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  Foreword

  by David R. Wrone

  Rare it is to find a book on a dynamic and vital social crisis published in the heat of controversy that stands the test of time, yet Harold Weisberg’s Whitewash II: The FBI-Secret Service Cover-Up published in 1966 does just that. It is an American classic as important then as it is today. Yet those words do not tell the story of his struggle to publish. Commercial publishers refused to publish a book critical of the Warren Commission, forcing Weisberg to self-publish. Then, he found it blacklisted by officials and shunned by the intelligentsia, refused by book review editors, and never mentioned in most major newspapers. Yet by word of mouth the public made it into an underground best seller.

  From the limited sources available to him at the time Weisberg researched and studied the assassination, largely Warren Commission records and newspaper clippings. Since that time the federal release of voluminous materials associated with the inquiry, the information generated by several federal investigations, and the findings of numerous studies of the assassination of President John F. Kennedy have only served to validate his analyses and conclusions.

  Having analyzed the Warren Report in his first book, Whitewash I, Weisberg here focuses on the misdeeds of the investigative agencies utilized by the Commission. Only when we understand the burdens it labored under can the power and impact of these systems upon the integrity of the inquiry be appreciated.

  The Warren Commission suffered from structural and personal weaknesses that hampered its work. At the composition level, President Lyndon Johnson appointed seven of the busiest men in government and public life who had little time to study the facts and probe crucial areas. In addition to the hobble of time attached to the membership, the commissioners had been selected for the Commission for political reasons, not for their expertise in criminal investigation.

  The Commission further compounded its structural flaws with a failure to have its own team of investigators and criminal experts. Instead it hired a staff of 84 assistant counsels and assistants, largely attorneys, headed by a chief counsel J. Lee Rankin, who analyzed the information mainly furnished them by the Federal Bureau of Investigation, resolved problems, and wrote the Warren Report.

  The staff lacked abilities to investigate murders. None of the assistant counsels had been criminal investigators or possessed the street smarts born of experience that they needed to probe a crime, especially one of this magnitude and complexity. In addition no one on the staff had a passion for justice or a drive for objectivity. Most were young, came from top law schools and promising legal careers in administrative law, tax law, and similar fields. Most importantly, they had been schooled and practiced law in an adversarial system, one of the great glories of the American system of law, where an attorney pursued a client’s interest with full force in the secure knowledge that checks and balances of an opposing counsel would correct and guide the outcome along proper channels toward the end of truth. In their investigation of JFK’s murder adversarial procedures did not exist, but the attorneys consistently functioned as if this “great engine of truth,” in the celebrated words of the philosopher of law Wigmore, were present. Thus, they had no checks or criticisms built into their approach.

  Furthermore, to these severe flaws of little experience and ethical and structural weaknesses must be added a motivational problem that encumbered a critical approach to the assassination investigation. Many Commission assistant counsels had an intense desire to advance themselves in the world with credentials from service on this prestigious body. Dissent from official doctrines, criticism of procedures and scientific tests, and powerful pursuit of the evidence in the teeth of federal agencies that provided it would prove fatal to these aspirations. How valid this supine posture was. In years to come federal judgeships, professorships, high political office, and successful legal careers, personal honors, honorary doctorates, and many awards tumbled out of their ranks.

  The Secret Service, FBI, and CIA provided most of the information utilized by the Commission, and performed most of the investigations the Commission required. There is no convincing evidence they were connected with the assassination of President Kennedy, but each of them had reasons to cover up the facts, as Weisberg would say. They had been responsible for protecting him, ferreting out assassination attempts, with the FBI and CIA having a curious relationship with the accused assassin over the years. They could not be expected to investigate themselves.

  A remarkable affirmation of Weisberg’s thesis put forth in Whitewash II came thirty years later when, as a result of a Freedom of Information Act lawsuit, a critic obtained an amazing document from the FBI files. The Bureau’s internal inquiry on its role in the assassination investigation had concluded it had not really done its job. Among its many devices to avoid a serious, responsible inquiry, it had split the investigation into five parts, assigning each to a separate desk with no contact between them. In addition to an organization designed to fail it had not gone after evidence but had waited for it to fall into their hands or as they expressed it “stood around with their pockets open waiting for evidence to fall in”1

  Weisberg details many instances of the failure, as well as the corruption, of the inquiry made by the federal investigative agencies and the Commission counsels. Illustrations of this achievement convey the quality of his research and the importance of the book for our understanding of what happened to our thirty-fifth president.

  Weisberg shows that the FBI made no effort to and did not search the crime scene of Dealey Plaza. Within a few hours of the murder Hoover had decreed from his headquarters in Washington, D.C., that only one assassin existed who fired from the School Book Depository. In a few more hours he asserted Oswald was that assassin. Most agents also seemed to have believed it. Those few who might have disagreed—and none appear in the records—could not go against the dictate at risk to their jobs and other retributions. Flowing from this brutal edict the agents ignored the south and north grassy knoll, the pergola and the various buildings, the marks and details on the street, the automobiles, and similar areas.

  Much is made today by supporters of the single bullet theory invented by the Commission counsels, primarily Arlen Specter, where officials assert one bullet caused seven wounds and broke five bones on JFK and Governor John Connally, and emerged virtually unscathed. It had to enter high on JFK’s neck and exit his throat. No room for error or for fudging existed. An additional bullet to cause some of the wounds meant a conspiracy.

  Yet, Weisberg proves Commission counsel knew it was a fake and the single bullet solution a political device. Tom Kelley of the Secret Service explained to Weisberg that in December he had shown the staff X-rays of the JFK autopsy and later had displayed to Specter an autopsy photograph depicting JFK’s rear entry in the low shoulder blade, which required other bullets to inflict the other wounds. This destroyed the factual basis for the bizarre theory. Without that false construction of the evidence the Warren Report could not have been written. Specter later piously claimed that the photograph from a top official responsible for JFK’s security was not authenticated and thus he could not accept it. Yet, it was precisely Specter’s job and responsibilities to do just that. The documentary chain of evidence and interviews validate the picture.

  With respect to witnesses, Weisberg demonstrates how the FBI tainted Arnold Rowland’s testimony to force it into the Commission’s iron mold that Oswald did it. The young man’s clear and solid testimony placed men with guns in the western part of the Book Depository, and a person different than Oswald in the alleged sniper’s window in the eastern portion of the floor. The FBI sent in seven teams of two agents each to query Rowland, without contact between teams. They attempted to batter him into submission to the Oswald scenario, but he would not budge. In the end it took Counsel David Belin’s crude cross examination of the young man to manipulate his evidence.

  Weisberg also demonstrates that during Marina Oswald’s long custody by the Secret Service and FBI her testimony and information slowly changed until it supported the Commission’s purposes. For example, when the Secret Service first took control she could not distinguish between a shotgun and a rifle, but by the time the Commission interviewed her she knew them in detail.

  The dimensions of a corrupt investigation by federal agencies are excellently presented in a discussion of the Gene Aldredge shot. Aldredge reported to authorities that a bullet struck the north Elm Street sidewalk near the triple underpass and had left a fresh scar. Photos of it exist; tests were made. The FBI and Commission were able to cover up the incident. The Report ignored it, with supporters of the official findings carefully skirting around it, as they do several others reported bullet strikes in the plaza.

  In addition Weisberg shows in separate chapters that the Phil Willis, Abraham Zapruder, and Ike Altgens photos prove that a conspiracy slew JFK.

  Whitewash II: The FBI-Secret Service Cover-Up brings essential information and important perspective to those concerned with the integrity of the executive office and the murder of JFK.

  —David R. Wrone

  December 26, 2006

  WHITEWASH II:

  THE FBI-SECRET SERVICE COVER-UP

  by

  Harold Weisberg
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  Cropped from all versions of the Altgens picture is this scene on the west wall of the Dal-Tex Bldg: a man in seeming distress and below him an arm-like object projecting from the open second-floor window (p.216). This is greatly enlarged from pinhead size on a 35mm negative. Professional Photographer Altgens belatedly was heard for but 15 minutes, although his is the most important single picture. A man was arrested in this building. The Report ignored that also.

  1 The six page document is reprinted in the appendix of David R. Wrone, The Zapruder Film. Reframing JFK’s Assassination (Lawrence, KS: University of Kansas Press, 2003).


  PREFACE

  Six months ago, in writing the Preface to the first generally distributed edition of WHITEWASH: THE REPORT ON THE WARREN REPORT, I said of that book, "It will not be the last word". I did not then have this sequel in mind. I was thinking of its content alone. Optimistically, I thought history or another writer would by now have written it.

