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Question 7: Are the back yard photos genuine?

Len Osanic: OK, the next question is for you then, Jim - also we’re alternating. In your opinion, are the back yard photos genuine? 

Jim Di Eugenio: Well, I don’t think they are, OK? In addition to various technical analysis, you know, I have at least three other objections. OK, the Imperial Reflex camera was not found among Oswald’s possessions during either search of the Paine household, on Friday or Saturday. The police found three cameras: one was an American Stereo Realist, the second one was a Russian Quara (?), and then there was the miniature camera, the Minex (?). None of those – here’s the problem – none of those cameras could produce the back yard photos, because those are made up on 620 roll film; the other three cameras took the equivalent of 35mm shots. Now two weeks after Kennedy’s assassination what happens? The ever-present Ruth Paine gives the Imperial Reflex not to the Dallas Police; not to the FBI; not to her buddy Bardwell Odum but to Robert Oswald. Why? I think because they wanted Marina to go along with the story that Oswald bought the Imperial Reflex in America and had left it with his brother Robert while he was in Russia. You know, to do this, the first American camera, the Stereo Realist camera, had to disappear – which by the way happened. After Marina says Oswald’s real camera…after they get her to go along with the story about the Imperial Reflex, Ruth Paine suddenly steps forward and says “Oh no, the Stereo Reflex, that was…the Stereo Realist, that was my camera” which she didn’t realise until - get this – August of 1964. She realised the FBI had her camera nine months later. All right? This good Quaker woman. OK, now why wasn’t all that investigated? 
Why was Ruth Paine not questioned thoroughly about all this stuff? Why did the FBI not track down her story? OK, furthering the idea that this story is a cover story, when the House Select Committee tested Marina over her knowledge of how to use the Imperial Reflex camera, she didn’t know how to use it. She said that you raise it to eye level. Wrong! On that particular camera you keep it at your waist; you look down at the view-finder, OK, so the most important pictures she ever took she didn’t know how to take. The third thing I object to is the DeMohrenschildt photograph. When this photograph surfaced, something like thirteen years after the fact, convenient with all this writing on the back, which I know, you know, Mr McAdams is going to say “Oh, God, well it clinches (?) the case”, all right, OK, this thing shocked the investigators of the House Select Committee. First of all, it has a slightly wider field of view than the other pictures; second it has a different border on it; third it has a remarkably higher resolution, OK, you can read the newspaper printing in that picture; you can’t in the other ones. Even the House Select Committee said that that photo had to have been made on an expensive enlarger, usually found at some kind of graphic~photographic store. Now, McAdams is going to say the House Select Committee said they were genuine. What he doesn’t say is that they admitted there was a line across Oswald’s chin that extended out to the neck area. How did they explain this?

Len Osanic: Fifteen seconds

Jim Di Eugenio: OK, if you’re sitting down…they said it was a water spot! Since when do water spots make perfectly straight lines? I’m done.

Len Osanic: John, you have three…

John McAdams: Yeah, I don’t know why the huffing and puffing about the Imperial Reflex. The House Select Committee on Assassinations not only had the three back yard photos, they had a bunch of photos; casual family snapshots, shot, apparently by Lee Oswald in the month, you know, before the assassination, and those matched the Imperial Reflex too. Oswald clearly had the Imperial Reflex so, you know, how do you match a camera, I mean how do you match prints to a particular camera? Two things; one is the film plane (?) aperture: if you have the negative, or if you have a print that is not cropped and shows the very edge of the image area, what you see is slight imperfections in the film plane, typical on cheap cameras. That is equivalent to a fingerprint and the fingerprint…the aperture marks on the back yard photos are identical to test shots made with the Imperial Reflex and identical to casual family snapshots found among Oswald’s possessions. You can also match things by scratches on the film. There’s 133B, actually there’s a negative of that, so you can look at the scratches on the negative. 133A has such high resolution you can also look at the scratch pattern, because it shows in the print, and the scratch pattern – again that’s like a fingerprint of the negative on 133B and the print of 133…the DeMohrenschildt print of 133A matched the Imperial Reflex. 
Now 133A has on the back of it, in Oswald’s handwriting, something to the effect (I don’t remember exactly) “To my good friend George DeMohrenschildt, signed Lee Oswald. As for the wide field of view and the high resolution, that’s simple: Oswald worked at Jaggars-Chiles-Stovall. He even asked a fellow employee what Jaggars-Chiles-Stovall thought about employees using the equipment for their own personal use. The employee said well, hey, that’s OK if it doesn’t get out of hand. Yes, they would have had a very high quality enlarger. Apparently he made…apparently he used a four by five film carrier to print his two-and-a-quarter by two-and-a-quarter negative: that’s why the film plane aperture is visible on the print. That’s why the wide field of view. As for the line across the chin, no, there was no lines in it. I mean (?) there was a line across the chin. Actually look at the report – House Select Committee on Assassinations 6. There was a watermark, but they blew up the chin area; they digitized and enhanced the grain pattern and there’s no discontinuity …

Len Osanic: Fifteen seconds

John McAdams: …of the grain pattern. What happens is there’s a slight darkening because it was in the shade, but there is no real line. People got the idea there was a line because people looked at fourth or fifth generation prints, and you copy a print, you increase the contrast, so eventually that slight darkened…that slightly darkened area became a line. That’s not the way it is in first generation prints; that’s not the way it is in the negative of 133B. If I have some more time we can talk about other things the House Select Committee did, like for example proving the shadows were consistent (?)

