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To go with what I mailed earlier, findert on Hartogs, O"Wald born assassin waiting to assinate-
Berhaps tlis can be the beginuing of what I've written on -L-hla, uith vhat I wrote about
&artogs to follow ot the end of this indertion

If it can be said that anything is rewarding in exandning as overt and indedent
a commercialization und exploitation of as great and pa:t_nful'a national tra{;edya;:the
P I apeassiation v 2 Vs SNELIAY oF SPeRLENATS o ALY Hhe wiited). slentiets
ofllwriting. certainly checking Posner out qualifies,

With so many departures from fact, reality and truth crammed into so large a text,
checking them all out is a practical impossibility. It would just take interminable

Posner's

time because thems dishonesties and departures/from all the recognized standards of
non-fiction #i writing permeate the book. Yel & they are indispensible in the book he
urote M sought money and international fame from it.

Because Posner himself says that his so-called bicgraphy of Oswald is the most
important part of his book and because without his falsified pretense that is basic to
the book e that from youth on Osvald a was an nssassifi WakEt witing his moment to
agsassinate, 1 did check some of this fantasy oute In doing that u;{mt became obvious
is that oy initial impression when I first bejgan reading his book, that it is the most
dishonest of a rather large number of supposed assassingtjon books, is not an exaggeration.

The totality of o{ his dishonest, its deliberntness, its brazenness and the extent
of his abandonment of all ethics and standards of non-fiction, ethics and standards
that should be géamd to more regidly on such a subject as this, was a surprise,

Such things as inventing sources, citing sources as saying what they/npéé:ue’:;" gaid
nor even suggested and quoting o incorrect testimehtestimony based on faulty recollection
that was corfeted and withiravn, mder oath, at the very peit he cites?ﬂvjng the
exact;?;poaite meaning of the one sworn to, are not all that commonplace in the many
realltaban{ books supposedly on the assassination. h

But without this display of having no active conscience at all%not be said
too of'ten given the reception his atrocity received from the major media worldwide,
Posner would have had no book at all,’

Without his dishonesties, Posner has nothing. Absolutely nothing to call a books

) ) Shnin
His basis of his claim that Oswald was an assassin from childhood is his own ”t\ﬂ‘!:c‘f:k%
for which he pretends he has the authority he does not have, not in any part of it.
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piand®
Az we see in checking this out, Posner ha.% n;otive in his caﬁwd assassilis
on me and my writing and on Sylvia Meagher and herss his falsifications cannot survive
comparison tﬁtb'l honbst, résponsible writing. He begins his efforts to destroy our

(geventh and

eredibility to his readers and to_the media at the very beginning with me on the/ninth
Thortt, i ine) anf.. P
page g?f hiy first etmptar@wi-th,;da"f note elsewhere, (ériticism%hat have no validity at

In Than
_a%m{?rkesenﬂ entirely different book thai I wrote, with an entirely different

focus,
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To go with Hartops insert - 3

Posner wastes no tite building a zm phony psj‘c}zh:. tric case against Oswald
as a born-to-be assassin begifning with his pre%ed ccount of Oswald's arrest at
th Texas Theaters Ch onls Vi ““he second and thid pages of this book he has Oswald
smirl:in{:“at thie police au they toulk him fron the 'l:hea'!:er{and at the beginning of the #
Tirst rolice intorrogation of hinm. Yy s noty;ue, Posner\ms not true, and vhere

he cites%,eped snurc,c,it u s with th tatiq tlmt , sources would not be

checked wi‘n—wevent?_ Xlllmkl-(_ urces said HWM did not even hint at

it or anything lile it. Por—she ene—thnt—leadstmbo—theamrteur—shrinkesy that—ie—the ::; /

baseless-base-of-tho-first-—part-of-the-boel—he-dees—not—overtlimt~—have" any souroes— ‘
Saw

VWheu th: crowd outoide the fheater fivst ,w/ CUswald and “"surged forward,ssef
screaming obscenities" and threatendng to ldll himy P‘g*mm writes that instead or boing
apprei;cnr:ive, shich  one would eipect, Osuald “smirlked and hollered bacﬁ) 'T protest this
police brutality'." Pouner's claimed source is th: Commission toustimony of Officer
Garalcl_ml}., on page 21 of Vulu.me VII. Neither this nor anylhing like it is in that
testimony.

