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Chapter 2

Getting "Lost In The Spider Web Of The Unknown
Furiati titled her first chapter "Into the Spider Web of the Unknown" (pages 5-11).  She begins it crediting Oliver Stone with turning her on.  Her first words are:

Rain was falling in Rio de Janeiro and I stood perplexed in the doorway of the Roxy Cinema.  I had just seen the movie "JFK" and I wondered why I, an ordinary Latin American, was so overwhelmed by those revelations; so many years of life and study have gone by, and yet it was as if I was encountering the story for the first time.

Sometimes life plays tricks on the generation of the 1970s, surprising us with some hidden reality. . . . Suddenly, a flash of memory brought me back to my childhood, to the emotion of that tense and solemn minute after the announcement of the assassination of President Kennedy.  Now I understand that the child I was somehow sensed that this moment was a very significant one for the destiny of our America.  It is the universe of that moment that I wish to relate to you.

Ever since then an X and a Y have been inside my head, making me dizzy and never leaving me be.  In Oliver Stone's film, the mysterious character X provided a clue: the case of the death of JFK was related to General Y and to the center of dirty work at the pentagon.  Black deeds in the sense of the comment made by New Orleans District Attorney Jim Garrison to his team: "White is black and black is white."  The men in the white bull's eye were the targets of the black operations.  Then there was David Ferrie, the pilot who aided in the training of Cuban counterrevolutionaries, who insinuated in a rage one night that the people who killed K were the same ones who wanted to kill FC.  An equation was being prepared like in the good old days of an algebra class.  All that was missing was the Z (pages 5-6).

This is Furiati's self-characterization of her book.  It is an unintendedly clear statement of what the book is going to be and is.  She combined myth and nonfact.

And it does carry me back: to before Stone's movie appeared.

He had announced that his movie would not be fiction but; would tell the people who killed their President, why and how, and that he was going to do this based on Jim Garrison's book and that of Jim Marrs.  The Garrison book Stone referred to was titled On the Trail of the Assassins (Sheridan Square).  That is the one trail Garrison never took.  I was there. I knew.

But he did love to quote Alice in Wonderland.  Trouble was he did not just quote it – he lived it.  In what was referred to as his "probe," up was down; in was out; and black was white.)  The Marrs book, titled Crossfire (Carroll & Graf, 1989) is an incompetent , inadequate, confused and confusing cataloguing of the many theories of the assassination and well-intended Marrs could not even get them straight!

I am among those who began believing Garrison.  My judgement was flawed because I knew he was a plagiarist at the very beginning.  Perhaps it was that I hoped he was right and straight and that he would get a conviction in the case he took to court, against Clay Shaw, who managed the International Trade Mart in New Orleans, a man whose writing was good enough for one of his plays to make a successful movie.

When Stone announced that he was going to make a movie he said it would not be fiction and would do that based on two works of fiction against both more and more serious criticism can be laid), I wrote Stone at great length and told him why what he announced would not be possible.  I had assumed that he really intended to make a nonfiction movie but when he did not respond after two months I knew otherwise.  So, I gave George Lardner, of The Washington Post, access to the records about which I had written Stone.

Stone, of course, had the right to make whatever kind of movie he wanted and to say whatever he wanted to say.  However, I believed he did not have the right to deceive and mislead the people about this great tragedy in their history.  I gave Lardner those records to make a record of the fact that the Stone movie would not be non-fiction, would not, as he had promised, tell the people who killed their President, why and how.

Lardner, the Post's in-house expert on the assassination, is one of those who, as soon as Garrison's efforts were public, spotted the plagiarism.  I used part of what Lardner wrote in the Post on the back cover of Photographic Whitewash:

The scenario guiding New Orleans District Attorney Jim Garrison in his investigation of President Kennedy's assassination can be glimpsed in any bookstore.

The investigation is Garrison's, but the script apparently started with Harold Weisberg, former Senate investigator and author of "Whitewash," a paperback attack on the warren Report.

Lardner was not alone in his observation.  This is how the prestigious Times of London used from its Washington correspondent begins:

One mystery of the rather mystifying investigation of the Kennedy assassination now being conducted by Mr. Jim Garrison, the Attorney General of New Orleans, has been cleared up.  The source of much of his information is Mr. Harold Weisberg, the author of Whitewash: Report on the Warren Commission.