  It is coincidence only that this book concludes with almost the same words with which WHITEWASH began: "This is not the last word". Once again I am confident I shall not write it. Only one who has been so totally immersed in such an awful task—and there are few, if any—can begin to imagine the terrible, aging physical and emotional drain, how it saps a man (and his wife also).

  For this is, as I began the earlier Preface, "a story like no other in our history". What I then could see clearly I now know. It is the most unwelcome knowledge of my life. Because of it, in six months I have come to feel like an old man.

  With the hatred and detestation of what I felt compelled to do, I must also confess a pride in it and the satisfaction that comes from having kept another of the promises each of us must keep before he goes the miles preceding sleep. I hope I shall now be able to keep other promises, as I intend.

  Six months ago I began doing those things I hoped would eliminate the need for such a book as this. I took major newspapers to the sources of its content and promised to do what I could to guide them through it. I made similar offers to the electronic media, but to no avail.

  So I began the work myself, still not intending a book. I visualized a lengthy magazine article and wrote it after conducting the necessary investigation. It is incorporated in Part II. Then I decided upon a series of articles, and I worked on them. Meanwhile, as I could, I imparted what I learned to others, in confidence, hoping to help with their researches without giving away what to a writer is his property rights. Some of this material is included in the appendices of two other books, added in such haste the authors are unaware of its content and its content disproves parts of the texts!

  Weeks passed, other books appeared with what I regarded as factual and doctrinal error, and those who exert the major influence on the public mind grasped opportunities to divert it further from truth and fact. Just as unhappily, from my point of view, nothing substantial was added to the revelations of WHITEWASH.

  And they led in what I regard as the wrong direction.

  However, because they appeared under normal commercial imprints and did not have to be private printings, the panjandrums of the literary world ignored WHITEWASH and magnified the significance of their error with the attention lavished upon them. As it became commercially advantageous to engage in further departures from reality in the printed and spoken word and others derived the considerable profit this afforded, it became inevitable that I had to do this book.

  Profit is a legitimate and necessary thing in our lives. To me it is not as important as this subject matter and taking the untainted truth about it to the people. It is in this way that our society functions. As a writer, it is to me a sacred obligation.

  That is how this book came to be written in too great haste, while I was the country's smallest and most unwilling publisher and making numerous and time-consuming radio and TV appearances.

  This may not be another book that cannot be printed. It is to me a book that cannot wait.

  It is not a novel, a selection of poetry, a learned treatise on the wisdom of the ages or the biography of an eminence from antiquity. Such works can await the anachronisms of the late twentieth century book-publishing business. Others may disagree, but I believe this book addresses the very viability of our society. I have awaited publisher decision. I await it no longer. I will not and this subject matter cannot risk duplicating the history of WHITEWASH.

  In deciding once again to become a publisher, I do so with the certain knowledge that it is an undesirable and unprofitable thing for a writer to do. Distribution at best can be but haphazard and incomplete. Despite its considerable success, WHITEWASH is not available in most parts of the country and even where distributors stock it, booksellers are unaware of it. Those autocrats enthroned atop the literary heap may ignore this book, also. Those agonizing editors who would not face reality may again instruct reviewers not to touch it. So again I shall have to hope for the good sense of the people, their devotion to their country and its interests, and their desire and willingness to seek out and learn the truth about this most awful event in our history.

  There will be the additional handicap of an unorthodox format and a book that cannot be set in type because we can afford neither the cost nor the time. We can only hope that publisher interest will rapidly manifest itself to overcome this liability. This I will welcome, It cannot come too fast. We also hope that a new typewriter and a more generous supply of ribbons for it diminish this disadvantage. The lack of professional editing, regretfully, may be apparent.

  To save a precious page, I here express my thanks to those who know I feel deeply what they have done to make these two books possible. The pages are so precious because the appendix I would like to include herein is in itself a book in size, a book that tells a story over and above what it says of the investigation of the assassination of the President. It tells a disgraceful story about our federal police who so hate this designation and deny it. But as with WHITEWASH, there is not enough space for all the text I would like to have included.

  Dedication must be to the wonderful people and their devotion to the sanctity of our institutions, for it is this that has opened the subject and made my work successful. The assassination and its official investigation are no longer taboos.

  Throughout the long, unhappy and unproductive days from mid-February 1965 when it was finished until May 1966, when WHITEWASH went into general distribution, and continuing since, at each difficult time and for each crisis, a helping hand has always been extended, often by strangers. They are too numerous to mention all and some desire anonymity.

  Sam Abbott, previously unknown and since a cherished friend, executed both covers and designed the books for us. Manny Fontana, of Double Dot Press, contributed the photographic services when the printer to whom he subcontracted the printing of WHITEWASH Broke his agreement and destroyed the plates. Merkle Press, true to the tradition of American printers, undertook the printing knowing I was without funds or income. They went back to press with the second and third printings before the first was paid, for and with the fourth the day I paid for the second.

  I am not alone in owing these and many unnamed people, including hundreds and hundreds who have written and phoned, a debt that cannot be repaid and gratitude beyond expression. Such people are the glory and strength of our nation and its hope for the future.

  References to the Report of the Presidents Commission are indicated by the letter "R" and the page number; to the hearings and exhibits, by the number of the volume, the letter "H" and the page number. When references are made to WHITEWASH, it is because more information is there drawn together and is available at a single point. It is also because of the relationship between that book and this, its sequel, to avoid unnecessary duplication and to make more space Available in this book. The two books are, so to speak, my report on the Report of the President's Commission. Each volume has different photographs and evidence in its Appendix.

  The aerial photograph of Dealey Plaza, scene of the assassination, was provided after this book was written by Penn Jones, Jr., editor of the Midlothian (Texas) Mirror and author of Forgive My Grief. The street entering the plaza at the top right is Main, down which the motorcade came. It turned right, or to the north, into the cross street, Houston, thence into curving Elm. Below Houston on Elm is the Texas School Book Depository Building. Above it is the Dal-Tex Building. At the bottom is the Triple Underpass. Between it and the TSBD Building is the "grassy knoll". Below the semicircular colonnaded structure and to the left of Elm Street is the part of the grassy knoll enclosed by a stockade-type fence. Hidden by trees, it is here limned by parked cars.


  PROLOGUE

  Pictures don't lie—unless they are made to.

  And that is what the United States Government did in the investigation of the assassination of its youngest and one of its most beloved Presidents, John F. Kennedy. It made truthful pictures tell lies. Not content with this, it then invented lies.

  If this were not enough, it suppressed pictures that could tell the truth.

  Thus was it able to conclude—and convince itself and a shocked populace—that Lee Harvey Oswald, alone and unassisted, was the assassin.

  Following thousands of hours of research in and analysis of the vast, chaotic, deliberately disorganized, padded and largely meaningless 26 volumes of the testimony and exhibits of the President's Commission on the Assassination of President John F. Kennedy and its 900-page Report—millions of words most of which are not needed and are merely diversionary—I published the results of my investigation in a book, WHITEWASH: THE REPORT ON THE WARREN REPORT. In this book, I establish that the inquiry into the assassination was a whitewash, using as proof only what the Commission avoided, ignored, misrepresented and suppressed of its own evidence.

  Oswald's nomination as assassin was by the Dallas police. He was elected by the press, and his election was affirmed by the Commission. Only by great courage, which it did not have, and greater time, which it did not take, could the Commission have reached an independent determination. But it was preempted by police whose Keystone-coplike performance at the scene of the assassination destroyed any possible reconstruction of the crime as they alleged it was committed and then pinned a phony rap of cop-killing on Oswald, making the incredible story of Presidential murder seem credible. The Commission was to ignore its own best evidence, that Oswald could not have killed Officer J. D. Tippit, and follow the path of the police in using this charge to make its almost non-existent case against Oswald as the President's killer seem reasonable.

  The police and the official story is that Oswald was waiting in a sniper's nest of cartoned school texts in the easternmost window on the sixth floor of the Texas School Book Depository Building at Elm and Houston Streets and fired on the President with an ancient war-surplus, bolt-action, Italian Mannlicher-Carcano rifle of 6.5 caliber. Oswald, according to the Report, despite the Marine Corps's evaluation of him as "a rather poor shot", could and did shoot with more deadly accuracy than the very best professional riflemen the Commission could locate. Shooting at a still target, and with none of the emotion and tension involved in the commission of murder, shooting not under a cramping partly raised window in a wall a foot and a half thick, without a live oak tree blowing in a strong wind in their way, these real experts, officially evaluated as "masters", were unable to do what the Report alleges Oswald did.