Posner not ouly male it up, there arve photographs available at the drchives which
prove Oszjaldmnot "amivicing" then.

Pésner made un that Oswald also smirvked vhile in the police car being driven to
headquorters. He soys that in response to Officer C.T.Walker telling him he might find
out if "the; burn for murder" in Texas,raferring to Osuald, "Agaih, the suspect
smirked." His citation to this is ‘.‘Iallce:;'n featn‘.mony in the samne volume, pages 40-42.

Walker did testify to the "burn" exch&ﬁgc but e did not use th word "smirk" W/
he suy:ested nothing lilke it@and Eau]i—'ﬁ_' and every one of his refcrences to how Oswald
looked and behaved are the opposite of suirldng.

On the next page Posner urites about the police asling Oswald, on finding he had
identifications under 1:1@;1;% na.mg/; asdlel: H;dell, "ihich one arc Fou?" Posner

theff srys of Usuald, "4 smirk again crossed his face. "You figure it out,' he s:did.

vl
This t.L.‘{;eQ/does not even invent a source and once again, aﬂ: nothing at all



To go with lartohs insert — 4

-

livl:e it hopoeneds

Posner contrived tids 28 a novelict '.mu.ihd,I loading from it into the allegation

_ ot s Freiy choks !E—.;:"_J/)
that nobody had ever figured Oguald out bul he, .]u.-rc-:jﬂor Ty LLTOG .“Wt.

4 — T g - =1 ‘S

inkerpretaion -oi- Uiald £ rorhis-selestiva~satmnrled—"btography!i-ef—tdm .

- A . . 1 . \E::Mi . .4

5t e w.ra::tw{ no tine peisoning the reader's mind and o that vith overt
idahonosty, either atbributing to his .'.:om-cr/cla:l.tug'_ sources wvhat ‘r.he;r did ni 7{)5%?;! " A'Ad

W fhis 11 fo Conebfim T pba dArT e
just malcing i up J}‘.{ti-out a ﬂfulu-c(i»,) ieh—iuhat--he—did fo-e-lead into. his=develop

Fﬂmn 4_;"_‘[_}"_‘”! o M—"&M‘.‘LH—
olg-'#s-.ualeiﬂr‘thc asgassin born o bo aneeoaseine He uses the word "smirk" to g’f

a)say that his born-to-be-assassin Oswald was taking satisfaction from having killed

the President.
) (as a v;? -
The first two meanings of "smir the Random House g unabridged dictongry

T _—
are #"1)11)/511:11-]: in an affected}f offensively familiar way; 2) to express with a
1L
smirk: He smirked his lewd de t the ;e—éﬁta]ics in original)éoth convey what

Posner wanted i-to have believed, the second in particular, as in "He smirked his W

delight at having killed the President."

Thci Oxford American Dictionary gives an apt definitlon of the word as a noun:

"y pelfiisatisfied smile.!! What as Posner writes could Oswald have been "self-satis—
fied" about on being arrested other thﬂ.n,me—-to-be:ﬁﬁassin that Posner mekes
him’ other thg.n because he had killed the President?

Posnegjxﬁade this up and/Attributed it fo sources who did not say it and got away

1 &7
with it when most of the major media in love with his seeming confirmation of

\_agrassination » i
of officialymythology none of the major media had ever really questicned. Lt covered
them for their failures.
%% Posner carried his invention, his get-rich-quick fiction)fomard with himself

in the shrink's role.
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wmmwner attributes to the psychiatrj:s'b %natué/ & ha.rtogs. who examined
the boy Oswald for the city of New Yo.rk, is,:‘g;?"l found A.'Lm to have definitive
traite of gfmgerousness. ;n'other words, this child has a potential for explosive,
agrTe aggressiv?,msasultiw acting out which was rather unusual to
find in a childesss" (page 12)

