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Your paper contains very interesting datal Moreover, it has a worth=-
while purpose and seems adequately researched. It is also reasonably
well-written and relatively free of major mechamical problems.

A major weakness of the paper, it seems to me, is the analysis.

More than one-half the paper is devoted to the matter of the vagt liter-
ature on the Kennedy assassingtion, but it is never made very clear what
hazard this presents for the historiam exceptd that he must be cautious
about the trustworthiness of some of the official sources. One is left
wondering what the historiam is to do with the literature in Wrone's
other five categories and what special problems that literature poses
for the historian. If you meant merely to point up the immensity of the
task of reading the vast literature, you fail rather miserably. If , on
the other hand, there are real problems to be faced with respect to that
literature, you do not actually discuss them either.

The material on problems associated with gaining access to material
held by governmental agencies is better and includes the specific case
of Weisberg. However, even here some discussion (conjectural analysis?)
of why governmental agencies are or have been so uncooperative would also
strengthen the paper. Here is where you could have been most imaginativel
Generally, you are much better at narrating details than offering analysis.
I think you will need to work on this.

Stylistically, as noted above, the paper is reasonably well written.
However, you have a tendency to be wordy, use hyperbole (use of '"incredibly"
is an example), over-use commas, split infinitives, and xzmmkruxk use
awkward expressions which often obscure rather than clarify your meaning.

Mechanically, the paper is generally good. However, more citations
are needed, esp. pp. 17-19, full bibliographical data should be given in
first citations of a source, full names should be given when individuals
are mentioned for the first time, and the appendices should be more neatly
organized, reproduced, etc. (e.g., some of the items in the appendices
lack dates and source indications--unforgiveablel).

See marginal and interlinear notations for specific examples of the
sbove and for other matters not mentioned here.

(Note: Despite my rather serious reservations about the
paper which I have indicated above, I think youy warked
very diligently on the project and tried to act conscien-
tiously upon the constructive criticism offered--if I could
direct you through several more months of work, I think
I could have you writing a much better paper. The grade
above reflects my evaluation of your total performance on
the project--not simply the paper alone.)
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INTRODUCTION '

On November 22, 1963, President John F. Kennedy was brutally
assassinated in Dallas, Texas, A suspect, Lee Harvey Oswald, was
quickl} arrested, only to be shot to death two days later by a local
nightelub operator, Jack Ruby. President Iyndon B. Johnson consequently
created the Warren Commission to investigate the assassination. Their

Warren Commission Report, issued in September 196, concluded that Oswald,

acting alone and unaided, had assassinated the President. But research
by private citizens soon revealed inadequacy and deceit on the part of
the Commission., Pressure mounted for a new official investigation,
resulting in the formation in 1976 of Pha House Se}ect Committee on
Assassinatioﬁa. Tn their Final Report, issued in 1979, the Committee
stated, "scientific acoustical evidence estahlishes a high probability
that two gunmen fired at'President Kﬁnnedy;"l The government is offic-
ially continuing the 1nvest?gafion, but they seem to be trying to return
to the lciuta--atz,sas:s:tnkt_h_et::rJr,2 ilf::":df;le in view of the fact that over

fifty-percent of the eyewitnesses in Dealey Plaza believed that shots
came from a grassy knoll as well as the book depository where Oswald was

supposedly situated%

1
Final Report of the Select Committee on Assassinations, H.R.
95-1828, 95th Conge, 2d S€55.; Pe 3e

gﬁee Appendix A for a report on this latest development «.

3David R. Wrone, Stephens Point, Wisc., telephone interview held
July 26,1981, '




ry

And so it remains up to private citizens to solve the assas-
sination. In this respect, police investigators, congressional com-
mittees, scientific experts, and devoted private citizens can all bring
forth evidence and theories, but it is the trained historian who is
probably best equipped to weigh corregtly the evidence, sift and sort
through seventeen years of iiterature, take into account alleged insti-
tutional cover-ups, and to examine subtle, minute gaps in the evidence.
If the conspiracy is to be unravelled, historians must begin their work
immediately, before the trail grows too cold. One might ask, "Why
bother? ILet sleeping dogs lie.,"™ But the crime Peeds to be solveéx for
the simple reason that if the flaws in American society that allowed one
such tragedy to take place are'not eliminated, similar-events could occur
again and—agmim, and the stability of th?a country, ﬁhich prides itself
on a peaceful, orderly transfer of power, could crumble., Toward this
end, this paper(EEEii examine —matnly, two interrelated general p?oblems
encountered by historians inﬁestigating the assassination, ﬁamely, asses=

sing the 1iteraturer and gaining access to officially withheld material,



ASSESSING THE LITERATURE

~ The vast literature on th as assi on presenta the initial
§ The Lwmenss a? o Qo n§