  No matter, says the Report, Oswald did it anyway.

  What did he do? In five seconds, he fired three shots with a non-automatic rifle whose telescopic sight could not be properly adjusted and whose bolt-action mechanism required of the very best experts a minimum of 2.3 seconds just to reload, exclusive of the additional time required to resight and squeeze the trigger. In these approximately five seconds, he wounded the President and the Governor of Texas and killed the President. Great as was Oswald's alleged magic, it was surpassed by that of his alleged bullets, which were also as old as he was—if he used the bullets the Report says he did, and of this there is no proof that would stand in court. One of these ancient missiles, with powers exceeded by nothing in mythology, inflicted seven non-fatal wounds on both the President and the Governor, smashing no one will ever know how many bones as it did so, leaving fragments the number of which no one can even estimate in three different parts of the Governor's body and making a hole through the President the autopsy experts could not probe, and from all of this emerged unmutilated, undeformed and virtually intact!

  There never had been such a bullet before and, in fact, there never was then, according to the testimony of all the experts misquoted by the Report. The experts, including the Army's and Navy's top pathologists and forensic medicine specialists, said the bullet could not have done this. The Report merely quotes them as saying it could have done it.

  In order to prove that Oswald did this shooting from that sixth-floor window, the Commission had first to place him there at the moment of the assassination and then show the shooting from that window was possible. Placing him there was simple. No one saw him there at that moment, except a totally incredible man, Howard Leslie Brennan, who immediately told the police he could not identify Oswald, so the Commission merely inferred him there, contrary to its own best evidence that he could not have been.

  However, about the shooting there was solid evidence, numerous photographs taken by both professionals and amateurs.

  The most valuable of these were an 8-mm. color movie taken by Abraham Zapruder, an elderly and kindly amateur, and a still photograph by the experienced representative of the Associated Press, James W. Altgens. Together, the Zapruder and Altgens films accurately located the President's position and his relationship to that sixth-floor window at every tiny fraction of a second his car was on Elm Street, before, during and after the assassination. There were many other pictures, we shall never know how many. Those the Commission used were consistent with and fortified the Zapruder and Altgens pictures. Orville Nix and Mrs. Mary Muchmore took home movies, and retired Air Force Major Phillip L. Willis got a series of a dozen still pictures (WHITEWASH 45-6). Neither Nix nor Mrs. Muchmore was a witness before the Commission. This will seem less surprising when we learn how Zapruder and Altgens were treated as witnesses and how their films were used.

  Mary Moorman also got a picture of the assassination. She and her camera and picture were taken immediately to the nearby sheriff's office and virtually held prisoner. Her picture is not in the evidence, and it and her treatment and the reason for it, if any, remain a great and unnecessary mystery (WHITEWASH 155).

  Some of the alteration of the evidence in the Zapruder and Altgens pictures is detailed in WHITEWASH. The photographic proof of this is in its appendix. On pages 202 and 203 are the version of the Altgens picture used in the Report and as different exhibits throughout the Commission's record and a fuller version of the same picture purchased from the Associated Press.

  The Commission just cut off about half of the picture, without need, explanation or even acknowledgment! It thereby expunged from its record the most basic evidence required for any genuine reenactment of the crime or understanding of it!

  On page 206 of WHITEWASH is a photograph of page 19 of Volume 18 of the Commission's evidence, which begins with 80 pages of seriatim reproductions of frames from the Zapruder film. The Report says that Frame 210 is crucial, for it is here for the first time, according to the Commission, that the President would have been out from under that live oak tree and into unobstructed view of the alleged assassin. But the only frames missing in this otherwise continuous reproduction from the Zapruder film are Frames 208, 209, 210 and 211! Exactly and only the crucial frames. More, Frames 207 and 212 are altered, so crudely—and unnecessarily, for the Zapruder film is intact—that a single tree trunk on the right side of Frame 212 has its top and bottom separated by about 20 percent of the width of the film.

  These are some of the lies the pictures are made to tell, of which we will have more in this book, helped by additional information that has since become available in the National Archive.

  All the pictures do not lie, of course, but neither are they accurately reflected in the testimony.

  For example, in his testimony on page 105 of Volume 5, FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover raised the question the Commission should have asked and did not: "Why didn't he shoot the President as the car came toward the storehouse where he was working?" Hoover, without prompting, supplied the answer: " . . . there were some trees between his window on the sixth floor and the cars as they turned and went through the park . . . ".

  There is a picture of these "trees" from that sixth-floor window, part of Exhibit 875, taken not by the FBI but by the Secret Service. As a fitting companion for the Emperor's clothes, WHITEWASH preserves these "trees" on page 201. In truth, Houston Street at the eastern end of Dealey Plaza, where the assassination occurred, is as barren of trees as the Emperor was of clothes.

  Frame 210 and those adjacent to it are further crucial to the Commission's improved argument because the bullet that inflicted the President's non-fatal wound had also to have inflicted all the wounds on Governor Connally. If the Commission could not get away with this argument, it had to concede at least a fourth bullet was fired. It did, barely, get away with its wrong assertion that Oswald was better than the best riflemen it could locate and its fiction that he could have fired three such shots in such a brief interval. But there was no possibility of even alleging he could have fired a fourth, for the simple mechanics of reloading the rifle, by those most expert, would have required 6.9 seconds, if the assassin began with the first bullet in firing position.

  These missing frames do exist. If not on the original film, now owned by Life Magazine, and if not on the copies in the possession of the government, Frame 210, or what is represented as Frame 210, appears on page 102 of the Report. Perhaps it is more precise to say that most of Frame 210 appears here, for it, too, has been scissored. About 20 percent—and the most important part at that—has just been sliced off the side of the picture with the President in it—the part of the picture that might have most meaning. As used here in the Report, it has no meaning, either in revealing what is on the negative or, as the Commission intends, to show the faithfulness of the FBI's reconstruction of the crime.

  The size of the page in the Report is 9-1/8 inches by 5-5/8 inches. The size of Frame 210 on this page is but 1-11/16 inches by less than 1-1/4. inches. It was not available space that impelled the Commission to both crop and reduce the size of Frame 210 to such meaninglessness that it reveals nothing of its contents—not even with a magnifying glass. Much more than half of this page, like many others in the Report, is entirely blank. All that was accomplished by this photographic gobbledygook is deception. Because of the dots used in the photographic process, comprehensible enlargement is impossible.

  No less brazen and false is what the Report alleges this barbered and befuddling use of Frame 210 shows—that the FBI's reenactment of the crime was faithful. It proves exactly the opposite, and more. It proves that the FBI's reenactment was blatantly wrong and that sometime between the assassination and the reenactment, all of the background in Dealey Plaza, where the assassination occurred, was altered, making impossible the orientation of pictures by what the background showed.

  The Commission staff was not unaware of this, for although there is no indication it ever heeded its own unavoidable proof or wondered why anyone would dream of destroying evidence in the assassination of an American president, the whole story was blurted out by Emmett J. Hudson, groundskeeper of Dealey Plaza, in his belated testimony of July 22, 1964, almost two months after the Commission had originally scheduled the end of its work (WHITEWASH 45). Not only were the hedges and shrubbery trimmed, thus destroying all the projections and points essential to photographic analysis, but all the road signs absolutely vital in any reconstruction had been moved—all three of them. Zapruder had filmed over the top of the center sign. Two of the signs were entirely removed. The one over which Zapruder filmed was replaced, and there is no reason to believe its replacement is in exactly the same location in the ground or at exactly the same height above it. Unless both of these conditions, plus the angle of the sign toward Zapruder's lens, were exactly identical with conditions when he took his pictures, no precise reconstruction is possible.

  All the funny business with the signs got on the record by accident, not through the diligence of the Commission or its counsel. Wesley J. Liebeler was questioning Hudson. Not until eight months to the day after the assassination, but finally Hudson was being questioned. He volunteered this testimony: "Now, they have moved some of those signs. They have moved that R. L. Thornton Freeway sign and put up a Stemmons sign." It was this "Stemmons" sign over which Zapruder photographed.

  "They have? They have moved it?" Liebeler asked, his cool nonchalance preserved in cold type.

  "Yes, sir," replied Hudson.