What Garrison alleged began with the Warren Commission testimony of jive-talking New Orleans lawyer, Dean Andrews.  Andrews told me that several months before word of Garrison's "investigation" became public he had gone to Andrew's office and told him that it all started with what I had written about Andrews and his Warren Commission testimony in Whitewash.  Andrews also told me that Garrison gave him a copy of Whitewash and told him to read what I had written about him and his testimony.

Andrews testified that a man who used the name "Clay Bertrand" had asked him to represent Oswald.  Garrison decided that Clay Shaw was Clay Bertrand and that was the basis of the case he claimed to have.

From time to time Garrison told the media what was preposterous, even impossible.  When I chided him for that, he said what I believed but should not have, that he was fighting fire with fire, that the government was giving him trouble and he was paying it back.  Having experienced some of that trouble I did believe him – longer than I should have.

My work in New Orleans was independent of him.  I had no interest in Clay Shaw.  I spent my time there trying to learn what I could about Lee Harvey Oswald.  It should have alerted me when Garrison had no interest in what was new that I did develop.

Toward the end of 1968, just before leaving to return home after a month of travel on work, I learned that Garrison planned to mark the fifth assassination anniversary by charging two men with being the actual assassins on that Dallas "grassy knoll."  His chief investigator, Louis Ivon, and the most junior assistant district attorney who Garrison had spent most time with him, Andrew (Moo) Sciambra, asked my help in preventing what they and others on Garrison's staff had not been able to talk him out of.  They promised me full help, they were as good as their word.  By the time I finished the report I gave Sciambra I had male it impossible for Garrison to charge Edgar Eugene Bradley and Robert Lee Perrin with being those "grassy knoll" assassins.  The Garrison "evidence" that Bradley was an assassin was his misidentification of Bradley as one of those "tramps" in the Dallas news pictures taken some time after the assassination.  Perrin had killed himself, in New Orleans, to Garrison's knowledge, in 1962, the year before the assassination Garrison was going to attribute to him.

I have written about this in greater length elsewhere and merely mention it here to make clear that what I sent Stone, with some proof and the offer of more if he wanted more, as he did not, reflected the real Garrison.

The real Garrison who, knowing that Perrin had killed himself in 1962, made up the story that those conspirators, working that far in advance, killed an unknown Venezuelan seaman and buried him under Perrin's name.  While he was making it up, he made up a career for Perrin.  He said that Perrin prospered as a free-lance writer who used the name Starr.

As white is black and up is down, as in is out, with Garrison the unreal is the real.

What is surprising is that the decision of the jury in the Garrison case against Shaw was ignored by almost everyone who, like Furiati, got turned on about that assassination.  That jury believed there had been a conspiracy, but it found Shaw not guilty in less than an hour.  That is how little of a case Garrison had.

Stone also knew that Garrison was capable of gross dishonesty.  He had the truth about the affair referred to above, the aborting of the Garrison intention to charge Bradley and Perrin as the actual assassins.  That truth is not recognizable in the Garrison book Stone was using for his movie.  Yet it did not discourage his use of that book or his boasting that his movie would be the true history of the assassination when based on it.

What Furiati did know is that the jury voted not guilty in less than an hour and get, in her own words, she was "overwhelmed by these revelations" in the Stone movie.  It was, she said, "as if I was encountering; the story for the first time."

After seeing that movie, a "flash of memory brought me back to my childhood," she writes.  She adds, "Now I understand that the child I was somehow sensed that the moment was a very significant one . . . "

Who did not "sense" that when it happened?

And ever since then.

Everyone should have and just about everyone did.

From her book it is true that there has been "inside my head, making me dizzy and never leaving me be," what she found in Stone's movie, what she attributes to Garrison.

The movie does have "the mysterious character X," but he was not from the Pentagon.  He was from Garrison's uninhibited imagination.

And that gifted imagination changed with Stone's desire for change.

In the Garrison version, which I heard from him early on, that "Mister X" was an emissary from the Johnson administration.  Johnson had sent him to offer Garrison a federal judgeship if he would forget the Shaw case.  Garrison's staff was well aware of this fiction and they laughed about it when he was not with them.

Stone preferred that(the non-existing) "Mister X" be from the Pentagon, so he made that change in the Garrison invention.  Then, when it suited him for his purpose, Stone "identified" the non-existent "Mister X" as Leroy Fletcher Prouty, a retired Air Force colonel who had spent years with the Joint Chiefs of Staff in the Pentagon.

