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H

a
ro

ld
 W

eisb
erg

 

them
, S

tephen A
m

brose. w
as silent w

hen I w
rote him

. H
e has 

no defense of w
hat he did. I asked that of him

. 
P

osner is a m
an, as the full m

anuscript proves m
uch m

ore 
th

an
 th

is b
o
o
k
 d

o
es, w

h
o
 h

as tro
u
b
le tellin

g
 th

e tru
th

 ev
en

 
by accident. 

T
his extends even to him

self. H
e w

as not a W
all S

treet law
-

y
er. H

is actu
al "W

all S
treet" ex

p
erien

ce w
as a sh

o
rt sp

an
 o

f 
the m

ost insignificant and m
ost m

enial w
ork, on "discovery" 

m
aterial for IB

M
 in a m

ajor anti-trust case. 
W

ithout any of the m
edia m

aking any check at all, it, too. 
p
u
ffed

 h
im

 u
p
 as w

h
at h

e w
as an

d
 is n

o
t, a "W

all S
treet 

law
yer." 

O
f the innum

erable instances of his subject-m
atter ignorance. 

I cite one. 
I select th

is o
n
e b

ecau
se h

e h
ad

 access to
 th

e fact in
 tw

o
 

w
ays. T

he first is that I published it in m
y 1965 book of w

hich 
he has a copy and to w

hich he refers in his book. H
is reading 

of that book w
as so close that he quoted four non-continuous 

w
ords from

 a page of about 600 w
ords. T

he other is that I have 
a file on it and he had unsupervised access to all m

y som
e 60 

file cabihets of records and to our copier. 
In support of his nonexisting case of a shot fired in the assas-

sination earlier than the C
om

m
ission said he refers to the late 

N
o
b
el L

au
reate L

u
is A

lv
arez as th

e in
v
en

to
r o

f th
e "jig

g
le" 

theory, that am
ateur photographer A

braham
 Z

apruder's reaction 
to an earlier shot caused his cam

era to jiggle. I brought that to 
light in m

y 1965 W
hitew

ash. A
lvarez's students then asked him

 
about this. H

e later w
rote an article about it and had it published 

in 
T

he Scientific A
m

erican—
w

hich 
P

osner does not m
ention. 

M
y file. w

hich is not included in the F
O

IA
 law

suit to w
hich I 

refer earlier in
 th

is b
o
o
k
 b

ecau
se I d

id
 n

o
t h

av
e to

 tak
e th

at 
one to court. includes even A

lvarez contem
ptuous disregard for 

his m
isuse of funds provided by the E

nergy R
esearch and D

e-
velopm

ent A
dm

inistration for that w
ork and publication. 

B
ut then P

osner did not dare cite either m
y first use of that 

Z
apruder testim

ony or the testim
ony itself because w

hat Z
a-

pruder actually testified to is that a shot had com
e from

 behind 
him

, from
 that G

rassy K
noll so infam

ous to P
osner, and that 

C
A

S
E

 O
P

E
N
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he saw
 the P

resident hit by the first shot fired, earlier Than in the 
first of the official account! T

he shot that P
osner said m

issed. 
(W

hitew
ash. page 47) 

T
here are few

 people bolder than P
osner in his dishonesty, 

few
 w

ho respond to criticism
 by m

aking personal attacks on 
those w

ho criticize him
 m

ore than he does. 
O

ne of the m
any illustrations of this is w

hen D
r. C

yril W
echt, 

to
 P

o
sn

er's face o
n
 C

N
N

, said
 th

at P
o
sn

er h
ad

 u
sed

 F
ailu

re 
A

n
aly

sis's w
o
rk

 as h
is o

w
n
. P

o
sn

er lau
n
ch

ed
 a false an

d
 a 

personal, attack on W
echt instead of addressing the obvious 

truth W
echt spoke. T

hat w
as, as W

echt soon proved, a false 
attack—

another P
osner lie. B

ut in responding to P
osner's false 

attack W
echt used up all the tim

e, P
osner got aw

ay w
ith it and 

w
as even able to add to his lies that W

echt had "distorted" in 
telling the literal truth. 

P
osner got aw

ay w
ith the sam

e thing in a letter to the W
ash-

ington P
ost's w

eekly B
ook W

orld section. In a perceptive re-
view

, reporter Jeffrey F
rank had noted the sam

e factual and 
truthful criticism

 that P
osner used F

ailure A
nalysis' w

ork as his 
or for him

. H
ere is P

osner's response, w
hich is not only not a 

response but is a carefully-designed lie: the P
ost accom

m
odated 

him
 by publishing it in its D

ecem
ber 12. 1993 issue: 

"T
he insinuation that I claim

ed that F
A

A
's enhancem

ents 
w

ere com
m

issioned for the book is false. In the book, the cita-
tio

n
s to

 F
A

A
's w

o
rk

 an
d
 D

r. P
iziali's testim

o
n
y
 refer to

 th
e 

1992 A
B

A
 m

ock trial w
hich is a m

atter of public record." 
In this P

osner intended to lie, having no real choice. 
T

here is no m
ention in his book of the A

m
erican B

ar A
ssocia-

tion or its m
ock trial or of "testim

ony" there by P
iziali! 

If P
osner had m

entioned any of that he could not have gotten 
aw

ay w
ith his studied pretense that all that w

ork w
as for him

. 
T

hat the m
ock trial w

as a m
atter of public record is irrelevant. 

P
osner's shyster-like reference to it here is to say that he told 

all of that in his book. w
hich he did not. 

H
ad he, he w

ould have exposed him
self and his book and 

he w
ould have killed it in the w

riting. 
H

e is clev
er at su

ch
 d

ecep
tio

n
s an

d
 h

is p
ractise o

f th
em

 
never ends. 