A
problem, hundreds of books gnd artic have been writt.en, many in con- /FM'S\G'U

tradiction of each other. To overcome this problem, Dr. David R. Wronef" 2ofries 4
Wirons | olber
b (ae 05,

one of the few historians ever to investigate the assassination, has

divided the literature into six categories: (1)works sustaining the of=-
ficial conclusions, (2)works entirely irrational, (3)works riddled with
subjectivity and unsubstantiated theory; (L)the exploitative literature,
(5)sinister publications; and (6 )works focused on evidence about the mur-
der that strive for objectivity. Category one, works sustaining the of- )
ficial conclusions, might include, for example, Gerald Ford's Portrait Lk;:‘;lt‘itt

of the Assassin, examined in more detail later. It would certainly also g"L.M. F

include David Belin's November 22, 1963: You Are The Jury, as Belin was L M boer ¢

Commess
an attorney for the Warren Commission. In category two, works entirely

irrational, one could place Pat Matteo's This Captive land, which pro-

posed that Kennedy was shot while escaping from a miniature atomic bomb, A L” * —
Another example of irrational works would be Thothnu Tastmona's Z_[_i;_]ﬁ phrrad v
As I1f,.., which connected the assassination with nineteenth-century 'ﬁ o o
Mormon leader Brigham Young. Category threa; works riddled with subjec-tsrcc{-::;w
tivity and tg.nsubst.antiated theory, would include works of authors who Mt:u' e
typically found fault with the Warren Commission's findings; some of

these authors demonstrated some critical analysis, but mich of their

work was based on theoretical assumptions, An example might be Carl

Oglesby's The Yankee and Cowboy War, which proposed that the assassination

3
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" was the result of a right-wing conspiracy. Here one might also place
— -

)
Michael Canfield and Alan J. Weberman's Coug/;'état in America, which
e

proposed that the Central Intelligence Agency was responsible for the

assassination. The fourth category, the exploitative literature, might,
for example, include the work of ﬂark Laney who claimed that the British.
Broadcasting Company paid him nothing fpr the film version of Rush to
Judgementfi when in fact he received $L0,000, one of their largest fees,

The fourth category might also include Four Days in November, assembled

by editors of the United Press International and the American Heritage

Publishing Company. Four Days in November contained lavish color photo- u/
Cifnbrim needed hes .
graphs, and according to Dr, Wrone, an inaccurate text, The fifth cat-

egory, sinister publications, might include works such as Farewell

America, Farewell America, purportedly written by one James Hepburn,

was published in Litchenstein in 1968, printed in Belgium, and distrib-
uted in Canada, but not in America, by individuals associated with the
Service de Documentation, d”Enquetes et de Contre-Espionnage, the French

equivalent of the American CIA. The author(s) of Farewell America alleged

that Kennedy's death was the result of a conspiracy composed of right-

wing oilmen and rogue CIA elements. The final category, works focug?d

on evidence about the murder that strive for objectivity, would typically
—— -

include Sylvig Meagher's Master Index to the JFK Assassipation

Investigations: the Reports and Supporting Volumes of the House Select

Committee on Assassinations and the Warren Commission,.

The diversity of the above works demonstrates the value of Wrone's

groupings, and to his framework one can logically add the official

Gﬁgg;;fﬁrbllbyd Jo Guth and David R. Wrone, The Assassination of John

F. Kennedy: A Comprehensive Historical and legal Bibliography, 1963-1979.1/

pp. Xix-xv,
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government publications, the Warren Commission Report and the House

L

Select Committee on Assassinations Final Reporte. With a complete work—

ing frame of reference sow—established, the next question might be,

——

"Where _is one "to begin?" A chronological study might initially seem to 7'Bf

) T
make sense, but it will soon become obvious that continugmsi;ogféaggeﬁtial

L S

reading is required., Overall, the historian must be willing to engage

in a research project of massive proportions, carefully organized and
detailed. Precise, exacting lines of interconnections must be maintained,

as Ford's book, Portrait of the Assassin, examined shortly, will show,

In addition, each work must be assessed as to its publication date, se-
lection of evidence, stated and underlying real intent, politicgl orien-
tation of the author(s), their personal involvement in the case, and their
qualifications as an author.

The starting point of research should be an evalpation of the

first official investigation of the crime, the Warren Commission Reportj

Wrone himself advises, "Knowledge of the origin, operation, and conclu-
sions of the Warren Commission must precede any understanding of the

' 1
swirls of controversy that still surriﬁnd President Kennedy's murder."