("Fletch," as he is called, is my friend.  He really believes what Stone told him, that because he went to see Garrison, he, Fletch, is the mystery man, "Mister X.")

That Mr. X fabrication of Garrison's did not get any attention before the movie but enough of his insane claims were public and were proven to be untrue.  Boechat bragged Furiati up over her researches, as he represented them, anyway.  He said that she had "stored in computer hundreds or reports published in newspaper and magazine features . . ."

What got much attention and Furiati should have had in her computer was the absolute insanity displayed by Garrison about two months after I'd made it impossible for him to charge the irrelevant Edgar Eugene Bradley and Robert Lee Perrin, who had been dead more than a year, with being the actual assassins.  Garrison had filed suit in Washington to have some of the assassination evidence shown to the Shaw jury.  I was involved in that lawsuit as the subject-matter expert for Garrison.  (I wanted very much for the case to go to trial and to a jury.)

What I was able to put together for Garrison's forensic expert witness from the government's own records was enough.  Garrison won.  The judge ordered that the government take that assassination evidence, including the Oswald rifle and the President's clothing, down to New Orleans and let that Jury examine it when the time came.

The government expected to lose that case.  Its lawyers went to court with their appeal prepared.  I followed them to where they filed their appeal and then I left to drive home.  I kept my car radio tuned to the Washington all-news station and as soon as I turned the ignition switch there came the CBS 3 o'clock news.

With the first item on it Garrison's announcement that he was withdrawing from the case he had just won!

His reason?  He described his own case, the one he filed, -- and won – as a CIA plot to ruin him!

But, after this of many available illustrations, can anything that Garrison said be taken at face-value?  Without ample confirmation?

Can anything crazier be imagined?  Yet it is the truth, the grim, irrational fact.  Garrison actually denounced and abandoned the case he filed and won was a CIA plot to ruin him!

Furiati treats everything Garrison said as unquestionable fact.

With the erudite, sophisticated Garrison white was indeed black!

If Furiati did not have that in her computer, what she had in it she put there selectively, keeping out of it what was not in accord with what she wanted to believe and wanted others to believe.

Furiati refers to David Ferrie as "the pilot who aided in the training of Cuban counter-revolutionaries."  The only "training" that Ferrie engaged in was when he was active in the Civil Air Patrol (CAP).

Teen-age "counter-revolutionaries" from the New Orleans area schools to whom Ferrie "insinuated in a rage" that Castro should be killed as JFK was?

If as he was not, Ferrie was engaged in "training" any "Cuban counter-revolutionaries" after Kennedy was killed, can he have been crazy enough to point his own finger at himself, set himself up for arrest as an assassin?

Those Kids were not "Cuban counter-revolutionaries" and there is no record of Ferrie engaging in any "training" other than when he was in the CAB, and he was not training those kids to fly to Havana and knock Castro off!

There was not other "training" of "counter-revolutionaries in New Orleans or in that area, despite the many stories to the contrary.

As I was the one who brought Andrews to light, I am the one who brought Ferrie to light.  But without at all the myths that have since been made up about him.

The last part of the Furiati sentence quoted in part above is that Ferrie "insinuated in a rage one night that the people who killed K [sic, meaning Kennedy] were the same ones who wanted to kill FC," which seems to stand for Fidel Castro.

There is no truth to this and I am responsible for what was true that was enlarged upon by others, here by Furiati.

There is an appropriate point to note that Furiati has no source notes, no end notes, and she provides no way for the reader to know what source she uses -- if there is a real source – as for this there cannot be.

Ferrie was an extremist of the far extreme of the political right.  The year before it happened, when he was addressing a conservative audience, Ferrie said that Kennedy deserved to be killed for all he did that to Ferrie was so wrong.  I published that in 1967, in my Oswald in New Orleans.  My source was the newspaper I cited.  A real source.

There is no source for what Furiati writes.  If she did not make it up, the source she does not cite did.

After fooling around a bit more with her imagined Xs and Ys (on her way to Z,) Furiati says she did not read the official reports on the assassination until she was in Cuba and getting access to what its intelligence agency, known as Direction Générale de la  Securité Extérieure (DSE), had.  Those reports are of the Warren and Rockefeller (on the CIA)_ commissions and of the House assassins committee of the 1970s.  She says that "The Warren Commission began its investigations on December 9, 1963, after receiving five volumes of material prepared by the Federal Bureau of investigation (FBI)" (page 7).  That Commission began its work earlier, there were four volumes to that one FBI report, and it was not the first FBI report the Commission got.  In its records that report is Commission Document (CD) 1.