  "That might explain it," Liebeler then said, at the same time, without even seeming so to intend, preserving for both the Commission and history the certain knowledge that the two photographs about which he was interrogating Hudson, one taken at the time of the assassination and the other after it, were not in agreement. And here the accidental interest of the Commission in the destruction and mutilation of the most essential evidence ended.

  At least as bad is the self-indictment of the FBI by the nature of its reenactment. By definition, by purpose and legal requirement, this reenactment should have been as close to the real situation as man could possibly achieve. What the FBI did would not have justified a Boy Scout merit badge. There is nothing faithful about its staging, aside from the locale, the same part of Dallas, Texas.

  Instead of revealing how the President was shot, which is what Frame 210 might have done had it not been suppressed from the place in the record where it could serve a useful purpose, in the seriatim reproductions in Volume 18, it exposes the fakery of the FBI and the complicity in it of the Commission staff. There is more on this in Part III.

  In WHITEWASH I set out to and did prove that the task assigned the Commission, of investigating the assassination of President John F. Kennedy and to the degree possible informing the world what really happened and who committed the awful crime, had not been done. It was, only too clearly, a whitewash, hence the title of the book. It concludes:

  What now, then? One thing only—to do that job, do it well and completely, most of all honestly, regardless of the consequences . . . This crime must be solved . . . Who can solve this crime? Not the courts, for there is no question that can be taken to court. Not the Commission, for it has already both failed and closed up, its work unfinished. Only Congress remains . . . (p.189).

  There may be disagreement that Congress provides the only possibility for solution of the assassination. When I wrote these words in February 1965, concluding the first book on the work of the Commission and the first to tell the story of the assassination in terms of the evidence developed by the Commission, this seemed the best of the undesirable alternatives.

  It seemed to me that the first requirement was a body having among its rights and powers these two: To compel appearance and testimony and to punish those who do not comply with its requirements or who swear falsely. With the failure of this Commission, there seemed no point in creating another.

  Further, with Congress to hold its investigation entirely in public, the abuses and errors that characterized the Commission's work would be more difficult to repeat. And with the press and public present at open sessions, with the possibility of full and instantaneous attention by the electronic media, the chance of covering and hiding, or avoiding and misrepresenting, would be considerably diminished.

  The death of a president is a terrible trauma. No one wanted to believe any among us was capable of such an appalling crime. Thus the immediate "solution", that a single demented man did it, was most acceptable. It comforted the people and it satisfied the press, which was soon foreclosed by the investigations and the situation from developing its own information, as important elements of the press tried to do.

  With the Commission working in secret, there were no new leads for an inquiring press to follow. So there remained little it could do to perform its essential function in our society. As the Commission worked, it released what it wanted known and nothing else. It did this in the accepted way, by telling all the press the same thing. There were also the most sensational kinds of "leaks", exclusive stories given to a selected few. In this manner, at some time or another, an important part of the press had favors bestowed upon it. Thus also was the public mind conditioned to accept the unacceptable, to be ready for the built-in conclusions with which the Commission began its work.

  Some of these leaks were of a sensational nature. The public, quite naturally, wanted to learn all it could of the assassination of the popular young President. The press, of course, wanted to serve the public.

  One of the more spectacular of these leaks of evidence in the Commission's possession (if that is what it was) was of the so-called "Diary of Lee Harvey Oswald". Publicly, the Commission was all indignation and determination. This should not have happened. It would be traced down, the Commission would be severe, and so forth.

  This was the public posture, Privately, it was not quite the same.

  J. Edgar Hoover wrote Commission General Counsel J. Lee Rankin about it on August 26, 1964. He did not entrust this urgent message to the U. S. mails, but dispatched it "BY COURIER SERVICE". He began by referring to his previous letter on the subject six days earlier and recounting that "during the course of our investigation in this matter, an allegation was made that Congressman Gerald R. Ford of the President's Commission leaked information concerning the diary to the news media. As a result," Hoover said, with no epistolary indication of anything but a straight face, "Congressman Ford indicated his desire to be officially interviewed."

  So a "representative of this Bureau" heard the Congressman-Commissioner "unequivocally state" he did not do it.

  It would seem that one purpose only was served by Ford's making his denial to the FBI rather than publicly, to the press, or under oath to the Commission of which he was a member. That was to lend the prestige of the FBI to the denial and perhaps to imply that the FBI had conducted its own fearless inquiry and proved that Ford had not been the source of the leak.

  The diligence of Hoover's inquiry and the pertinacity with which it was pursued are reflected in the two concluding paragraphs:

  Representatives of this Bureau have not conducted interviews with any members of the President's Commission or members of your staff other than Congressman Ford regarding this matter.

  No further action is being taken by this Bureau concerning the leak of Oswald's diary to "The Dallas Morning News" and "Life" magazine in the absence of a specific request from you.

  Hoover did not report investigating himself, but the FBI is one of the other possible sources of this "leak".

  This document, File 1431, indicates what really went on behind the brave front.

  So was the public conditioned to accept the conclusions the Commission was to give in its Report. In conditioning the public, and uncritically accepting the obvious public-relations technique, the press itself was conditioned, if not corrupted. Thus, before the Report was issued, the public mind was poisoned by a continuing flow of stories, all calculated to establish the guilt of the dead accused for whose defense no mechanism existed. The press itself was similarly influenced.

  Upon release of the Report on September 27, 1964, newspapers and magazines praised the Commission without stint. Prior to publication, arrangements were made for the Report to be printed commercially, considerably augmenting the distribution available to the Government Printing Office. Prominent and respected journalists and lawyers wrote glowing introductions to the commercial editions. Other publishers issued abridged editions. The papers carried page after page of excerpts from it. For this they certainly cannot be criticized, for indisputably anything having to do with the assassination of a president is the most urgent kind of news and should be extensively treated.

  Accompanying the release of the Report, however, was no critical analysis. It was accepted as the final word, the ultimate possible answer, which it was not.

  It is surprising that the press was without comment on the manner in which the appended 26 volumes of testimony and exhibits were released two months later. There was a five-day period of confidence in which, inadequate as it was for the digesting of such an enormous stack of words, the press was to be able to examine the evidence. The morning of the first day schmaltzy but really unimportant testimony having nothing to do with the crime was "leaked" and the wraps were off. In less than a day, there was no time to begin to look into those 26 volumes and the story abruptly died, a one-day wonder.

  The reluctance of book publishers to consider the subject is reflected in the preface to WHITEWASH. So I printed it privately, by offset reproduction of the typescript. I was able to effect some commercial distribution and a not inconsiderable number of orders reached me by mail. Subsequently, other books achieved more normal publication and distribution. The initial press reaction was consistent with its attitude toward the Commission and its Report. To put this book in perspective, we shall deal with that in following chapters.

  Congress maintained an eloquent silence. I saw to it that some of the more important members got copies. Those officials of the executive departments most involved with the investigation were sent copies, as were the members of the Commission. One commissioner did not receive his copy because I had an incorrect address for him. Several of the more important witnesses were also sent copies. Accompanying these copies of WHITEWASH were letters asking that any error be pointed out. Failing that, I expressed the hope the recipients would join in my demand for a full and public inquiry. The silence was as meaningful as that of Congress.

  The President of the United States is more than the embodiment of the might and majesty of this great land; more than the possessor of history's most awesome power; much more than the dispenser of the most cherished favors. He is the repository of the national honor and integrity, the symbol of us all. Nothing can happen to him or to the institution of the Presidency that does not in some degree affect everyone in the entire world.

  Much more does it relate to each individual American, to the integrity of the institutions of our society, when anything happens to any president—especially when he is assassinated.

  The consignment of President John F. Kennedy to history with the dubious epitaph of the whitewashed investigation is a grievous event.

  The lack of concern in the Congress and the press is both sad and disturbing.

  The facts are as set forth in WHITEWASH and are incontrovertible. They were not seriously disputed, although a few futile gestures, more the expression of an unwillingness to believe, were made.

  But the crime must be solved, and it has not been.

  Only a full, open and official investigation will be accepted today, when most of the witnesses are still alive and most of the evidence still exists. I do not believe the time has yet come for private James Bondery. That is more appropriate to the future, to history. Today the living are entitled to the truth and a real solution that can achieve public acceptability.

  If I cannot with finality name the owners of the fingers on the triggers, as a step in that direction I decided to show how the whitewash was done—who, consciously or otherwise, did it. As I did not attribute motive in WHITEWASH, so I will not in this book. It is a risky business to try and get inside the minds of others.