Qe — Mca
A brief look at this poiﬁ% at the %;mmission will show why this 1s good

advice. )

By Executive Order No. L1130,.dated November 29, 1963, Pre?ident
Johnson created the Warren Commisaion; so named after its chairman, Chief
Justice of the U.S. Supreme Court, Earl Warren. A monument to Johnson's
political skills, the other six members the—new—president appointed to

the panel were a balance of the political right and left: Senator

e /%bid. ’ xiii,




John Sherman Cooper, Republican from Kentucky; Senator Richard Russell,

Democrat from Georgia; Congressman Gerald Ford, Republican from Michigan;

Congressman Hale Boggs, Democrat from Louisiana; Allen Dulles, head of

the CIA from 1953-1961; and John J. McCloy, a New York banker, The v//’ f

Commission, in its Report submitted in September l96h,stated that Kits

rag it &
objective has—been to identify the person or persons responsible for both

_ the assassination of President Kennedy and the killing of Tippit through
ﬁ an examination of the evidence,"' Yet a memorandum dated November 26,
1963, from Deputy Attorney Genmeral Nicholas Katzenbach to Presidential
Assisstant Bill Moyers, reveals the underlying real intent of the govern-
ment from the very beginning: "The public must be satisfied that Oswald

ﬁl was the assassin; that he did not have confederates who are still at

large; and that the evidence was such that he would have been convicted
2
at trial," Note that this memorandum was dated even before President

Johnson created the Commission. Eﬂb&&”" E’:f ]

This obvious discrepancy between the publicly-stated intentiony

e

and the real intantiong of the Whrrep Commission indicates that not.only
the central conclusion of the Eeport, namely that Pae Harvey Oswald,
acting alone gnd unaided, had assassinated Kennedy, buﬁﬁgke%~the entire )
Report Itseif, including the twénty-six volumes of hearings and exhibits,
must b; viewed with caution, with an eye on prejudicial selection of

evidenca.3

e

ol o® 3] ,)WMJ::U
“Warren Commission Report, Earl Warren, chairman, p. X. } et vsd

O[é/ ! ", ) 1 )
/ﬂg$chweicker Heport, Richard Schweicker, chairman, p. 23./ f?rne_ Sipen

e volumes do contain some important original evidence; Sylvia -~ y
. Meagher's Master Index provides a much-needed tool for this research, a(KH%

¢ ) see
! ' ¢ sfiorm 0‘(‘
! Mr /ﬁe;‘day, T am spirested 1 o assessmen] 7 s I il Pb ;f ~4F

{ ctt ; ‘fA‘/& are. ervers L f{/‘ )"?"; Lonce, Jovas cdﬂ;)‘m}f'pﬁ’ &}é,
ﬁﬂ:‘u/{;’ azz‘; !"{Efdf?‘d " ﬁ& 4:Cnr¢7 a’l" 7%& )gl»;; fre //&f?ﬂ/ﬂ( ;
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Before moving on with the literature, a mo&at.in‘%mblem )
should be noted here: the inadequacy and deceit of the Warren Report,
amply'a-ndrfa.ctﬁally demoustrat.eq repeatedly by the works of the respon-
sible, objective Report critics, was possibly one reason why serious
scholars at the t.ime chose to avoid the Kennedy assassination. Because
of its grtificial, selectivé forcing of the evid_er}ce into a preconceived
pattern, the Warren BeEortdwigiaL clof"‘ %he é;isga,f but instead exploded
it into a great deal of reckless speculation about conspiracies. In

i 3 ifusisiar Y
American society, the notion that omeeur prasidentf' was killed for po-
litical reasonj by a conspiracy of rational men }s a thought that most
pm"i::g}emal are not comfortable with, Far more acceptable is the
traditional pattern of the lone psychotic assassin, at odds with life
itself, whose act of violence is solely a reflection of his own disturbed
psyche and hunger for recognition. For example, into this pattern the
American public has placed,with relief, tl:xe ret;ent would-be assassin of
President Ronald Reagan, John W. Hinkley, Jr., whose motivations appar- /'{

qwu ]
\Tntly included attracting the -attention of an adolescent film actress,

The m%‘%torian must be willing to overcor’njgrt}?f‘shie denc);:mq et

The gradual, factual exposure of the government cover-up kep
the assassination under public scrutiny. This process culminated in the ﬂlfbﬁl('l'w
formation in September, 1976.of the second official investigation, the "g%‘“k'
House Select Committee on Assassinations. The Committee's main conclusi n:’h ud'!-ﬂc(.
stated in their Final Regort-of-l‘???, was that "scientific acoustical
evidence establishes a high probability that two gunmen fired at President
Kennedy. Other scientific evidence does not preclude the possibility

of two gunmen firing at the Pr'e.-sit:ltan‘l'.."1 Yet research yields three

lfinal Report, p. 3.