Posner continues with, ."IIartogs' diagnosis WaWrsot_La]ity pattern distubbance
with schiXoid features and pa.ssdrve—aggressive tendencies. «eesAlthough Hartogs thought
he ' was quite clear' in emphazing Oswald's potential for violence Ly 'the diggnosis of
passive-npcressive,' he did not explicitly state it since that would have TEmwhxER
mandated institutionalizetion. Instead he recommended that Oswald be placed on
probation so long as he was under guidance, preferably by a psycl’ﬂ.atris‘b:-f-;

For what he attributes to Hart(ois IZI;OSI;?; Iaa;s Ei:‘i:t‘rj source no§3, to pages 422 , a4
and 223 of Hartogs Commission testimony (ﬁﬂma Commission exhibit that is a
photstat of ﬂartos%'s')report on his examination of Oswald, Copunrission Rahdbiilmtoss

- 10 89
Hartogh Em{m the end of what I quote from his page 13 ebove, he has this footnote

za?a{mazz critical 05 leagher and of me:

Harold Weisberg tells of the tests but does not quote any of Hartoge's con-
clusions. Sylvia Meagher, in her acclaimed book Accessories After the Fact
writes, “There ia, then, no basis in any of the available medical orpuychiatri;
histories for allegations that Oswald was peychotic, aberrant, or mentally
unsound in any degree.” Meagher's conclusion is contradicted not only by
Hartogs but also by two Soviet peychiatrists who avaluute? QOswald after his
failed suicide attempt in Moscow in 1969 (see page 51), / '

If one reads Posner's page 51 one [inds a common Posner trick. He does there refer
to the two Soviet psychiatrists who examined Oswald when he was in the hospital for ot
three days after slashing his wwite mvlsi;, but one does not find a singlé o-2 word either

saying or eve}llsu,ggesﬂ.ng that thoy said anything at all that "wontradicted" a word
in what Yeagher wrote that he Posner here quotes. My book to which Posner refers was not
on Oswald, 1t was on the Warre\;l\' Commigsson,as its title states tepetitiesslys There was
7L

no relevance in it for what #artog-:- did say or vhat Posner saps he said, the two not

being identical, as we sece.

Throughout the book Posner has such notes, pretending to cite what does not exist

to support his fabrications.



Insert on Hartogs, Oswald born assassin waiting to assassinate ‘é_
i
In a bock that would not have been any book at all, a book in uhich(Kption
eond bt pde

e
of fact and truth :La’indiswnsible, a book as thor oﬁ@ily dishonest as Posner's, the

N\

boolz in which he says his bs—oy biog-rapljy of Oswald :Ls the gost impbrtant part, Posner

the tof et

is flagrantly corrupt and dishonest in hj.r.-l\ of what the shrink Hartog .c.\(ji
g bout Oaweq.d.?nxsm.t This basils of Posner's book is not only /
]Ltuluu]‘ we'ajw patef i W&a/tkf
ogs—nesl:’she:,_aa.m—qerumm, vithout reasonable question Poszner knéw in
#@ what without which, in his own words, he has no book at alll
fhis also provides an explanation of his indecent, unmanly, uﬂ:terly dishonest
attack on hmylvia Meagher who, having died years earlier, could not defend
herself and her work.
This also is one of the more significant of the inuumerable illustretions of Posner's
dishonesty in his endlesghéa_'bragging that he read all those 26 volumes and had to and
did index them, If he had either read or indexed them, if he had, as he said, read the
books in his bibliography, then he certainly knew what Heagher wrote about Hartogs and
Haphred aekus e st ;té %
whax&s&@cﬁi?%;bth(l?cggoges after the ant, page 244)! It isg, /H!I’h hwﬂ{fﬂfi
"eseno indication of paychiatric changes; superior mental endowment; no retarda—
I ’)&': tion despite truancy; np psychotic ﬁlental changes. Disturbed youngster who
_ suffers (inder the x=m impact of really existing emotional isolation and deprivation."
CH/ For this she cited Hartogs Exhibit 1, Hartogs actually report. (20HB9)
Citing Hartogs Commisoion testimony, with his report iM his hands, Meagher continued:
l)h " :‘ﬂ "essHe conceded that it failed to mention any pobential for violence, assaultive
1 w or houicidal potential, or incipient schizpphrenia. He conceded also that if

¥ he had found such traits in the boy, he would have said so in his report."@

]ﬁstMﬁm.ma 244) [ st 221).