  When the entire truth is out, as certainly some day it must be, the shock will be beyond conception. Perhaps it is now better, with almost three years having elapsed since the assassination, for the unraveling to be slow.

  [image: image]


  1. SCHEHERAZADE

  Throughout WHITEWASH there are elliptical phrasings and little hints that were intended as clues for others in the event I did not write this sequel. WHITEWASH II picks up some of these and carries them forward. There is neither space nor time to follow all these leads. That would exceed the capacity of any official investigation that may now ensue, for there is no aspect of the work of the Commission about which there are not the most substantive questions, enigmas wrapped in conundrums without end.

  In the available time, what seems most important has been researched and included. These are new and sometimes incomplete data that add to the contents of WHITEWASH, written before they were accessible.

  In each case another purpose is served. Each is intended to show how the Commission and its staff, which includes those executive agencies acting as parts of its staff, performed their assigned functions. Some address the integrity and credibility of those witnesses the Report made important by the uses to which it put them and their testimony. Others disprove the conclusions of the Report or present information suppressed from it.

  We begin with the story of the endangered young woman who talked and talked and talked to save herself, like Scheherazade.

  At 12:30 p.m., Friday, November 22, 1963, Marina Oswald became the "woman without a country". She was suddenly alone, save for a few new and untested friends, without influence and able to speak English but slightly. Her husband was soon arrested and charged with heinous crimes that aroused great public indignation. She had two infants, $170, neither employment nor prospect of it, and other serious problems. She had no reason to believe she would be welcome in her own country. She knew she was eligible for deportation that was virtually automatic. And she wanted very much to remain in the United States. There are those among the Oswalds' acquaintances who believe it was really Marina who persuaded Oswald to repatriate himself in the face of the criminal charges that could have faced him.

  For the first day she was denied access to her husband and he to her. The afternoon of November 23 they were allowed a few brief minutes together, but not in private. She never saw him again until after he was murdered.

  Once Oswald was murdered, the generous American heart poured emotion and gifts out to his wife. Although she never attained the near-to-millionaire status of Officer J. D. Tippit's widow, Marina soon was made to realize that her husband's alleged crime would make her a wealthy young woman, endow her beyond her dreams. Federal agents helped her to understand this and provided her "business agent".

  Almost immediately she was taken into custody. It was gentle, with the fiction of her freedom maintained. It was called, euphemistically, "protective custody". The pretense of the government apparently was that the people who were so much in sympathy with her would also harm her. The effect was to deny her access to those who might counsel her, to those who might explain the inevitable consequences of her very real captivity. The record has been made to show she elected not to see these friends and acquaintances, those who might give her independent advice or suggest other than what the police were pressing upon her. That record is a transparent sham.

  When, almost three months later, these restraints had become intolerable to her to the point of protest—and Marina, understandably, did very little protesting—she demanded her freedom before the Commission. Chairman Warren ordered her custody ended. Although he appears never to have understood what happened to Marina in those months, or what happened to his investigation while she was a prisoner in silk handcuffs, by his act of directing her release from the "protective custody" she never sought or needed, he made abundantly clear that, despite the contrary pretenses of the government, she had never been free of untoward influences.

  In an unusual Sunday afternoon hearing on September 6, 1964, in an equally unusual courtroom, the U. S. Naval Air Station at Dallas, Marina was, for the first time, subjected to slight pressure during the questioning. Little as it was, it was enough to crack the lid of the official Pandora's box. She admitted that she had been sweated by both the FBI and the Immigration Service. This confession is quoted at length in WHITEWASH in the chapter on "The Oswalds' Government Relations". That this testimony was sought a mere two and a half weeks before the entire enormous Report was completed and handed to the President is intriguing when the length of time Marina had already spent before the members of the Commission is considered. She occupied perhaps ten percent of their attention.

  This testimony, or at least its proper orientation in the Commission's work, is hidden to the degree possible by an unnecessary and undesirable staff practice of mislocating it. Casual examination of. the index of testimony printed in the Report places this testimony, without date, as in the first third of the Commission's transcripts. It appears in Volume 5 beginning on page 588. Her earlier (July 24.) testimony appears much later, in Volume 11, beginning on page 275. Her September testimony belongs in the last, not the earliest volumes. Her first testimony is printed on the first page of the first volume. She was the first witness. From there on it is never again logically positioned. Without doubt, the Commission's staff had its own purposes to serve by such intensive disorganization of its printed material. The one purpose this cannot serve is ease of access to the testimony.

  Like the devil with the Scriptures, Marina can be quoted from some official source on almost any side of any question, with almost any interpretation of any meaning of events whose occurrence she was and was not aware of, did and did not observe or participate in, did and did not see, understood and did not understand.

  This presented a considerable problem to the Commission's staff, whose function it was to prepare evidence for the consideration of the full Commission. How could the members know what to decide based on what Marina said if she said almost everything and anything about every topic?

  The solution was of admirable simplicity. It was presented to the members of the Commission at the outset (1H14.) and is discussed in detail in WHITEWASH (p.132). Marina said that previously she had been lying. Previously she had not been under oath. Now she was sworn and she was not going to lie anymore. One of the two interpreters, Secret Service Agent Leon L. Gopadze (her virtual shadow from the beginning of her captivity), felt it incumbent upon him to interpret her meaning rather than translate her words.

  Marina had confessed an untruth to General Counsel J. Lee Rankin in the afternoon of the first day of the Commission's hearings. "I want to help you and that is why there is no reason for concealing anything," she said. "I will not be charged with anything."

  The next item in the printed transcript reads: "Mr. Gopadze. She says she was not sworn in before. But now inasmuch as she is sworn in she is going to tell the truth."

  If anyone was familiar with what Marina had earlier said, it was Gopadze.

  The mature and sophisticated members of the Commission swallowed this whole. From that time on, if not, indeed, beginning earlier, Marina was their rod and staff, and she comforted them, providing answers to perplexing questions that were unanswered, meaning to what had no meaning, and significance to what was without it.

  From the record, neither the Commission nor its staff had misgivings about its abandonment of the constitutional protection against testimony forced from one spouse against the other, a basic provision of United States law and a fundamental concept of freedom. They were without qualms in appointing as supposed counsel for the dead accused the heads of the one bar group in which' he had expressed least confidence and ignoring the one group in which he had so forcefully expressed confidence. One of the shabbiest pretenses was that Oswald's rights were safeguarded by the eminent leaders of the American Bar Association. The record is disgracefully to the contrary. They did worse than nothing, when they did attend, and more often they were not present. Oswald had publicly asked for the help of the American Civil Liberties Union. That organization was so disturbed about the open and redundant violation of his rights that it sent a delegation to the police.

  Perhaps it is asking too much of the Commission that was without concern over the persistent lies of Dallas authorities to the ACLU delegation (which was informed not that Oswald wanted them but that he wanted no counsel) to expect it to have sought counsel of his choice to represent him before it. Had the ACLU delegation seen Oswald Friday night, November 22, when they inquired into his legal situation, history since then might have been entirely different.

  Alive and dead, Oswald was denied counsel of his choice. This is not accidental. Had it not been so, he might have lived, for he died without need. Then Marina could never have testified as she did before the Commission. Had there been the slightest pretense of the functioning of our adversary system of justice, the least competent but some cross-examination, this Report could not have been written.

  It required no big-name lawyer, not even a run-of-the-mill counselor. Those limited undeveloped skills and understandings of the law student, slight, comparatively, as they are, were not essential. All that was needed was someone to ask the very obvious questions of fact, the glaring ones of credibility. Only because no one did this—not one among the eminent lawyers on the Commission's staff, all of whom had taken upon themselves the same obligation when they began the practice of law; not one among the press who were kept out of the hearings; not one among the officials of the bar association who to public knowledge had assumed this responsibility—could this Report have been written.

  However, Marina was a witness to nothing. She was 15 miles away, in suburban Irving, Texas, at the time of the assassination. She knew nothing about it and never for a minute believed her husband planned or committed it. Her function was to prejudice the record against the man who, had he not been murdered because public authority made it possible, would have prevented a single word from passing her lips merely by being alive. Had he not been murdered, he would not have been required to protest her testimony. The law would have protected him.

  In death, he has only that defense writers can give him, writers none of whom reflect any personal liking for him.

  It was from Marina's mouth that the poison flowed into the well of the Commission's record, from which it was pumped by the staff in drafting the Report.