X
Al ﬁf’/_r-/r. -:,i 7 inna e il bue ! -/(u/n-u‘b_r ¢lunLd “& ‘A‘vﬁ.f—#_}(;(%f,



facts which indicate that the HSCA Final gggort should be viewed in the
same light as the Warren Report: (l)ii'has been found that the Committee's
original purpose was to make the Warren Report "parsuasive'ﬂ? (2)the acou-
stical evidence, brought to their attention by three Report critics --
in and of itself a possible indication of their real intentiong and/or )
investigative thoroughness -- was curiously, or perhaps not so curiously,
not examined by the Committee until th? last day of their publicly-tel-
evised hearings;2 (3)the HSCA chairman, Democrat Louis Stokes, quietly
arranged, before the Final Report was released in July 1979, for all

the backup records and fil t.o be loc qP for a period of fifty years,
far beyond thg__gﬁ__mible reaeh ofh geedom of Informsat? le_ fﬁh{t{i’;‘:tion}

Working papers of Congress have always been locked away legally for

fifty years, even beyond the reach of the FOIA; however, Stokes made a

————

successful, thus far, anyway, special effort to have the records the CIA

Mﬁf(k. ﬂlf

Z Sbudence S,
records not exempt from the amended FOIA, treated in the same fashion: p } S oll-o )

and other executive-branch agencies compiled for the HSCA investigation,

as "congressional material”, not to be released, under any circumstances,liyfc Wa.d

to the mthl:!.c."1 as j’;‘ﬂh -
So the Committee was forced to state, contrary to their original

intentioqf, that there was a high probability that the 1963 assassination

5
was the result of a conspiracye. After examining the acoustical evidence

Line New York Times, September 25, 1978, p. 2l. /

) ks

2_1:: the interview, Wrone said he believes that, given their real
intentions, the HSCA made their mistake in publicly televising the hearing

thkan'tar
here =THHE

3§ee Appendix B for historical development of government policy -junalic
on release of material, up to 197k, stoviensy

I"Se;e Appendix C for the full exposure of Stokes' efforts.

5 See Appendix D for full details on the acoustical evidence.



on December 29, 1978, the HSCA quickly folded the}/}r{ ‘{te a(}d scurried
ll,u "

into non-existenceq,t officially expiring, inc‘z'edibly, the very same day

s« Wik Rel peadees WA Zaae ook 1t 5 So Gl d
Now that! it is evident that both the Wedrren Feport and the M/

House Select Committee on Assassinations‘Final Report are inadequate

and incomplete, not to mention deceitful,_the historian must return to

work with the vast non-official literature, As noted earlier, Wrone's

groupings provide a working frame of reference; however, one must be

prepared to at least review as much of the literature as possible, regard-

less of tone, content, or characteristics, For example, recall Farewell V//

America: it was published in Iitchenstein in 1968, printed in Belgium, ~

Wt

and subsequently distributed in .Ganada but not in America by individual Wu; ( b‘7
associated with the French SDECE; the author(s) of Farewell America I Mta,.
alleged that a conspiracy of right-wing oilmen and rogue CIA elements #’51 - bk
was responsible for the assassination. Now, consider this recent eviden- d'““j‘u‘““h
tiary discovery: on the night of p- ﬂ\ttf the assassination, one @M,(a SPE

Michelle Roux, alias Souetre, a French intelligence agent probably con= W"‘u"
nected at some time with the SDEGE, was. quietly picked up and detained mgﬂj Jb
briefly by the police, in Dallas, PRoux was put on a plane and flown out .

ik e
of the country, to Mexico, that wvery. night, and there his trail ends, P-rﬂ

e
No record was ever made of the episode; it is not even clear at this time

whether or not Foux was officially arrested.l A possible correlation
g =

' emerges$ cog]ﬁFarewell America have been a SDECE-engineered attempt

Whet,
THEw, (s _
Shm e E;V thelr guilt by casting suspicion upon right-wing oilmen and rogue: CIA

to cover-up their possible involvement in a conspiracy, to cover-up

-f‘;..‘ . elements? So Farewell America and other sinister or non-objective

1Hrzy:old Weisberg, Fredarick, Md,, telephone interview held
August 9,11981.
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literature must be reviewed. Even a cheap supermarket-tabloid agsassin-
ation article could by some freak chance contain a previously overlooked
valid bit of evidence.

In addition to being well-organized, the literature research VVkiﬂI—'7rWV

must contain precise, exacting linés of interconnections. The need fo Wbl b“&
/15 et
widr
‘ﬂ+wh7¢ﬂ7
Published in 1965, Portrait of the Assassin was supposedly a teﬂﬁ1"Y2f

this can clearly be seen by a brief examination of Gerald Ford's book

Portrait of the Assassin.

narrative of the daily behind-the-scenes work of the Warren Commission. £+ S S

. b

Ford stated thisiin his forward: ) A“X¢¢4

The material here presented is factual and accurate, As the - Lot
authors of this book worked together daily for® ten months, they became )
more and more convinced that the Report itself, while it could tell only
the bare facts of the tragedy, convinced most readers that the Commission
did its work thoroughly and well., The present account is not intended
to take issue with the conclusions of the Commission.