Meagher cited Hartogs testimony under questio Comukssion questionim

At that point Hartogs was actually correcting his mista.ksn testimony mfifmﬂ'
bagis of Posner's fmd;n about oﬁﬁ'f ggrn assasgine. Of what Posner misu.sad, vhen

‘*uwf-p/uzf
read to him by Counsel Weslsy Liebeler, /fartogs "It contradicts my recollection,"
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Hartogs' testimony is a very big thing to Posne:i:' and for his book. Posner's own
sources notes (puu:e 509) cite pages 220 and 223. Can ik be believed that he did not tkmm

&jbﬂ = hay
evel}’ look at page 2217 Ubviously not and obviously the dédi yxteness is another of

r /L
Fosner's seHMharacterizaﬁms. And what a P& & 0 tll::/;"m_ﬁan it is!
Lot b tin
How brazen, how u.n£ rmg,fh‘tm"—%?'ﬁ{ indifferent to the poas:.bil:.ty of getting caught
at it!

Can this potentially ruinous dishonesty have been dared without the kmowledge that

Random House would not hae have any authentic Fesg=per peer review made?

# ith both this matter and all of %&‘f@g@a indicating what such a -per®
peer reviw review would have shown? 4,2 Cn M’"(ﬁ 'IEM&W’M (‘{

Cpuld Posner have dared submit this monumentally dishonest book without the cer-

tainty there irould be no such review?

Random Hpuse was the only possible spurce of %uranca.

Could /have come come other than from the official who shares Posner's dedication
with hi‘sa. wife, I_l‘risha, "T'o Bob Loomis, my cditor, who nurtured this project from its
inception."

goomis was more than Posner's eﬁ%r;h &I‘;Bhlgs EZES Weekly May 3, 1993 story on
the coming assassination—easmv anniversary bookse identifies him as "Random House vice—
president and executive editor.” ?t/;i%:t loomis told Dahlen, he was then thoroughly
familiar with the book's contents and the exceptional importance of the foregoing
fabrications # in it:"A;t%Kl:(a_;t of it is a biography of lLee H‘m'\irey' Oswald."

Would not this same “ocmis have been the official who decided upon and arranged for
peer reviews?

The foomia who said this of the book while "reluctant tqéeveal much of the book's
contents" only "because it's too early" while also telling Dahlen that the book
"coégonts“ others who have written in the field"; and that he "expects the book to

arouse controversy"?

The fact that there would b controversy, that as he knew the book condemns those

se-iemaretl
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who then would have every interest in defending themselvas, did not suggest to the
Random House vice president and executive editor that his publishing house's reputation
did not require protection from an unimaginable disaster if this f¥faud of a bouk were to
be exposed as scon as it appeared?

Which would have happened if the media had met its responsibi]i@as?

With this apotheosis of dishonestg , thiés perfection in corruption - all those Posner
says Posner "smirked" his "satisfaction" from having kdilled the President said no such
thing and did not even suggest it and the truth about lir:u‘i'.ogs. is that he mwinixihm
swore under oath to the exac‘f:__'—ii‘ opposite oi:_lf'-_w-hat Posner quotes as his professional
opinion - can anyone who disagrees with him have indicted and oondemad-TPoane-r more
convineingly, more thoroughly that he }.ﬂ.mself does in this complete fabrica'b%on of what
he himself,‘ supported by Loomis, seys in the most impartant part of hisb'zl;g'

What “oomis says it "the heart of it"?

Without which Posner and Random House would have had no book at all?