  Today it is not possible to tell the complete story of how this happened, nor to totally document the lies Marina told or trace 100 percent of the fairy tales with which she played Scheherazade. Much of her original questioning and the reports on her statements and activities are still suppressed. The exquisite sensibilities with which the FBI accomplished this become apparent on examination of the list of the Commission's files and what remains secret. Such great and pressing threats to the national security as these:

  Countless tape recordings of those who criticized the functioning of the Commission.

  Newspaper and magazine articles in the public print, like a story written by Thomas Buchanan and printed in Paris-Match (File 793).

  The Oswald Trust Fund (File 908).

  Marina's notebook (File 911).

  "Article Alleging that Oswald was Interviewed by CIA in Moscow" (File 528).

  "Interviews with Messrs. H. R. Bright, Edgar Crissey and Nelson Bunker re advertisement in the Dallas Morning News 11/22/63 . . . " (the FBI here is in double error. It interviewed not the non-existent Nelson Bunker, but Nelson Bunker Hunt, son of the prominent multimillionaire right-wing financial angel. It also omitted the fourth name, that of Joseph P. Grinnan, described on page 296 of the Report as an "independent oil operator and a John Birch Society Coordinator in the Dallas area". File 989).

  "Memorandum . . . re: Discussion between Chairman Khrushchev and Mr. Drew Pearson re Lee Harvey Oswald" (File 989).

  "Letter from Director FBI re slip of paper bearing 4 telephone numbers found in pocket of trousers worn by Oswald at time he was shot by Ruby" (File 14O6). There is nothing secret about these numbers, which are available. What is odd is that Oswald, after two days of police captivity, should have such memoranda in his possession, and that an effort is made to suppress.

  And a letter from Hoover, dated March 5, 1964, relating to Marina's stay at the Willard Hotel in Washington with nine registration attachments, the first of which is "a) Registration Card No. 4246 in name of Tom Kelley (for Marina Oswald)" (File 449).

  Ah, what the mind can do when such juicy trivia are made part of the national security, especially when the pretty young widow's room was registered in a name coinciding with that of the Secret Service Inspector in Charge!

  These are not the select items, wrung out of context from the 187 typed pages of the file list. They are from the actual notes I made on my first hasty examination of this list. Others are without any more validity, including some that were subsequently declassified on my demand. An example of this is File 1088, the FBI memorandum on the famous Altgens picture, discussed in Part III.

  While it is not possible to learn and tell the entire story of the transformation of Marina and her statements from what disproved the predetermined conclusions of the Commission into what could be interpreted as substantiation for them, I believe I have turned up sufficient when added to what already appears throughout WHITEWASH.

  The stage is set for us by the report of Secret Service Agent Charles E. Kunkel, Document 533 in File 87, folder 4. This report covers the week beginning just before Oswald's murder. It is dated December 3, 1963, and captioned in reverse, "Activities of the Oswald family from November 24 through November 30, 1963". It recounts the official rather than the Oswald family activities, for Marina's were anything but spontaneous.

  Note the icy brutality casually reported, the indifference to the feelings of Oswald's wife, mother and brother in this carefully phrased, almost dehumanized language: " . . . information was received over the two-way radio that Oswald had been shot while being transported (an untruth) from the Dallas Police Department to the Dallas County Sheriff's Office".

  What did the Secret Service do?

  They told none of the family. Oswald's brother Robert, who overheard the news, left on his own for the hospital.

  Only after Oswald's mother, wife and children were on their way out of Dallas, in the Secret Service's custody and on the way to the Inn of the Six Flags Motel at Arlington, Texas, did Kunkel tell them part of the bad news. His original intention was for them not to go to the hospital, and they did not. One can imagine the phrasings he actually used when a wife and mother did not rush to the bedside:

  At approximately 12:00 noon . . . departed . . . with the intention of taking them to the motel in Arlington. Shortly after departing the Executive Inn, the reporting agent advised the Oswalds that Lee had been shot and was in serious condition. However, they decided to continue on to the motel in Arlington. During the trip information was received over the two-way radio that Lee had died shortly after arriving at Parkland Hospital. Upon hearing this information, Mrs. Lee Oswald and Mrs. Marguerite Oswald insisted on going to the hospital . . . (emphasis added).

  Through the cloud of self-serving language, through the word-sifting, it is apparent that, even after the husband-father-son was already dead, the Secret Service discouraged his loved ones from going to him. They "insisted", however.

  Whether or not Kunkel gave the bereaved ones to understand just how serious Oswald's injuries were, he knew. Whether or not he discouraged their visit to the hospital before he knew of the death—and by his own admission he did afterward—how subhuman can a federal agent be when on his own he did not immediately tell the women the truth, on his own rush them to the deathbed?

  From even a narrow police interest, not speeding his family to Oswald was questionable. If there was any chance of a deathbed confession, it would most likely have been made to his wife or mother. The inference is that the Secret Service was satisfied to have a suspect whose guilt had already been framed, limned by the outrageous and illegal conduct of the local police, unimpeded by any of the federal authority involved. The Secret Service needed no deathbed confession. It risked no deathbed denial.

  How solicitous was the Secret Service of the feelings of the just-widowed stranger in our land, a girl alone and lost, plunged deeper into fear and suffering by the horror of the ghastly crimes with which her husband had been charged, suffering the terrors of loneliness and anxiety, worrying about how she would now care for her two infant girls and herself with no means of support, and what would happen to her because of the awfulness of the crimes laid to her dead husband?

  The first thing they did was to compel her to participate in a protracted grilling, styled "interview" in Kunkel's report. This was callous, less than humane, not necessary, and continued even when she finally protested. Kunkel does not here report its length, what he forced the grieving widow to endure. He says only that it began that evening, the day her husband was murdered.

  Its abusive duration can be imagined from the length of the typed transcript. I have a copy. It is 45 pages long. Because questions and answers required both translation and explanation, the time consumed was much greater than is reflected on paper. The intimidating effect on Marina needs no exposition. Any police agency treating her with such undisguised brutality was capable of anything. And, as she knew, she was subject to deportation. In this connection, note that from Kunkel's report the first federal official to see Marina, aside from the FBI and Secret Service, was not a lawyer, not someone to counsel her and offer guidance or advice, not someone to apprise her of her legal rights. it was "Fred Harvey of the Immigration and Naturalization Service", who spent two hours with her.

  Threats are abundantly reflected in lengthy excerpts from her September 6 testimony quoted in WHITEWASH (pp.133-6). ; Before the FBI went to work on her, this man of whom Marina testified, "I was told that he had especially come from New York", advised her, "it would be better for me if I were to help them".

  She was equally uninhibited in her commentary on what the FBI did and told her:

  . . . if I didn't want to answer they told me that if I wanted to live in this country, I would have to help in this matter, even though they were often irrelevant. That is the FBI.

  In a later lengthy handwritten memorandum, from the translation of which we quote, she said she was "offended at the FBI agents who have been tormenting me every day . . . I think that they should not count on my practically becoming their agent if I desire to stay and live in the United States."

  What little of this was presented to the full Commission was made more palatable by General Counsel Rankin, who led Marina to testify before the members that she was not under compulsion before the Commission. Her appearance was "my voluntary wish, and no one forced me to do this," she said in response to his leading question, "And you have come here because you want to tell us what you could about this matter, is that right?"

  Almost a year earlier, before the wealth flooded in on her, when she was alone, anxious and lost, her situation was different. In his seven-line introduction to the tape recording, Secret Service Agent Mike Howard said it was being made "at the Inn of the Six Flags in Texas where Mrs. Oswald is being held by Agents Howard and Charles Kunkel of the Dallas Office". There was no need for subterfuges when the recording was never expected to be seen outside a tight little government circle. Marina was assured of this on page 11. Silk handcuffs or steel, she was a prisoner. She was being "held". She was being abused, and on the very evening of her husband's murder, accomplished when he was in the hands of the police. What, then, might not happen to her?

  Intimidation is a hardly adequate description. Heaped on her sorrow was a massive dose of terror. She was alone with the agents, except for Peter Gregory, her acquaintance, who translated. He is one of the Russian community who had befriended Marina on her arrival in Texas, partly because of sympathy and partly from dislike of her husband. It was an environment conducive to her saying what the agents wanted her to say, yet often she did not.

  Lawyers and courts generally put more credence in first statements. This Commission could not.