And yet, Sylvia Meagher exposed to what extent 'the Commission

2
did its work thoroughly and well':

The chairman was in attendance at least part of the time for
all 9l witnesses who came before the Commission, but his colleagues heard
only the following estimated number of witnesses:

Representative Ford....70
Mr. Dulleau..l--ll-oo-léo
Senator COOperessssssss50
Mr. MCC].OY.---U-.-----.35
Representative Boggs...20
Senator R‘uﬂsell--..-.---6

So Ford was the most conscientious member of the panel in attend-
ing the testimony of the witnesses, besides the chairman. But was there

something else there, below the surface? The following aspects of Eu}i

; o~
1 > d i
Gerald R, Ford and John R. Stiles, Portrait of the Assassin, p. Te

2
Sylvia Meagher, Accessories After the Fact: the Warren Commission,
the Authorities, and the Report, p. xxx.
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, Gerald Ford's conduct in the years following the assassination demon=
3 strate clearly the need for maintaining objectivity and precise lines

é of interconnections during the research:
1)Ford was an FBIT'mole' in the Warren Commission. Unknown

¥to the other members of the panel, Gerald Ford was in secret contact

l with J. Edgar Hoover for at least part of the time he was a Commission

member,

2)Portrait of the Assassin is not at all factual or accurate;

it contains unquestionably signifigant, unindicated omissions of parts
| of the then-classified panel transcripts. The following example of the
unindicated omissions was obtained by Harold Weisberg through one of his

mumerous Freedom of Information Act lawsuits:2

Portrait, page 20: Ford omitted after "paid off":
: "and he would put down the "including such people as the
e amount he paid off," head of  the government in

Ecuador, of the police in
Ecuador, and he said he was

; g Cs ' paying him more than his sal-
lﬂ/‘) el S AaSCut it A‘“’L ary each month, so they got

%u{ i lees c[lﬁq T zxzh better service than the local
s"#ie

p government did, And so he
@,t TH-( g HC

{ indicated that he knew how
ik (5 Arpd Gnore ¢ those things were handled at
;Z‘A ;lc f};m[-, were ns b "“-"“" el — EF
3 Iu&Ub -rke. f 0”'1"."!0 5 very sr‘,m r
i fﬁlﬁ; 3)In 1974, Ford as President vetoed the critical amendment

to strengthen the Freedom of Information Act; when Congress overwhelmingly
A overrode his veto, the new FOIA gave citizens, theoretically, at least,

access to previously withheld material, material which exposed, among

other things, Ford as the FBI #mole!nin’the:Warrén Commission, and Ford

h 1Gut.h and Wrone, lLegal Bibliograghx; Ps XVo

_‘ : 28ce Appendix E for the full exposé of Ford as the covert editor

‘/L)(yw wied & (idndim hie Wels fm«g's P'L-b"*&‘cﬂé'mrfz
bt 2SS — z”é ‘E\”LM o (ubqiew, P Shold e neden,




\

12

as the covert editor of Portrait of the Assassin.

LL)In 1974, Ford as President personally selected David Belin
to conduct the Rockefeller Commission investigation of alleged CIA invque-
ment in demestic and foreign assassinations, an investigation which Ford,
who incidentally had a political race upcoming, must have known could
possibly, if 'uncontrolled'; raise doubts about his conduct on the Warren
Commission. David Belin was a staff attorney for the Commission in 1963-6l;

in 1973, he published November 22, 1963: You Are the Jury, his own de-

fence of the Report. )

5)The working papers of the Fockefeller Commission, which
was conducted in sec;at, are sealed in the Ge?ald R, qudpPE?s deqsial

Sl ", eope Tl
Library in Ann Arbor, Michigan; this fits well into the pattern of secrecy
which permiates the entire John F. Kennedy assassina£ion case,
Thus far, the problem of assessing tharvast Kennedy assassination

literature has been explored. During research, the historian willing
to investigate what amounted to a successful coup d' dtat right hgre in 'ﬂ_,l,s Ji!-aﬂ()
America must maintain strict objectivity, meticulous organization, and 40 b
precise, exacting lines of interconnections; otherwise, the effort may KifIJiﬁ@“

fail. Al wneetsse
roble m

a0
There also exists the previously unmentioned gquestion of personal ’E&P&ﬂhﬂb
risk. The long years of official deceit, neglect of evidence, and stub=- &é_f;uk
born refusal to part with evidence may indicate that a person or per=- Spect s

sons operating in the highest levels of government was intimately involved
1
L

1.