And their enormbus benefit from it?
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&sked by Liebeler,
(D "It would not appear from this report that you found any indication in the char-
Leg
j @ acter o?_{' Oswald at that time that would indicte this possible violent outburst,
is there?"
q:[’ Hartog s responded, "I didnﬁt mention it in the report." Liebeler thm—as then asked,
s ‘
" If you had found it, would have mentioned it i:}-ltne report?"j/ artogs response was,
{/ "I would have mentioned it; yes." (20H221)
This is not n simple error. We are none of us immune to that. This is the
0
basis of the most imprtant part of his book, as Posner himself st&ted., nadlie delivYerate—
c-fm.) cwffmwimg
ness of his incpedible dishonesty cannot be exaggerated.
T
Under oath and in t volume Posner claims to have studied and dwclided—in—his

A A T pamg [lie i B
:Lndeﬁ’,' ﬁértogs swore to the exact opposite of what Posner says!

—

Hapo

Iy
He amzually teatified that what Pomner quotes, without reference to his correction of

it, was not true and he did correct it only four pages later. 7/%/% d_?ﬁ M
B s xXad sae KB rAzen; Koiconsckona kst tahnusty zhexexaggEratEd i

(3

On

7ol he B
his false prete?lses about us those rﬁading his book might compare it with what we wrote? w
Meagher
Because ## utterly cusprov?/his concoction and he knew that before he began to write

Does this not also illustrate why he P to condemn those who wrote in disagreement
mui ﬁ‘ '
with the official mythology he set out to Commercializa and exploit because without

thyit
his ret-:ﬁtmmso painful history for his dirty picces of silver, that dirty pieces
¥ 4

for him and for Random House and ##flmade Posner a world figure?
Does this, too, not explain wh#&ﬁom House m the traditional pesr review
reviey with controbersial nog-fiction?
Lo 4o et
Did it not have rrason to believe that anyond who had made a series study of the
:EW/ by by”
assassination and its investigations might “this oper? dishonety from

Hepgher's book? But, as we see throughout, Posner and fandom House were upyf to that!

QL fo meiey] Bty ey
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For money" ! For g&#money!

The Random House certainty that the major media would be without question is ob-
vious. This in itself says much about the major media when what Random House had to have
assumed is considered.

It depended upon acce tance and support from the major mediam. And that it gote.

But just suppose that before vesting its reputation in itdew support cg and ecnour-
agement to this incredibly bad book any component had done any checking, of even what
most obviously called for checking?

Pesrn o
in any checking, is not his /Fareful omission of where in her book ‘leagher said
what Posner says she wrote a red flag, waving to be heeded?

and when ghe quute{gﬁ""mm.ng the exact bpposite of what is so basic in
Foumer's Dook, does that not really demand checking? Especially when all that had to be
done was what I did, go to the testimony she cites, 8H2217?

If for all the money and prestige it investisted in the first ancillary rights,
supposed U.S. News had exercised the very minimum in self-protections and being sure
dt got its money's worth? On pmwe ILIJ LT M"r” fw W) M %f Mj "ff")

Or that any one of the TV nets all of which treated Posner as the one and only oracle
had? Fublic brimdcasting included.

Especially CNN, when Posner was disputed and contradicted to his face and for
all practical purposes called a thief to his face?

401- that after Nosenko threw mud in Posner's fice on ABC it had had any question
at all?

o0 G S I T Ay

If any one of these major-media components had behaved naturally, done the minimum
of checlcing, Posner and Random House would have been ruined.

l But they did not, not a single one of them, in any part of the major x;zadj.a,.
&ng ‘M is startlingly o‘bxious, Random House was certain it would get away with JH
/ coldly calculatedam}, unprecedented and very Jweg profitable fraud,

Of such is the kindem kinhdom in post-—JFK assassination he United States of Ameriaa!
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extra spuce

Important as he is to Posner's book, his w'glth and fame from it, what struck me
23 0dd ihen I first read TKR his first chapter is the bevity of his use of thalshrink
gi-qﬁl his absolute indiapensibility to Posner's ticket to fame and ‘f rtunc. Long as the
book is, this is the only mention of Hartogs, in this pexr- pexr part of Pomner's first chapter.