  The document is too long to print in its entirety. We shall excerpt parts that reflect the vast shift from what she first said, before she was subject to the unavoidable if not intended brain-washing of almost three months of captivity and the threats that, from her testimony, were explicit. This transcript is File 344. Too hasty examination would indicate the interview was on December 1. This is the date of an attached memorandum from Inspector Kelley to the Chief of the Secret Service, attention of Special Agent In Charge of the Protective Research Service Robert I. Bouck. The PRS protects the President. Kelley refers to a memorandum of November 28 "furnishing a copy of tape recording" and making two corrections in it, one of which is the spelling of "Paine".

  The official account in the Report, which does not at all represent the real nature of the relations between the Oswalds and the United States Government, is to the contrary, but on pages 9 and 10, Marina said, in the words of the translator, that the reason Oswald made an illegal trip from Minsk to Moscow was his desire to return to the United States. "On several occasions he wrote (the U. S. Embassy in Moscow) in this regard but never received any replies and that's why he decided to make a trip to Moscow from Minsk." The State Department told the Commission it had no such letters.

  On her relations with her husband when he was working at the Texas School Book Depository, they "got along beautifully and he called her every day" (p.19). Again, not in full consonance with the Report, which emphasized their marital problems.

  Marina's lack of knowledge of weapons and her husband's interest in them in the Soviet Union are hardly what the Report says. Oswald had been a member of a hunting club but "he never attended any meetings. He simply had a card that showed his membership. She said Lee enjoyed nature and as a member of the club he was entitled to free transportation in an automobile which enabled him to go out of town." Of the weapon he then owned, a shotgun, she could say only that it was "not a pistol" (pp.21-2). It is the inherent pretense of the Report that Oswald maintained a nonexistent skill with a rifle, private ownership of which is prohibited in the Soviet Union, and practiced and hunted there. It also implies this gun-club membership reflected a more than casual interest in rifles.

  Asked to describe the weapon Oswald had in the United States, she called it also a "gun". The more she was questioned, the less meaningful her answers became:

  "I cannot describe it because a rifle to me is like all other rifles."

  The difference between a rifle and a pistol: "A pistol is the small one."

  When she was shown a rifle, here unidentified but presumably the C-2766 Mannlicher-Carcano, she said that the one Oswald had was similar; "however the stock was longer", in Gregory's transcription. It has a "hump or elevation" but "there was no scope—no telescope".

  "Would you recognize a rifle scope if you saw one?"

  "Yes, she says that now she knows the difference between a rifle with a scope and one without a scope. She says until she saw the rifle with a scope on TV the other day she did not know that rifles with scopes existed."

  None of this is consistent with the Report, which it directly contradicts and which entirely ignores this interview. It is consistent with those parts of her testimony the authors of the Report also found worthy of omission, in which she said the rifle in their home had no scope (WHITEWASH 143) . Her lack of knowledge of weapons prompted the chairman to console her with the opinion his wife also could not distinguish between a rifle and a shotgun.

  The significance here is that no one ever saw in Oswald's possession the C-2766 rifle the Report says was used in the assassination. The only person who ever saw him as a civilian with a rifle was Marina (not counting one earlier squirrel-hunting fiasco with a 22-caliber rifle when Oswald performed terribly). Marina could under no circumstances have identified that C-2766 rifle to the exclusion of all others as having been in her husband's possession. She further said it was not equipped with a scope. Yet the rifle shipped to "Hidell" at the Oswald post office box was equipped with a scope. The only tangible connection of Oswald win that rifle at any time is through the order he mailed, delivered to a box to which others had access. All of her information is about a different rifle which, although she cannot describe it, could not have been the C-2766. She maintained it had no scope and she did not know rifles were so accoutered.

  Marina did not know when or how Oswald got a rifle. She said she never saw one in their house before they lived in New Orleans. However, the Report, supported by the documents, traced to Oswald by handwriting analyses alone the purchase of a rifle before they lived in New Orleans, while they were in Dallas the first time.

  "Did Lee own a pistol?"

  "She said she never saw a pistol that Lee owned."

  "Did he ever have one in his possession—not necessarily one that he owned, but in his possession?"

  "She said that she saw the rifle but she has never seen a pistol on Lee or in his possession or in the house."

  Later, she said she took the picture of Oswald with a rifle and a pistol strapped to his side, a picture he insisted was faked, one of two similar pictures seized by the police, who stole one negative and sold it to the press.

  On her return to Dallas from New Orleans, Lee did not accompany Marina and Mrs. Ruth Paine, with whom Marina then resided. Instead, he went to Mexico, hence could not have unloaded the Paines' stationwagon in which the Oswald property was moved. "She said she saw the rifle wrapped in a blanket in the garage." She was not asked how the rifle got there. Lee could not have brought it there. The normal resting place of the rifle, she said, was flat on the garage floor, an unusual way of protecting it (WHITEWASH 16).

  This intelligence complicated the handling of the ownership and movements of the rifle, for the only one ever to provide Oswald with transportation to and from Dallas, Buell Wesley Frazier, swore Oswald had never carried any package with him. The only other possibility, that Oswald had carried the rifle from New Orleans to and around Mexico and back into and through the United States, is unworthy of serious consideration. The solution of the Report is direct: It ignores the entire matter as it could only because there was no opposition of any kind, no cross-examination of witnesses, insisting without evidence of any kind that this rifle, to the exclusion of all others, was owned by and in the possession of Oswald.

  When asked to account for Oswald's activities the night before the assassination, Marina's description pretty much eliminated his having access to the rifle. She did not see him leave for work the next morning, when he overslept his rendezvous with destiny even though the alarm clock went off, hence she did not see him with any kind of a package (WHITEWASH 15).

  When she was asked about his magazine subscriptions, especially to sporting magazines, she said, in Gregory's words, "Aside of football, he was not interested in sports. She laughed at him because he did not take any interest in sports."

  After nine pages, the subject of the weapons was dropped, with only information directly contradicting what the Report was later to say adduced.

  She traced a continuing interest in her husband by the FBI, later in her. In July or August 1962, when they were living in Fort Worth, the FBI came while the Oswalds were eating the evening meal and took him out of her hearing, outside the house, into their car, to question him (see also, "A Hand on the Brush").

  What the FBI wanted to know was "whether any subversive agents, presumably from Moscow, came at any time to see him". If they did, "to be sure to inform the FBI". Apparently the FBI was not interested in whether Marina would have any knowledge, in whether contacts had been attempted or made while her husband was at work, or whether there was any subversive or Soviet interest in her, although she was a Soviet citizen. Oswald was disturbed by this visit.

  "She said that Lee was visibly affected by this visit and was afraid that he might lose his job by this visit." She later repeated this charge to the FBI directly. Oswald himself said that the FBI "had him fired from every job he ever had" (4H451-2).

  Lee did not seem to believe that this was the real purpose of the FBI interest. She quoted him as saying, "Who in the dickens and what kind of Moscow agent would come out to see me." He added, of the FBI, "They must be foolish people." She attributed Oswald's loss of his job at the offset plant, which he liked, to the FBI's interest in him, and of this there is some confirmation.

  Next Marina recounted an FBI visit to the Paine residence not acknowledged in the Report. It is of a character known in the detective trade as "rough shadowing". This means the object of interest is supposed to know and worry about it. The Report accounts for two visits when the FBI agents spoke with Ruth Paine. It does not acknowledge the first one, "at the end of October" 1963, when no one was home. The "FBI was inquiring of neighbors whether Oswalds live in this particular house".

  Gregory gratuitously offered his interpretation, "Made a mistake," and added the not very nice amplification that the FBI asked the neighbors "whether any men were visiting or coming by". An intriguing conspiratorial note in which the Report displayed no interest, especially in addressing itself to whether or not Oswald had any connection with the FBI, is this, not contained in the Report or testimony:

  When did this take place? When did the FBI come to see Mrs. Paine?

  27th or 28th of October. At the time Lee saw them for the first time and three days prior to that when they came to see the neighbor, she, Mrs. Oswald, did not see the FBI agents.

  If this is an error, it is not corrected in any part of the Report. The record stands, in the files if not in the published Report, that during his second Dallas residence the FBI saw Oswald. "For the first time" implies there were other times, later, in Dallas, and less than a month prior to the assassination.

  While there may be some confusion in the transcript, the tape recording of which still exists (and was in my hands June 28, 1966), the recapitulation by Gregory on the bottom of page 34 does not in any way contradict it (pp.29-34). There is no conflict or misunderstanding of the number of FBI visits to the Paine home. It is not the two of the Report. It is, and it is repeated and emphasized: three. There were three FBI visits, beginning less than a month before the assassination.