not only in the on-going institutional conspiracy to cover-up previous
investigative inadequacy, but also in the original assassination conspir-
acy itself. If in the course of investigation such a wicked possibil-

ity begins to appear to be true, a realistic historian should proceed
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with caution. The possibility of a truely dangerous situation devel=-
oping is certainly there, and this may be another reason why historians

have long avoided the assassination. Unlike events of the distant past,

the Kennedy assassination is a live, potentially explosive subject; a S ?"M

pin

decision would have to be made here regarding just exactly what kind of
risks one would be willing to undertake.: ﬁ:n unsuspected conspirator
would not hesitate, most probably, to permanantly eliminate anyone they
perceived to be nearing positive identification.

There remains"the problem of gathering new evidence on the assas-
gination, which means, in this case, sadly to say, lgaining access to

officially withheld material,
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GAINING ACCESS TO OFFICIALLY WITHHELD MATERIAL

After the Warren Commission expired in September, 196L, they
sent all the material they h#dlbeen working with over to the National
Archives, to be locked up for a period of seventy-five years. Although
some of the phyaiqal evidence was put on display to satisfy the morbid
public curiousity, all of the working papers of the Commission were
classified and thus out of reach for private inv?stigators. This mater-
ial included executive session transcripts, scientific test reports,
inter-agency correspondence, and the like, The only material the Report
critics had to work with were -the twenty-six volumes’of Hearings and
Fxhibits, The responsible critics, for example Meagher and Weisberg,
did admirably with this relativg gcarcity of material, but they wanted
to dig deeper into the assassination =- they wanted to gain access to
that ;lassified material, Their efforts were fruitless unt;l 1966, when
the Freedom pf Information Act was pasaed.l When the FOIA went into ?f-ﬁjaf'CLEﬂJL?
fect in 196?’, the FBI was forced to release 100,000 pages of material.g ’/u;u'*""—d ﬁ’
Beyond this,-gﬁﬂg§£f1the government was able to sweeessfully withhold Tf(( d((écﬂ;“4
t+he more critical material such as the scientific test repurts.”hdﬁff
This problem of gaining access to officially withheld material
can possibly best be exemplified by tﬁe legal efforts of private assas-
sination investigator Harold Weisberg, Weisberg has davotad‘the last

seventeen years of his life to an investigation of the Kennedy murder; J

%See Appendix B for the FOIA chronology ~— FYucfz CfLC flx j&ﬁ;}(n4'h1a

”T]qéfh/ d ek Meade § h

L fhs /}W.‘x :
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"4 ,//
his fifty or so FOIA suits, plus his six books on the crime, all con- E P

trati the evidence,and most of which he had to publish himself
centrating on ) c ch he | pu ’ ﬂ»(dﬁti(‘

make him, accor;iing to Dr. Wroney, the "premier aut.hority"n on the subjectj;
even government agents, most annoyed by him, consult his wurlc.2 An exam=
ination of his FOIA suits filed for disclosure of scientific evidence
pertaining to the assas;ination, specifically, test reports on a curb-
stone from Dealey plaza, Wilth reveal the uncooperative attitude of the
government which the historian must be prepared to contend with, gwu?
First, a brief curbstone chronology: at exactly 12:30 PM on the
fatal day, during the period of time that the shats were fired, bystander

. James Tague was cut on the cheek by flying fragments of erial, He, kﬂ( j

Full Wi hwee =41 VsE #ime €
immediately reported this to police officer Haygood, who onsequently

searched the area and found a fresh bullet mark on the curbstone near
where Tague had been standing when injured. For some reason, the Dallas

police report on the assassination did not include any reference to James

Tagua.3

The next day, November 23, 1963, Dallas newsmen Tom Dillard and

James Underwood took photographs of the mark on the qurbstone. Dillard

Fﬂ“ Jlvt
was interviewed two days later by FBI Agent Kreutzer. Although the FBI /

q;n_ese include Whitewash, Whitewash TI, Photographic Whitewa
Whitewash IV, Oswald ih New Orleans, and Post Mortem. .:.

o e F
Sh’) qu clade
hece

2
Guth and Wrone, legal Bibliography, p. xxvi.
3Meagher, Accessories After the Fact, p. 5.

hIt. should be noted here that all the Warren Commission investi-
gative work was 'farmed out' to the FBI, and this may have been one rea-
son for its failure; with its preconceived position and prejudicial se-
lection of evidence, the FBI, in a way, controlled the Commission. Also
recall Ford as the FBI 'mole' in the Commission.




R e———

mccnnﬂﬁj te T;Auéa%ﬂ, this i3 1f?

——mrcnn

16

report on this interview was in their possession, the Commission did not

include it in the Hearings and Exhibits volumes.