He appears and disappears at the same time and in the same place. Ee is never

.

mentioned again,
Quite separate from what Posner did with Hartogs ,this scant reference to him with

all tho basic importance he has in Pomner's book raises questions about him,

tha
What is[Hartogs' story? What kind of man, what ldnd of psychaitrist is he?

I t“d.nk that what is in the draft can follow this.

A e g e
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12 = CASE CLOSED

usual hooky playing type . . . the type of boy who does not go to
achool, to truant with his other friends, to go to the park, fish,
play, or whatever it is,” recalled Carro. “This [Oswald] was a boy
who would not go to school just to remain home, not do any-
thing.” Carro found that Oswald “did not want to play with any-
body, he did not care to go to school.”™ In the few classes Oswald
attended at P.8. 117, Carro discovered he had been disruptive.
At Youth House, Oswald told Evelyn Strickman, his case-
worker, that he felt his mother “never gave a damn” about him.
In her report, Strickman wrote that Lee “feels almost as if there’s
* a veil between him and other people through which they cannot
reach him, but he prefers this veil to remain intact.”” After the
social workers interviewed Lee, he was gent to the staff psychia-
trist, Dr. Renatus Hartogs, a Ph.D. in clinical psychology and an
M.D. He vividly remembered Oswald eleven years later when he
testified before the Warren Commission. Hartogs gave seminars
for other professionals in which he discussed interesting and
unusual cases discovered at Youth House. One weel, he chose
Oswald as the seminar subject. The reason Hartogs considered
him so interesting was “because he came to us on a charge of
truancy from school, and yet when I examined him, I found him to
have definite traits of dangerousness. In other words, this child
had a potential for explosive, aggressive, assaultive acting out
which was rather unusual to find in a child who was sent to the
Youth House on such a mild charge as truancy from school.” Har-
)\ % [) y/\lugs thought Oswald “in full contact with reality” but “intensely
X ;‘N‘N‘ aeli"-centerr-:d."m He also said the thirteen-year-old “showed a
’ cold, detached outer attitude” and “talked about his gituation” in
\‘- A dﬁ a “nonparticipating tashion.” Hartogs found it “difficult to pene-
trate the emotional wall behind which this boy hides.” He per-
ceived that Oswald had “intense anxiety, shyness, feelings of
awkwardness and insecurity” as the main reasons for his with-
drawal tendencies (emphasis in original). Oswald told him his
main goal was to join the Army, although Hartogs noticed he had
developed a “vivid fantasy life, turning around the topics of om-
nipotence and pnwer."“
Oswald admitted that he became very angry with his mother
whenever ghe returned home without having brought food for

supper, and confese
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supper, and confessed he occasionally hit her. He also told the
psychiatrist, “I don't want a friend and I don’t like to talk to peo-
ple.” When asked if he preferred the company of boys or girls, he
responded, “I dislike everybody.”

Hartogs's diagnosis was “personality pattern disturbance with
schizoid features and passive-aggressive tendencies. Lee has to
be seen as an emotionally, quite disturbed youngster who suffers
under the impact of really existing emotional isolation and depri-
vation, lack of affection, absence of family life and rejection by a
gelfinvolved and conflicted mother.”® Although Hartogs thought
he “was quite clear” in emphasizing Oswald’s potential for vio-
lence by “the diagnosis of passive-aggressive,” he did not explic-
itly state it since that would have mandated institutionalization.
Instead, he recommended that Oswald be placed on probation so
long as he was under guidance, preferably from a psychiatrist.”