Furiati then says that "In spite of the portentous apparatus [sic] put together for the investigation, the Warren Commission Report was nothing more than an affirmation of the previous [sic] FBI report" (page 7), of which by December 9 the Commission had dozens and dozens.

What Furiati is talking about is the report the new President Lyndon B. Johnson, directed the FBI to make.  He gave that directive to FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover the night of the assassination. ·As Hoover himself boasted, he had, before then, entered the case illegally, when he had no jurisdiction, the assassination of a president then not being a federal crime.

From her referring to this one report as the, by then, only FBI report to the Commission, which is what she says when she refers to it as "the" previous FBI report, Furiati begins her own exposition of her own factual ignorance of what she writes about.

Whatever she may mean by "all the portentous apparatus put together for the investigation" of the Commission, none was.· It had only its staff of lawyers and their assistants.  It did not have a single investigator on its staff and it had no "apparatus" of any kind.  It could not even develop and print photographs.

As for the Commission's Report being "nothing more than an affirmation of the previous FBI report," that is an odd way of saying that with what is basic in a murder by gunshot, the shooting, the Commission and the FBI did not agree!

If the FBI's account of the shooting is credited, then the Commission was wrong and there was a conspiracy to kill the President.

The FBI report is not correct, however.  It also omits what the FBI knew very well.  There was a shot that "missed," the shot that was the Commission's "magic bullet" shot.

The truth is that the shooting and consequences get less attention than anything else in that FBI report.  These are only two mentions, and they are no more than bare mentions, in four fat volumes:

. . . three shots rang out.  Two bullets struck the President, and one wounded Governor Connally.  The President, who slumped forward in the car, was rushed to Parkland . . ."

And,

Medical examination of the President's body revealed that one of the bullets had entered just below his shoulder to the right of the spinal column at an angle of 45 to 60 degrees downward.  That there was no point of exit, and that the bullet was not found in the body.

I published these in facsimile in 1966, in Whitewash, on page 195.

What the Warren Report says in summary is that "President Kennedy was first struck by a bullet which entered at the back of his neck and exited through the lower front portion of his neck . . . struck a second time by a bullet which entered the right rear portion of his head, causing a massive and fatal head wound" (page 19).

Of the Governor's wounds it says that he "was struck by a bullet which entered on the right side of his back and traveled downward through the right part of his chest, exiting below his right nipple.  The bullet then passed through his right wrist and entered his left thigh where it caused a superficial wound" (page 19).

It is obvious that what is quoted from the Report's summary chapter is not "nothing more than affirmation of" that FBI report that, according to Furiati, was then the only FBI report the Commission had.
That FBI report makes no mention of what came to be known as "the magic bullet," the one that after allegedly inflicting two non-fatal wounds on the President, added five more wounds on Connally and from this history, like nothing in science or mythology, emerged with not a single visible scratch and virtually pristine.

All of this was public decades before the assassination by bit Furiati.

The Warren Report says nothing at all about; a bullet that disappeared in the President's body; nothing at all about it entering "below the shoulder;" nothing at all like "at an angle of 45 to 60 degrees downward."  That super-magical bullet could not have "entered just below the shoulder" when going 45 to 60 degrees downward," as the FBI report says, and then, as the Warren Report has it doing, "exited through the lower front portion of his neck," or actually going upward!

To Furiati this enormous difference "was nothing more than an affirmation" by the Commission of what she says the FBI said.

Furiati gives a meaning no dictionary gives them.

After making brief reference to the Senate's Church intelligence committee, Furiati continues to flaunt her ignorance.  She refers to what that committee did report, three assassination efforts  (there were more), of the Congo's Patrice Lumumba, of Dominican Republic's Rafael Leonidas Trujillo and of Fidel Castro.  Furiati says that what she refers to as the Church "commission" issued a report which "confirmed that since 1959 the CIA had organized plans to kill Fidel Castro, their efforts culminating a contract with the Mafia in the United States and three of its top gangsters," Santos Trafficante, John Rosselli and Sam Giancana (page 8).

