
Investigating the investigation of the murder of Pre:ident Kennedy, 
published 

with an estimated 10,000,000 words of what, for lack of an accurate designation, 
clA4,1s; 

has come to be known by the official deSignation of "evidence" and an estimated 300 

cubic feet of files„ of incalculable wo age and all that is available that the 
OLII n L f  

governmen s unned,--ra-li-ff endless SW that aoct±d not possibly be completed in an 

adult lifetime devoted to nothing else. 

In my own "Report On The Warren Report" I have sought to analyze 

each of the more important aspects es I could from the documentation I could find. 

What I could and did find depended upon the time I had available, for I was simul-

taneously an author, one full-time function, a publisher, wlich entails more 

numerous s-ecialities, and the researcher. To a large degree what my research into I 

the files yielded was controlled by instinct end luck, for they are arranged in a 

manner designed to frustrate logic and waste enormous amounts of time. It was also 

controlled by what was available. 

Initially, 100; of the staff papers were denied. It is no distortion or 

exaggeration to say they were suppressed. Regin'ing about the first of 1967, a few 
behi 

were allowed to peek from 6blivion. I know of no one else who has, if he found any, 

made any use of them. Meager as is the medical-autopsy data the Commission permitted 

itself to possess and dubious, evasive and woefully incomplete as that tiny percentage 

of these 300 cubic feet is, I  postponed that part of my inquiry end writing in the 

hope that I would be able to drawn upon these still-secret working papers. 

When this could no longer be delayed, still seeking what had been sucTre 

suppressed, I had to begin writing this book. 

-*---/Daddixtx I requested and raid for the le:oxing of every paper in the 

essential files. Here I ran into the obstacle set forth in the correspondence 	' 	r 
 

Finally, I did get all but whet I was told had been withheld, two unidentified 



memos, four short pages. They and a then-undisclosed numer of additional 

documents would be available simultaneously. The promised date of by September 
five days. 

15 was delayed only axweskx The 'UM official reasons for this delay are set 

f7rth in the corspondence. They do not make sense to me. 

In any event, n September 20, 1967, "lcheaampre researchers, of whom I seem 

to have been the only one with manifested interest, wee-/  -permitted to examine these 

two documents that until then were withheld from the J.F.K. 4-1 or "autopsy" file 

r  end' twelve additional boxes, each holding about four inches of documents. It should 

be apparent thiTiiixt a (stack of documents tivotee4-hoith requires a considerable 

amount of time for the briefest scanning. An inquiry of this sort should, properly, 

proceed more slowly. Were I to do that, however, I would never comp:_ete this task. 

This is a subject that goes to the heart of the democratic society, one from which 

every notional act and policy et= subsequent to "ovember 22, 1967, stems. These 

was a change in administration and there were changes in policies brought about 

by this murder and by it alone. The murdr and the analysis of its official 

investigation, already established as at best entirely inadequate and deshonest 

and at worst a deliberate fraud, possibly consoiratirial, therefore cannot wait 

the slow workings of history and the as yet unmanifested interested of professional 

historians, the official "scholers". Nor can it await thebelated assumption of their 

vt) 
responsibilities by the layers who were the first to abdicate their responsibilities; 

A 

that of the press, which has concerned itself only with sycophancy end slander; or 

an official investigation, of which -here is no sign. 

ow/ 
6o, I have to make spot decisions e-f'Abet I will read and how carefully 

I will examine or not examine eaCciii7paper within a folder, each folder within a 

file, each file in each box. This I had to do without benefit of any really,eMan-

ingful guide to the contehts of the considerable stack of materials. Our government 

can burn millions in Vietnam every day of the year, but it canoct afford to spend 
the monumental cheosp 	dUmped on 

more than the part-time work of two men in gang overepette7likeim'eerreateatxte the 

"etional Archives by the Commission wingt--folded. "o matter how competently or with 
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what dedication these two men perform their fu
nctions, thelcc,a4t6nt a vast 

verbal accumulatuon end can do only so much ea
ch day, especially because they 

are also the ones who make what has been releas
ed eveilable to those who seek it 

end because of the necessary additional time c
onsumed in working with materials 

that are, properly, kept under lock and key an
d and may be examined only under 

guard. 

They cannot make an index to the clutter, nor 
can them make a 

meaningful table of contents. They can compose
 only the most rudimentary guides. 

Eor these itactsxmxxiasxsxttantxts two feet of documen ts, here that is: 

11.1-attached. 

already.t.) 

This addition to the 'written book cannot exhau
st-cannot, really, 

begin to reflect what may be stached away in t
hese-two essentially-undescribed ‘...14/11  

feet of large illegible carbon copies made les
s legible by repeated Xeroxing. 