The New York Domestic Relations Court considered Hartogs's
diagnosis serious enough that it assigned a probation officer to
Oswald and tried for the next nine months to find appropriate
treatment for the disturbed youngster. Meanwhile, Lee was at
his ninth school, P.S. 44. On several occasions, Marguerite re-
fused to bring him to court, claiming he had returned and
adapted well to school. Instead, his grades were low, sometimes
failing, and comments from his teachers noted he was “quick-
tempered,” “constantly losing control,” and “getting into battles
with others.” Oswald refused to do his homework or salute the

*Many of the critics ignore Hartogs's testimony. He is not even listed in
books written by Mark Lane, Josiah Thompson, Jim Garrison, John Davis,
Robert J. Groden and Harrison Livingstone, Robert Blakey, Henry Hurt,
David Scheim, or David Lifton. Among the few who mention the tests, Jim
Marrs disingenuously says: “The results were essentially inconclusive. They
showed him to be a bright and inquisitive young man who was somewhat
tense, withdrawn, and hesitant to talk about himself or his feelings.”

Harold Weisberg tells of the tests but does not quote any of Hartogs's I:ﬂ!_l-'

clusions. Sylvia Meagher, in her acclaimed book Accessories After the Fact,

writes, “There is, then, no basis in any of the available medical or psychiatric

histories for allegations that Oswald was paychotic, aberrant, or mentally

unsound in any degree.” Meagher's conclusion is contradicted not only by

Hartogs but also by two Soviet psychiatriats who evaluated Oswald after his

failed suicide attempt in Moscow in 1959 (see page 51). H'0W NVVW‘U
Yme 2y




Accessories AFTER Tue Fact

1t is easy to overlook the availability of qualified psychiatric findings on
Oswald. In addition to the New York City Youth House report on Oswald at
age thirteen, the following facts should be given due weight: (1) The Marine
Corps medical records on Oswald for 1956-1959 (Donabedian Exhihit No. 1)
consistently show no sign of emotional problems, mental abnormality, or psy-
chosis. (2) Oswald was the subject of psychiatric evaluation in the Soviet Union
after his effort to avoid deportation by feigning an attempt at suicide. Soviet
records (CE 985) show that he was found to be “not dangerous to other people
... clenr mind . . . no sign of psychotic phenomena . .. no psychotic symptoms.”

Though relatively recent, neither the.Marine Corps medical records nor the
Soviet psychiatric evaluation support the facile finding that Oswald was Hir-
rational”—all too frequently the response to objections that Oswald's actions
were inconsistent with guilt, Nor does the Youth House report really justify the
inference that he was unbalanced or deranged. Irresponsible statemenls purport-
ing to be based on the Youth House report were published and piven great
prominence in the period immediately after the assassination. They created an
exaggerated or erroneous impression, as the. Report acknowledges. (WR 379)
The Youth House psychiatric report (Hartogs Exhibit 1) actually found

no indication of psychotic changes; superior mental endowment; no retarda-
tion despite truancy; no psychotic mental changes. Disturbed youngster who

suffers under the impact of really existing emotional isolation and depriva-
tion.

Dr. Renatus Hartogs, chief psychiatrist of Youth House, wrote that report on
April 16, 1953 and did not see it again for eleven years. He testified on April
16, 1964 that the thirteen-year-old Oswald had “definite traits of dangerousness
. . . a potential for explosive, aggressive; assaultive acting out. .. ." (8H 2170
Hartogs was then asked to review his 1953 report. He conceded that it failed to
mention any potential violence, assaultive or homicidal potential, or incipient
schizophrenia. He conceded also that if he had found such traits in the boy, he
would have said so in his report. He did not agree, however, with Liebeler’s
logical suggestion that his categorical comments before re-reading his report
might have besn based on mistaken identity, and that he had no personal recol-
lection of Oswald at all. (8H 221)

Not a very professional performance.

There is, then, no basis in any of the available medical or psychiatric his-
tories for allegations that Oswald was psychotic, aberrant, or mentally unsound
in any degree. His life history is consistent with the conclusion that he was a
rational and stable personality (which is not to say that he was appealing, admir-
able, or untroubled). He was capable of marriage and fatherhood, with respon-
sibility and devotion, particularly to his two children. He was conscientious in
his punctuality and work, completed military service satisfactorily, paid his bills
and repaid his debts promptly, and managed his practical affairs capably.

