Texas School Book Depository Building.  By looking at the photograph A, I find that from the camera angle of Mr. Willis a line drawn from Mr. Willis to Mr. Zapruder would go just to the right of the Stemmons Freeway sign which is point 3 in photograph A.  I drew a line from Mr. Zapruder's position with lavender pencil just past the freeway sign which is position 3 on Photograph B over to the general area of the side of Elm Street where Mr. Willis is reported to have, taken his pictures (15H696) . . . .

Mr. Shnneyfelt.  . . . Based on this, it is my opinion that photograph A of Shaneyfelt Exhibit No. 25 was taken in the vicinity of the time that frame 210 of the Zapruder picture was taken.  This is not an accurate determination because the exact location of Mr. Willis is unknown.  This would allow for some variation, but the time of the photograph A, as related to the Zapruder picture, would be generally during the period that the President was behind the signboard in the Zapruder films, which covers a range from around frame 205 to frame 225 (15H697).

Mr. Redlich.  Returning for just a moment to Mr. Willis' location, would it not have been possible for you to fix his exact location by reference to two different fixed points in the background at different points in this picture?

Mr. Shaneyfelt.  Yes; it would be possible having Mr. Willis' camera, to fix his location with some degree of accuracy by using it at the specific location in Dallas, and relating various objects in the photograph to their location as they appear in photograph A of Exhibit No. 25.

Mr. Redlich.  You are reasonably satisfied, however, that the technique that you have used to fix his location is a reasonably accurate one upon which you can base the conclusions which you have stated today?

Mr. Shaneyfelt.  Yes, yes.  I feel that the exact establishing of the position of Mr. Willis would not add a great deal of additional accuracy to my present conclusions (15H697).

This Shaneyfelt opinion, that the accuracy of his conclusions would be unaffected by greater precision, was not intended as a witticism.

With the information we now have, we can proceed to a proper reconstruction, which means a total destruction of the flimsy threads the authors were able to loom into the fabric of the Report only because there was no one to test it (Whitewash II, pages 182-183).

That proper reconstruction followed in Whitewash II, as in shortened form it does here.  But it should be kept in mind that in terms of the official "solution" to that most subversive, of crimes in our society, the assassination of a President, which is a de facto coup d'etat, no more important a lie could be told by an FBI photographic expert than that "the exact location of Mr. Willis is unknown" at the time he took his fifth picture.  It was established with complete, precision and. unquestionable accuracy by what Shaneyfelt should have testified to about the Zapruder film and he did not testify to.

This is only part of the Shaneyfelt story, of the Shaneyfelt of whom that greatest of investigative geniuses, Twyman says about himself is believed, did not say a word.  But then, in Twyman's defense, it should be remembered that he had only nine hundred and twenty‑five pages and that was hardly space enough for what he made up and what he used of what others made up.

Likewise with all the assassination trash and all that has no rational relationship to the assassination that Twyman has in his bibliography of nine pages of small type, he has no time for understanding and or for just listing Whitewash and Whitewash II.

The details continue a few chapters later by referring back to Shaneyfelt's testimony that his locating. of Willis was "reasonably accurate" and that "The exact establishment of the position of Willis would not add a great deal of additional accuracy."  This is propaganda, not testimony, and it states what is false, that Willis position had been established with "reasonable accuracy."  Saying he was in Dealey Plaza met that description, which is part of a very big lie without which that Report could not have been issued.

Whitewash II continues, speaking of Shaneyfelt:

He is wrong on both counts.

His method was inexact and met none of the requirements, all of which it had already been within the power of the Commission to meet.  Failure to have Willis locate himself on a map or chart during his testimony, as discussed in the chapter, "Willis by Another Name'', cannot be considered an oversight.  It is too great a departure from the norms of the law and accepted practice.  Shaneyfelt could and should have been present during Willis' testimony.  With that testimony and the existing photographic record, Zapruder's and his own, positioning Willis would have been exact and dependable.

Failure to do this, to comply with what is normal and in such proceedings a necessity, leads to the suspicion another purpose was served and intended by flexibility in locating Willis.

An exact position, not just an approximation, is required for the extraction of the meaning from Willis' fifth picture.  It dovetails with Zapruder's movies, as does Altgens' photograph.  The President had been shot by the time Willis took his picture.  Shaneyfelt said it coincided with about Frame 210, was after Frame 205 and before Frame 225.  If, in fact, the Willis picture was taken prior to Frame 210 ‑- even if it coincides with non‑existent 209 -‑ the entire Report is ruined for the President could not have been shot before Frame 210, according to the Report, from that sixth‑floor window . . . (Whitewash II, page 195).

Shaneyfelt Exhibit 25 places Willis about eight feet into the Plaza.  Without a scale it is impossible to be certain.  The plat is so small it might not be possible even with a scale.  Regardless of scale or the exact distance away from the curb, this representation is wrong and Shaneyfelt knew it to be wrong.  In his explanation of his own exhibit, he testified, ''Mr. Willis was standing along the south curb of Elm Street" (15H696).  The picture referred to above, which is about Zapruder's Frame 183, clearly shows Willis with his camera to his eye, standing in the sodless area, entirely in the sun and on the eastern edge of the tree's shadow.  Willis is visible in the main section of the Zapruder film through Frame 206.  He is at the curb line.  Some of the frames are indistinct, but they appear to show Willis' camera at his eye in Frame 199.  It remains there and he does not move until Frame 202, when he takes a forward step.  By Frame 204 the camera seems to be down from his eye. . . .