When any single sheet of paper may have the mo
st vital significance, this is a 

/1(--  

considerable defect and a liability. 	is u
navoidable, but the reader should 

be aware of it. 

By the time a single man could study two feet 
of documents with the 

requisite care, there would be another two fee
t demandin^ the same or more 

attention, and there would be no writing, no b
ook, nothing publicly available. 

I see no alternative but silence to this undes
ireeble and unfortunately incomrlete 

because 
approach. However, ii- priniiix the entire document wherever possi

ble, the reader can 

see for himself that I have taken nothing out 
of context and have restricted myself 

essential 

to data tkatxmammstxtaxsttsrmixtyx whose/meani
ng cannot be altered by the availability 

of documents still suppressed. Further informa
tion might strengthen the case against 

the Commission and its staff but ttfty cannot 
charge what these documents say and mean. 
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From the br&ef description above, it is apparent these 12
 boxes of 

ComAssion ix-Ters do n61, focus on the dical and autcnsy
 NIFiNESIE faces of 

the case. Here I aim include only what is relevant in th
is book of whet I have 

discovered buried in these until-no-7 secret files. The medical-autcpsy content 

of these files is but a tiny fraction. 

In what I have gon over, there is not a single page tha
t in my way 

disputes this book, not one that even indicates I have ma
de any unfair or unwarranted 

representation in this book or the earlier-completed four
. Everything I have seen 

substantiates my analysis and conclusions. 

While it would have been better, from a literary perspect
ive, in any 

event, had this material been worked into the ainropriate
 chapters, it may, perhaps, 

4)„,ihel-vt-Atte 

be(not without value that the reader song see whet was in t
he -files thati6was denied 

researchers for so long a period, just how contrary it i
s to the official story 

adAtionel)  

so lustily propagandized throughout the 7orkd. 
11  may give him en insight into how 

the OormAssion worked and thought and into the minds,Oif 
dot the hearts, of several 

of the more promient staff members. 



Howard Winans, staff director, Department of Justice employe
e, favorite 

and trusted of the ashington Post, was an important Commissi
on official. ne also 

wrote many memos, most of which, without doubt, I haven't se
en. Ogaveleased-for 

• - 
whatever gentler word the Commission's apologists would prefe

r, /1,4-e_ 

in reality suppressed until September 20, 1967, when most of 
the interest in the 

Report had slaked in response to the tremenduous propaganda c
ampaign in support of the 

(o,  cc • 

Ile port and attacking that its critics, ia imauxpossalutux am
o those in pYtlocraseasion: 

Under date of August 8, 196i4, Willens sent General Counsel 
Rankin a critique of 

"Chapter IV - Draft dated 7/21/64.°  

Without exception, every copy made for me of those reports s
uppressed 

until that day is exceedingly pale, more so than necessary, e
ven if all come from 

indistinct carbon copies. This one is no exception. The date 
seems to be 7/21. It 

may,ts if one every saw an original, be a day of so later. 
My copy same fra-  the 

internal staff memoranda file. There is another in File 2R2
2 "Rep 2" a 	presumeably, 

other copies are in other files. Many copies were made before
 the one Xeroxed for me. 

In the Report as issued Chapter IV is "The Assassin". from i
nternal 

evidencet ixxxxxsums; Viillens' memo discusses what, in essen
ce, was in this chapter. 

tomperison of this illegible critique and the final, printed
 Report indicates much of 

--that Willens demanded he got. 

On tae second page he has this entrancing paragraph: Lii- nu
mbered 3, all. 

Here he says "why weaken our case by considering whether Osw
eld was u 

mechanically capable of the crime What difference does it ma
ke if it was impossible 

for him to have done that shooting's" The really truthful stat
ement via_ not intehded 

to be interpreted as I do: 

"I think our case remains the same even if Oswald had limite
d or negli- 

gible capacity -with a rifle". This is exactly true. The case
 remained the same, "I'L 

-ktO 

,it was a frameup. The best shots the Commission could'get, u
nder improved conditions, 

, 	ni Osw eld was 

could not duplicate the shooting attributed to usweld 	
26)' 
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a truly lousy shot who, when lest tested, on an easy course, sco
red but a single point 

more thn the absolute minimum demanded of every serviceman (1EI
TEWASH, "The Marksman"). 

In the apnraisal of the Commodant of the Marine Corps, he was "a
 rather poor 'shot'." 

v3rrEv7Asa 30). 