Incredibly, the curbstone itself was then ignored, officially,
at least, as will be shown shortly, for over six months. However, Tague
was kept under surveillance from the day of the crime, as were mapy.other
witnesses.l When he took films, on his own, of Dealey Plaza at the end
of May, 196h, this was reported by unknown parties to the Warren'
Commission. On April 9, 196L, Officer Haygood testified at the hearings
that Tague had been hit on the cheek by fragments during the assassination.

0 Was e ??
On June 11, 1964, two FBI agents interviewad James Undez;ood /and this
T——._

interview, like the Dillard interview, was also not included in the

Hearings and Exhibits.

It was not until July 7, 1964, a full six months after the assas-
sination,@fé Commission formally request the FBI to imrest‘igate the
curbstone marking. Note that a request had to be made; the FBI, which
had obviously known about the curbstone'al; along, had choosen not to
mention it to the Commission. On August 5, 196l -- note the inexcuseable
time lapse -- FEI photographic expert Lynn Shaneyfelt located the bullet
mark, took pictures, and supervised the removal of the critica} curbstone
section, which was shipped to the FBI laboratory in Washington, D.C., for
scientific testing. On September 3, 196L, the FBI informed the Commisssion
that the distance from the President's car to the curbstone at the time
of the fatal head-shot -- derived from the Zapruder film of the entire

Ngr CLEAR . u.'u( $: &m..a s

assassination —- was a full 260 feet. ':I'L ¢ 77

Rlephone interview with Dr. Wrone /Cd:utc ‘H-L{dfff ILC:.E “v neae
/S S ed.)

2!4eagher, Accessories, p. 6.

X Wl Thl tbtes adet
Mg( st Lanlier ~ Viw rwast he
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The Warren Report barely mentioned the Tague incident. Serious
work in that area would most probably have invalidated their pat con=-
clusion that Oswald was the lone assassin. Report critics immediately
pounced upon this bit of dereliction, but it was n$£ﬁ4ﬂtil 1967, when
the Freedom of Information Act went into effect,(gég,the private inves-
tigators-hziiah legal method of gaining access to the raco?ds of the sci-
entific tests performed upon the curbstone. And even then, the govern- _ E;
ment was able to avoid disclosure by using‘the "investigatory files" T7ﬂ§?m431
exemption of the Act. The disclosure suits filed by Harold Weisberg Akﬁi.bﬂbﬂ
demonstrate the attitude of the government.l ‘ /ph4u+iav4%

Lol F

Weisberg filed his first suit in 1970, seeking disclosure of re- (4)
ports on spectrographic analysis tests performed upon the assassination e F'
bullets, bullet fragments, presidential garments, and the curbstone; the
suit¢was filed in the belief that the laboratory tests, if properly
performed, would disprove key findings of the Warren Commission. The
Justice Department quickly filed a motion to dismiss, contending that
Weisberg was not entitled to these files because they were protected by
the FOIA investipgatory files exemption. The Justice Department claimed
that the exemption was a blanket exemption which protected all the FBIL

investigatory files from disclosure. Presiding Judge John Sirica, of
Sﬁbut&k-ﬁot 724 s

?
later Watergate fame, granted the motion to dismiss, of £ //

Weisberg then took his case to the District of Columbia Court
of Appeals. On February 28, 1973, this court reversed Siriea's ruling,

i @ Mo

initially,but the Justice Department filed and was éfaq}ed a petition
roceeded to revefse
& Legal

WL‘Z deii s
for a rehearing. The same court mysterious y then

Vbl ey
;gﬁe Appendix F for the legal information on Weisberg's suits —*"ﬂSZL
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its original position; ultimately, on October 2L, 1973, this court up=

7
held Judge Sirica'a riling by a 9-1 vote, EOTS v
Later that year, Weisberg filed a petition with the United
States Supreme Court, a petition for a review of the Court of Appeals

decision. The Supreme Court denied the petition; only one Justice,

2
William O, Douglas, voted to grant the petition. Smee. |

At this point, in 197k, Congress amended the Freedom of '+~
Information Act, specifically the investigatory files exemption. In fact,
Congress announced its intention to amend the Act so that it would over-
ride the earlier Céurt of Appeals decision on tHe Weisberg suit for dis-
closure. President Ford's veto, as previously mentioned,most probably
motivated by the fact that litigation resulting from the amendment of
the Act wnyld possibly reveal his role as the FBI 'mole' in the "~-+in