The step after a short period of immobility and the camera removed from his eye indicate he took a picture. . . .

The effect of placing Willis too far to the south is to represent his position, as measured by the view in his camera, too far to the west.  This means to indicate a higher than correct number in the Zapruder frames.  Placing him too far to the west along the curb line has the same result, though it be only very slightly to the west of where he actually stood when he photographed . . . (Whitewash II, page 196).
It would seem that the single line [in Shaneyfelt Exhibit 25] represents the views of both cameramen.  Unless the line from Zapruder to Willis relates to what was in Zapruder's lens at the time just after the Presi​dent was shot, the purpose of the entire chart, it serves no pur​pose.  Then Willis might be in whatever Zapruder frame shows the President immediately after the first shot was fired, the shot that triggered Willis' involuntary reaction.

This reaction is confirmed by his fifth picture.  He had not had time to aim and set the camera properly.  The President is well to the left of center, not in the center, as any photog​rapher would have intended.  The color is off, indicating improper exposure. . . . (Whitewash II page 197).

Private communications with Willis seem to indicate he may have been more to the east, hence, toward a lower Zapruder frame number, than Shaneyfelt placed him.  It is certain that the fur​ther west Willis was placed, the more consistent with the theory ‑- and that is all it is -‑ that the President was not struck be​fore Frame 210.

There is also testimony bearing on when the President was struck, what witnesses saw, and what the President and his wife did.

At 2:20 p.m. April 8, 1964, S. M. Holland, signal supervisor for the Union Terminal Railroad, gave a deposition to Assistant Counsel Samuel A. Stern (6H239‑48). Holland is one of those who reported seeing a puff of smoke on the grassy knoll coinciding with a shot.  He placed it ''6 or 8 feet right out from under those trees'' (6H243‑4).  He was looking right at the Kennedys when the shots were fired.  Mrs. Kennedy, he testified, was looking to the south but after the first shot ''turned around facing the President'' when she ''realized what was happening'' (6H243).

Holland also testified at the time of the first shot the President was waving to the crowd with his right hand and that he saw President Kennedy's reaction to the first shot before Mrs. Ken​nedy reacted.  Mrs. Kennedy, he testified, ''was still looking off'' to the south, at some girls.  But President Kennedy, he said, stopped in the middle of a wave and "pulled forward and his hand just stood like that momentarily' . . . ' (6H243) (Whitewash II, page 197).

. . . Actually, all Shaneyfelt sought to do was two things: make it seem that the President could not have been shot before Frame 210, when Oswald could not have done it, and was hit while hidden from Zapruder's lens by the road sign.

Had he begun right under the arrow pointing at the Presi​dent's head on the picture in his exhibit and projected it directly at Zapruder's camera, he would have found this line passes right across the sign where the easternmost of its supporting posts meets it at the top.  Had he then thumbed through his album of Zapruder films, he would have found that the frame in which the President is in this position is 202.

Had he then examined almost any of the variously altered prints of Willis 5, he would have found that from Willis' lens to Zapruder's, almost exactly in the center of the picture, is an identifiable object.  It is the left shoulder of Secret Service Agent Clint Hill standing toward the front on the left running board of the follow-up car.  Referring again to Frame 202, he would have found that Clint Hill's shoulder is in it and in the right place, on the line between Zapruder and Willis.

Thus he would have proved that the President was not shot at or after Frame 210, but prior to Frame 202, at a time when the shot could not have come from the window in which the Commission alleged but never proved Oswald was.

This is the meaning of Zapruder's cut‑off testimony which led to the conclusion in Whitewash (p. 47) that the President had to have been struck by the first bullet prior to Frame 205 and probably just before Frame 190.  Zapruder, captive of his emotions, testified that as the President's car reached a certain spot, one of the "heres'' Liebeler was not anxious to get identified in the record, "I heard the first shot and I saw the President lean over and grab himself . . . (7H571).  Zapruder could not have seen the President grab for his neck while the sign was between them.  The clue at the other end (Whitewash p. 47) is where the film ''suddenly becomes fuzzy''.  With a telephoto lens, the slightest unsteadiness triggered by Zapruder's emotions, the slightest tremor, would cause this . . . (Whitewash II, p. 201).

There is more that is relevant that I published in 1965 and 1966 but it, here and now, for our immediate purposes, is not necessary.  The point of the omnipresent and deliberate official dishonesty has been made.  It is made to make the additional point that nobody is crazy enough to doctor a film, or as Twyman prefers, to "forge" it, and wind up with what defeats the purpose of the alleged "forging," winds up with what disproves the Warren Report that alleged "forging" was to validate rather than refute.

And as we have seen, the Zapruder film does disprove the Report, as his testimony also did.
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