There was no CIA "contract" with the United States or any other Mafia to assassinate Castro, and those efforts did not "culminate" in any such "contract," as Furiati says, in 1959.  Moreover, the CIA did not "organize" what "plans" there were by those three Mafia hoods to get Castro assassinated.

In August, 1960, which is not the same as in 1959, the CIA made an informal arrangement with those three, through a cutout, Robert Maheu, for them to get Castro assassinated by contacts the CIA believed they still had in Cuba.

Those CIA efforts did not end, which is what culminate means, means, with that 1960 Mafia business.  Nor did its efforts to have the Mafia kill Castro.

Utterly lost and making it up as she meanders through her first chapter, just before its end she writes:
Unknowns.  I was drawn as if by a magnet to a strange world, full of intrigue.  It was the first week of April 1992 when I heard the news that the FBI, under the pressure of public opinion provoked by the film "JFK," announced its willingness to reopen official proceedings on the assassination.  Days later the U.S. Congress decided not to release the documents locked away with seven keys since 1978.  Representative Stokes declared: "It doesn't matter what we release.  We will never stop the speculation."  Filmmaker Oliver Stone responded: "There can't be any evidence.  Nothing is in writing." If this is so, I asked myself, what new or compromising information could be inside these famous 848 boxes and thousands of papers that Representative Louis Stokes has been sitting on for years and which will only finally be opened in the year 2029.  The insistence on preserving the mystery only serves to reactivate suspicions (page 10).

To her, it was a "strange world" in which she was, as she demonstrates throughout the book and in this paragraph.

The FBI did not "announce" its "willingness to reopen official proceedings on the assassination."  The assassination was an open FBI case that it had never closed, as Director Hoover testified and I reported in Whitewash, the first book on the subject, quoting his Commission testimony (5H98-9).· In the FBI's file the assassination is still an open case.  The "main" file at FBI headquarters is 62-109060 and there are many open and active related files.

With the FBI never haring closed that case, it obviously could not "reopen" it, as Furiati says.

There was that "pressure" from "public opinion provoked by" the Oliver Stone movie, JFK.  Furiati's is a 1994 book.  That is two years after the time she is writing about, beginning "the first week of April l992."  That is when she says the FBI announced what it did not announce, her imagined "reopening" of the case it never closed.  It was right after that, according to Furiati, only "Days later," that "the U.S. Congress decided not to release the documents locked away with seven keys in 1978."

There were no such decision.

There were no such "seven keys."

Understanding regulations and having the intention of protecting the innocent, of all Congressional investigations that the committee did not make public are required not to be made public for fifty years.  This does protect the innocent from all the loose talk, particularly of those who do not like them, that reaches the Congress.

If Oliver Stone did use the words Furiati attributes to him, "There can't be any evidence.  Nothing  is in writing," it could not have been as she uses these words.  Stone was testifying on behalf of an Act that was passed by the Congress in 1992 to require that all government information relating to the assassination and its investigations be made public.  Many hundreds of thousands of pages have been transferred by government agencies to The National Archives under that law and are publicly available there.  Before Furiati's book was out the CIA alone had transferred at least a quarter of a million pages and they were accessible.

An Assassination Records Review Board was created by that law.  It was to locate and see to the making public of the assassination records of the various agencies and departments, and that has been happening ever since that law was passed in 1992 – two years before her book was published.

That can hardly be because "There can't be any evidence.  Nothing is in writing."  Which is what Furiati attributes to Oliver Stone.

The records of the Congress were included.  That is the opposite of what Furiati says.  We come to some of them.  Included in those disclosed records of the Congress is what, if she had an honest and informative book in mind, Furiati would have wanted it to have.  Would have wanted her readers to know.  Some relates to efforts to assassinate Castro and what she does not mention, efforts by Castro and Kennedy to patch things up, to edge toward ending the rift between the two countries.

Of course, if Cuban intelligence did have copies and did not let Furiati see them or if she did see them and writes this way and makes no mention of them, it does tell us much about her and her writing and, if the Cubans held out on her, that they did.

From her writing there is no way of knowing.

Other than, as usual, she is wrong, and wrong about what was extensively public.

This is not all that can be said about the seven small pages of Furiati's first chapter but it does reflect that when she says it is, her going "into the spider web of the unknown," it was, to her, unknown, and when she got out of that "spider web," it remained unknown to her. 
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