  Abruptly, as the Commission's own lawyers were later to do whenever they got or were close to getting information they did not want, the Secret Service agents changed the subject, to Cuba.

  Marina explained that when Castro came to power and she was living in the USSR, she heard nothing but good about Castro and had not since changed her opinion.

  During the course of the questioning about Cuba, the transcript reveals that the fiction Oswald adopted the alias "Hidell" because it suggested "Fidel" (WHITEWASH 147) was invented later. She was not asked if she knew anyone named "Heedell". The name is spelled "Hydell". This is exactly how the real man of that name, Oswald's former Marine Corps colleague, John Rene Heindel, whose nickname it was, said it was pronounced, to rhyme with "Rydell" (p.38).

  In the midst of this and the inquiries about Oswald's attitudes (p.39), there appears this exchange, to which no names are attributed:

  NOTE: Mrs. Oswald asked if this was the end, she was tired.

  Agent: We are coming close to the end. We will finish in a few minutes.

  On a half-dozen occasions the question of Oswald shooting President Kennedy was raised. In consistent answers, Marina maintained that her husband considered "Kennedy was a good president". She departed from this position throughout her numerous appearances before the Commission, but under Senatorial questioning at that strange hearing at the Dallas Naval Air Station on September 6 she returned to it. The authors of the Report found her other opinion preferable, but here she insisted that "if he did any shooting that he was not shooting at President Kennedy" (p.43).

  During this lengthy interrogation, she was not asked about her correspondence with the Soviet Embassy. Despite her fatigue at the end (p.44.), she volunteered this: When her husband was having difficulty holding a job, with one child and expecting another, she had earlier written the Soviet Embassy requesting that the entire family be permitted to return to the Soviet Union. "Now that her husband is dead, she does not want to leave this country, she wants to stay here with her children . . . She has no mother or father."

  The session had apparently ended. Then this note, attributed to no one, appears: "Due to further information having been phoned from Washington to Inspector Kelley we have more questions to be asked Mrs. Oswald. We will continue." The questions phoned from Washington in such great excitement were, did she know or know of a Leonard Reisman at Tulane University; The Committee for Peaceful Alternatives; or "a Mr. Farry"? Her answers were negative. The emphasis here is consistent with that of the interrogating agents about Oswald's attendance at a Dallas American Civil Liberties Union meeting with Michael Paine, the then estranged husband of Ruth Paine, as though it were involved in some way in some sort of conspiratorial combination to assassinate the President. The only other similar questions relate to Cuba.

  On not a single point made essential by the use to which Marina's testimony was put in the Report does this immediate, if brutal, interrogation give the government comfort or assistance. Before she had a chance to think things over, while staggering from the additional blow of her husband's murder that very day, she gave information opposed to what the Commission wanted of her and later got.

  Under pressure, her story changed until it was consistent with the prefabricated conclusions of the Report.

  The special nine-page report of Secret Service Agent Leon Gopadze, dated in Dallas November 29, 1963, picks up the narrative. This report is in two files, 79 (where it is Document 319) and 1792. His synopsis of it says it "relates to" his listening to the tape and his subsequent personal interview with Marina. It covers the three days beginning the 26th.

  Gopadze, "per Chief's orders", went to Washington the 26th, arranged to have the tape transcribed and described Gregory's translation as "faultless" and "without deviation".

  "It also appeared that Mr. Gregory had a complete confidence of Marina (sic) and she was answering to the best of her ability."

  Gopadze had also gone to Dallas the same day, "as instructed by Chief", accompanied by Secret Service Agent Max Phillips, "for the purpose of personal interview with Marina Oswald". There Inspector Kelley told him the FBI wanted him to act as interpreter in their proposed interview with Marina that day.

  Charles T. Brown and James P. Hosty, Jr., were the FBI agents. Hosty was the FBI's "Oswald" expert. Several days earlier he disappeared from the police interrogations of Oswald after the accused assassin charged him with abusing Marina. The three agents agreed that Gopadze "would represent himself as a Government agent without disclosing his true name or his official capacity".

  Although this report says the "proposed interview with Marina Oswald the same day", the 26th, Kunkel's report covering this period says nothing happened the 26th and itemizes the interview of Gopadze and the two named FBI agents as beginning "on 11-27-63 at approximately 4:00 p.m."

  With something less than the best taste and judgment, Gopadze "introduced himself to Marina Oswald as being a Government agent by the name of Mr. Lee". The FBI agents were introduced "in their true capacity". No reference to names.

  Marina Oswald was told the purpose of the visit and she immediately asked whether she has a right not to answer any questions if she did not wish to do so. This was translated to the FBI agents and Marina Oswald was assured that she had (the word "the" is lettered in by hand here) rights not to answer any questions if she did not want to. The agents asked Marina Oswald whether she would object to be questioned in the future by their agents as there are many questions to be asked which were not previously answered by her or propounded to her. Marina Oswald replied that she had no other information that had not been given by her before and that she would decline any other interview by the FBI agents, by explaining that she and her husband, Lee, felt that the FBI was responsible for Lee in losing his jobs. Many attempts were made by interviewing agents to change her mind by convincing that they were not responsible for Lee's loss of jobs (this originally read "for Lee to lose his jobs") or to obtain one but she repeatedly refused to be interrogated (sic).

  Interesting that the report makes this incomprehensible reference to the lack of connection of the interviewing agents with any effort to get a job for Oswald, especially because of the widespread belief that he had a government connection (WHITEWASH xi, 119-22,125,136,146,148; see also "A Hand on the Brush").

  "Marina Oswald was constantly indicating that she was tired to be questioned (sic) by various agencies and persons and that she would like to terminate the interview," But she did agree to see Gopadze the next day. After they left, Hosty made notes in narrative form. He acknowledged the accuracy of a comment by Marina to Gopadze, that Hosty had interviewed her at the Paine residence.

  Here in the report the next day is identified as the 28th. Gopadze armed himself with Gregory, who was primed in advance to convince Marina that Gopadze was not with the FBI "due to her indicated feeling toward the FBI". Gregory, a member of the Russian community, had what Gopadze described as "a mutual personal background", Gopadze also coming from Russia. Gopadze, once they were at the motel and were joined by two other Secret Service agents, emphasized and reemphasized the importance of disassociating himself in Marina's mind from the FBI. The intensity of her feeling, despite her personal situation, comes through the calm bureaucratese flavored with Russian syntax.

  This all happened beginning about 11 a.m., according to Gopadze's report. It did not happen at all, according to Kunkel's, which makes no reference to the interview or any of the agents in accounting for that day in the life of the remaining Oswalds.

  Gregory had known Oswald. He spent some time telling Gopadze about this and how he and other members of the Russian community had befriended Marina. Then the two alone interviewed her. Gregory kept his promise and "assured" Marina that Gopadze "was not an FBI Agent and told her to cooperate to the fullest extent".

  Apparently she did, telling them all about her personal history and her life with Lee, Having lulled her, Gopadze then turned to more pointed questioning. "She was asked whether she had any knowledge of Lee's trips to Mexico or Washington", There are no references to any Washington trip by Oswald in the Report. Her answer was negative. Her story about the rifle and her ignorance of firearms was consistent with that in the taped interview.

  Then she gave additional information about the FBI. Shown a calendar, she established the date of the inquiry among her neighbors as October 22 or 23 and that of their second visit as October 25, 1963. This could, of course, have been simple error in the dates. It is not consistent with the official story. It is unlikely that she invented the first FBI interest, at a time when she was not home. It is consistent with regular techniques.
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Honorable J. Lee Rankin
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nt's Commission
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Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr, Rankin:

a result of this allegation,
Congressman Ford indicated his desire to be
On August 17, 1964,
d was_interviewod
e said 6
desired to unequivocally state, and to furnish
signed statement if necessary, that he did not
leak the information in question
Congressman Ford confirmed the fact he
did previously talk with representatives of "Life"
magazine and further stated that under mo circumstances
had he given "Life" representatives any information
concerning Oswald's diary.

Representatives of this Bureau have oot
conducted interviews with any members of the
President's Commission or members of your staff

T than Congressman Ford regarding this matter.

Jo further astion 1s being taked by this
Bureau concerning the lenk of Oswald's diary to

“Tae Daiies Horeiar Newst ana Jhites magreie'tn tne
absence of a specific request from you.

Sincerely yours,
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