] Hartogs apparently described Oswald in similar blood-curdling but mistaken terms in an
FBI interview on an unspecified date, The FBI report on that interview was mentioned

during Hartogs' testimony but is not included among the Exhibits.
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1se Psychintrist’'s Report”

Mr, Lieneien. Would you read the report and tell us if that is the report
that you prepared at thnt time? .

Dr. Hantoas, That Is right, that is 1t Interesting.

Mr. Lienever. Doctor, Is your recollection refreshed after looking nt the
report that you made at that thine?

I, Hanroas, Yes, yes: that ks the fdingnoals, “persounlity pattern disturbanee
wlth sehizold features nnd passive—ngrressive tendencles,"” Yes,

Mr. Tiengrer. On page 1, at the very beginning of Lhe report, you wrote at
that time, did sou not, "This 18-yenr-old, well-lmilt, well-nourished boy was
remantled to Youth House for the first time on charge of truancy.”

Dr, Hanyoos, Yes.

Mr. Lieneres. On the lnst page of the report there s a section entitled “Sum-
mury for Probatlon Officer's Report,” s there not?

Dr. Hanroos, Yes,

Mr. Lienerer. And you wrote there, nhout two or three sentences down, did
Yon uot, “We arrive therefore at the recommendation that he should be plueed
on probatlon under the condition that he seelk help nnd guldanee through con-
tnet with a child guldanee elinie, where he should be treated preferably by n
mule parchintrist who eould subatitute, to n certain degree at least, for the
Inek of father figure. At the same time, his mother should be urged to seek
psychothernpentie guldanee through contact with n family ngeney, 1f this
plan does not swork out favornably and Lee eannot eoopernte In this treatment
pinn on an eutpatient bnsis, removal from the home nnd placement conld be
resorted to at a Inter dnte, but It Is our definite impression that treatment on
probation should Le tried out before the stricter and therefore possibly more
honrmful placement npproach Is applied to the case of this boy 7"

Dr. Harrogs, Yes. It contradicts my recollectlon.

Mr. Lignrren. Yes. AS you now read your reporl—and 1t 1s perfectly under-
slandnble that it s something that might not be remembered 11 vears after the
event ; I bave no recollection of whnt T was doing 11 yenrs ago,

Dr. Harrogs. T did not know that T marde this amblguons recommendution,

Mr, LaeneLer. As you read this report and reflect on this report and on the
hoy, Oswald, ng he is revenled through {t, do you think that posgibly It may
hinve been somebody else that was involved In the seminar or are you convinced
that it was Oswald?

Dr. Hartoos. No; that wns Oswald.

Mr. Ligneren. That was Oswald?

Dr. Hartoas, Yes,

Mr. Lieserer. It would not appear from this report that you found any indi-
cition in the character of Lee Oswald at that tme that would Indleate this possi-
ble vinlent outburst, ls there?

I'r. Harroas. I didn’t mention It In the report, and T wouldn't recall it now,

Mr. Ligpecen, If you would have found it, you would have mentioned It in the
report?

Dr. Hartogs. I would have mentioned It; wes. 1 Just lmplied it with the
dingnosia of passive-nggressive, It menns that we are denling here with a
youngster who wans hiding behind a seemingly passive, detached facnde NEEIes-
slon hostility. I mean this is what I thought was qulte clear. I did not say
that he had assanltive or homieldal potentinl.

Mr. LaeprLen. And in faef, 08 we read through the report, there s no mention
of the waords “Incijdent schizophrenle” or "notentinlly dangerons™ in {he report,

Dr, Hawrous, No: 1 don't know where she has It from, but these nre my words,
I use it in other reports, hut here it is not,

Mr. Turneter, “Passive-nggressive tendencles" nre falrly common In ovenr-
rence, are they not nmongst peaple?

Dr. Hanroas, No; It Is not sn common. It 18 the lenst common of the (hree
personnlity tralts. It Is either o passive-dependent child or nn nggressive child,
and there s n passive-nggressive child. The pnsslve-nggressive one is the lenst
comnion.

Mr. Ligngren. Wounld You deseribe for na hriefly what the passive-nggressive
tendeneles are, inw do they manifest themselves, what do they indle 3
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