Twaxparsgrephsziater: Lii- numbered 5-all 

7riat this seems to say is that he didn't get the rifle at his Dallas 

post-office box, although the Commie ion says, he did, in Dallas.
 

hThat Willens is a lawyer trained in the adversary system, in Wn
ich e has 

an epeonent ti present the other side, is here clear. This nine-
page critique.  has 41 

%-) 
numbered items. They seek to 

4  
enforce in the Aeport not that meager bit of the other 

side of the evidence that, unwanted, crept in, but a partisan pr
esentation of what the 

Commission wanted believed. This is what permeates his demands
 and suggestions. NW 

ties4 he wee unaware of it. In the seventh item he argues the pr
esence of an old, hidden 

palmprint on the rifle that could not have bean made during the 
assassination is suffic-

ient (there being no other prints on the rifle allegedly used an
d hidden in great haste), 

 
Ny/14, w.iieet-he

, 
 recognizes the weakness of at,:empting to use the discovery

 of Oswald's 

fingerprints on cart ns he4as-pe40o handle;-.)ttia,t-ela,g his
 johi as a mean of placing 

him at the sixth-flcor window at the time of the assassination 
toito forthrightly states) 

- 

e-r" in an effort to strengthen the prosecution case, not get the trut
h out,61/:' 

--- 
' The basic question is when tlamThestit-origitel),  he was at 

the window 

and when we come near to that question we back away from it. Fu
rthermore, we never 

do make m effort to refute the many other possibilities for the
se fingerprints 

which are consistent with Oswald's innocence". 

What Willens might have ad ed is that the Aeport never states
 these 

"possibilities" that are "conistent with "Oswald's innocence". 1-)t4 1.4:1 
Recognizing the great weakness of using Howard LeslieBrennan as

 an * 
A 

"eyewitness" to identify Oswald at that window; Onlitewash 39-42
)eeel-meteleer ' 

"similar"-treeleaning no identification_that had meaning 16
 argues in his 



18th item, "I would eliminate eliminate this comparison here an
d perhvr make a ref- 

erence to it later on when the Tippit shooting is discussed." Th
is confirms 

in WHTrE7ASH ("The TippitMurderi, that if the Tippit.murder 

aicy/  

would have had to have been invented to .pinfthe rap---of-cop- 

14 	vQv_ 

witi.k.ay.the-ebenet. evidence of him as the assassin seem credible. 

The incredible Brennan is, to Willens (item 19) "a good witness"
 and the Commission 

"should reaffirm"his testimony "as the source of the shots". 

The reader will recall that the Report argued that Odwald 'pool< t
he 

alleged assassination rifle to work the morning of the assassin
atiorAecause 

he was seen to carry a bag. The testimony was given byes175Bu
eli\Frazier and his 

sister, Linnie May Randle* (WHITE7A::1H 12-23). Oswald is said to
 have cl-imed he 

had curtain rods in this bag. All the testimony about the bag an
d its contents 

are 10°,70 against the Commission's conclusions. The Commission g
ot around this by 

simply saying what it wanted is right and itmcmxtimst all of its
 testimony was 

-44sr:/ 

wrong. The evidence was * that bag could not have contained tifr r
ifle,, 

Commission, in the abFence,of any testimony 7:hatsoeyer, simply s
aid the rifle 

P 	1 . 	te 

r 	;-tev t,  ;'-1•41 1;4 	 ■ 	 itnt e 

whether Oswald had carried curtain-rods with Minoan. the FBI be
foreiihed-falled 

-.ttdac, So, Willens wants the Commission to conclude as it did) th
at "He lied 

about the curtain-rod story and the paper bag" (Item 23).1* it is not
 inconsistent 

for him them (Item 24) to argue that "The discussion...regarding
 disassembling 

seems to have limited relevance". His concept of the use of the"F
razier -Randle 

( 	2-(62.1 	14% / 
testimony", under a reorganization he proposed his "so tePto pro

ve that Oswald 

carried the tag paper bag to work, and then turn to the question
 whether the beg 

contained the assassination weapon." Zhat this means, simply, in 
the absence of.' 

proof that the bag held the rifle, is that the Report woukd be reor
ganized to 

poison the case against Oswald. Prove that he carried a bag and
 then pretend that 

the beg held the rifle, the refore, he took the rifle to work. This is what 

13aot1y what I said 

hadn't happened, it 
-1414,  

killer on Oswald to- 

was disassembled-,,twhreh--le-A4he-situRttnn tai 	e o_f_totel_im
possibility.)4Akt 

e-fear-manes-aloser.,..to-poSalbleCommission i oonducted no investigation to see 



the Commission and the Report did. it is contrary to the evidence. I
t would not 

open.' 
have been dared in:court. 	 nature. 

The entire memo if of this ftaXa2t2rx 

41ere again, ample reason for keeping these files away from those 

researching the assassination and its investigation. For whatever re
ason, this is 

exactly what happened. For whatever reason, when the question of the
 integrity of 

f'-vt i,. --- 
the:work and'tba—conclusions was a hot issue toward the end of 1966 

and early in 

1967, this and the ample similar evidence was surpressed. They are_
pertinent tc 

the character of the Commission and that of its work. 