-

Commission, and as the covert editor of Portrait of the Assassin, was

overwhelmingly overridden. fﬁvv‘CLl? )
On February 19, 1975, the effective date of the new FOIA, Weisberg

again filed suit for disclosure in the District of Columbia District

Court. The government chose a new tactic, Based on their claim that

they had already produced all r?igyds sought_by Weisberg, Judge John

Pratt granted summary jq@gﬁme -- in effect, dismissal -- in favor of

the Justice Department. Pratt ruled that the Department had substantially

complied with Weisberg's requests. This was 4in spite of the fact that

FBI Special Agent Johﬁ W, Kilty, in charge of the search for records at

the FHEI laboratory, had filed tw6 affidavits in direct contradiction of

each other:l the first claimed that special neutron activation analysis U//

16ee Appendix G for the expose of the affidavit discrepancy 1 Wl a-
- Cdadin Fries,
~Hitw divect
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had been performed upon the clothing, windshield, and curbstone; the sec-
ond affidavit denied this, Spce ?

Later that year, Weisberg appealed this decision, again,:in the
District of Columbia Court of Appeals, - It reversed and r%pandad the de-
cision wdght. back to Judge John Pratt. edibly, ;fége Pratt again
granted the government motion for summary judgement, ruling that they
had already given Weisberg all the documents available. During legal
discoveryg~though, ﬁbisberg established that, according to the FBI, all
the spectrographic notes and plates on the curbstone were missing --
"destroyed" or "discarded" during "routine housekeeping."

In 1978 Weisberg again appealed Judge Pratt's decision with the
Court of Appeals. He pointed out that the government had not sworn under
oath that all relevant files had been searched; he also brought forth
evidence, over the government's vehement protests, which showed that in
fact the FBI had been under instructions from the beginning not to
destroy or discard records on the Kennedy assassination, and above and
beyond this, periodic reviews of field office records had actunally Peen
made to assure that files were being maintained. On April 28, 1980,
the Court of Appeals reversed and remanded Judge John Pratt-2

On Monday, July 27, 1981, for the fourth time Harold Weisberg
filed suit for disclosure of testing records. 7His 112-page affidavit

W{LM Wz W' Smace dLey g
S
included recently-obtained evidence indicating that special neutron

activation analysis in fact had been performed upon the clothing, wind-

shield, and curbstone, and that the FBI, not liking what the tests

Louth and Wrone, Legal Bibliography, ps 55.
2see Appendix H for official case summary and overview ) W S

cidaditn Eipst .
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revealed, consciously destroyed the recor:ds.l Pﬁ‘sﬂ, L& /L“LWH? ‘fm— ‘iddl\ff
From Weisberg's suits it can be seen that in attempting to gain AL j'; Tak
S

i Cﬂhf l.fﬁ'h" F;
to contend with a government attitude which can best be described as ok : f

access to officially withheld material, the historian must be prepared

"stonewalling." Two clear indications of this uncooperative attitude fpef arf pwimnd

are the Mccessml attempt by"HSCA chairman Stokes to have thﬂ 16 he 6""'5‘14

b ged
backup files compiled for its investigation by executive-branch agencies, s

and thus not exempt from the amended Freedom of Information Act, treated W

as "congressional material", to be locked away from the public for fifty taut L(/@
yeax;é, and a possible upcoming attempt by the Repgan administration to ——Jf‘—w ¢
initiate what Dr, Wrone has described as the "gutting“2 of the amended Lﬁ“_‘b
Freedom of Information Act.3 If the government doescazt;?_g fsi‘ully move | h{md,
in this direction, then the trail of the original @ir\i\%rs, already f'"‘ NJZ
Incorrectiy,

cold, will quite probably grow much colder, It would thus seem that a ﬂuf’ + he
Covitenn pir
,:cu.uelt hﬂtorian, having made a decision to seriously investigate the Gbove wos

assassination of John F. Kennedy, should try to begin as soon as possible. 6buious -

O He

M /}u/l/ho/ir was

even  more aica noviee  in
f'ju'g area than | was g and
,d}m/’ /f‘lu{l /l‘l(d— }&f-ﬂ mere

. //.rc.rf = K/

=t O
1'Télepht’:ne. interview with Harold Weisberg WHC/I/ ,
2félephone interview with Dr, Wrone

%ee Appendix I for Associated Press article concerning this
recently contemplated move by the Reagan administration
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The main thing a—eufrenﬂfhis rian mist keep in mind during

——

investigation of the John F. Kennedy assassination is that one must not

————

7”’“ get discouraged. The literature research will take a great deal of time,

Dl el s
[Zj /and the Reagan administration just may attempt to scrap the Freedom of
il

(’wkhu_ ML
Wt VJA’L’
(¢ Gw‘“f}""”ﬁ Apoendix J: sometime during the six months that elapsed before the

here

Information Act, but nevertheless the attempt should be made, As a

warning of what one should expect to find during the investigation, see

critical curbstone section was removed in August, 196L, someone plastered

over part of the bullet smear.
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