Len Osanic: No, that was your two minutes. Jim can reply and you’ll have two minutes back.

John McAdams: OK.

Len Osanic: Jim, your two minutes now.

Jim Di Euginio: OK, again, yeah, I can’t believe he doesn’t bat an eyelash about the Dallas Police going for two searches and not finding the camera. To him, I guess that happens every day, and it took her two and a half weeks to find the camera. OK, fine, all right, now here’s a question about…by the way, it’s completely…I don’t know where he got that stuff about them not saying there’s a line there. They do say that there’s a line there, and then they even had to explain why the two chins are different, OK? Oswald had a slightly rounded chin. The guy in that photograph has almost a straight cleft chin. So when one of the House Select Committee…so when he says the House Select Committee dismissed this, that’s complete bulldust. All right, Floyd Fithian, one of the members of that committee, brought up that point: “How come they have two different chins? Where did this other guy’s chin come from?” So what does McCamy do; that photographic expert that Blakey hired? He tries to take pictures from Oswald’s youth. They’re trying to say “Well, see, see, the chin is a little bit straighter here, so now what that would have to do – pictures taken like eleven years ago – with the…with these supposed pictures…escapes me, and by the way, it escapes Fithian, Floyd Fithian, too, cos he said “Wait a minute. None of those pictures you’re showing me even approximates this chin that you have in these supposed back yard photographs. And then, of course, what he says about the shadows. Mike Griffith took those photographs with five professional photographers and he said: “Will you explain to me these differing shadows, and the way they’re cast; the way they’re shorter in some, and they all said: “Look, you take a picture like that, with those kind of shadows, it simply betrays that you have two light sources (OK) there’s almost no other way to explain it”, which of course, could not have been there, you know, for all the reasons that we know. All right, they were taken in the back yard, oh, and you could use the Imperial Reflex as a copy camera. Bob Groden proves that in his book, the other way you could have done it…

Len Osanic: Fifteen seconds

Jim Di Eugenio:…you could have just inserted the other film into the film plate, OK, to get those “Oh my God! fingerpints; marker fingerprints: they have to be genuine.” OK, so, in his world, stuff like that never happens. I’m done.

Len Osanic: John, you have two minutes then to reply.

John McAdams: Yeah, Mike Griffiths is one of those people who specializes in finding so-called experts, who are in fact clueless, and getting them to say what he wants. You determine that the shadows are consistent with something called ‘Vanishing point analysis’. I won’t explain that, but it’s in something that apparently conspiracists haven’t actually read, which is the Photographic Evidence Panel’s report in House Select Committee on Assassinations, volume 6, and there was a water spot line, but it was not the famous line across the chin. Again they looked at the chin; they magnified it; they scanned it; they enhanced it to bring out the grain pattern, and they came up with no inconsistencies. As for using the Imperial Reflex as a copy camera, the House Select Committee on Assassinations actually tried doing that to see if you could make a convincing copy, and again, why conspiracists never read that, I don’t know. What they found was two things: if you tried doing that, number one, you would have a severe (and you can see the pictures in the House Select Committee volumes) you would have a severe drop-off in illumination at the corners of the picture; it looked very very different, and number two, a large increase in barrel distortion – that is to say a distortion of straight lines at the…around the edges of the picture, so you can just, you know, compare, you can look at what they did, trying to copy photographs with the Imperial Reflex, and it’s just flat-out not a convincing copy; it’s very poor quality because the optics in that camera are very  poor quality. And again, Oswald signed the photo that he gave to George DeMohrenschildt, you know, and why he would sign a phoney photo is an interesting question…

Len Osanic: Fifteen seconds

John McAdams: …and Marina and Marguerite both admitted to burning, on the night of the assassination, burning photos of Lee Harvey Oswald holding the rifle. Where/whether (?) they’re admitting the photos existed at that time, and neither have ever said that “Gosh, we found these photos, and, hey, we didn’t know where they came from; they look phoney.” They never said that, except, of course, Marina knew she took them. 

Question 8: Did the House Select Committee cover up a large exit wound in the back of JFK’s head?

Len Osanic: OK, right, that’s the time for that question. All right, we’ll move on, and John, it’s for you then, number eight: Did the House Select Committee cover up evidence of a large exit wound in the back of JFK’s head?

John McAdams: No. What they did was, they looked at the best evidence. Remember, some evidence is better than other evidence. Very poor evidence is eye-witness evidence; very good evidence is photographs and x-rays, and they authenticated the photos, and they authenticated the x-rays, up the wazoo; as I talked about last time. They looked at the dentition in the x-rays; it matched pre-mortem x-rays of John Kennedy. They looked at the sinus cavities in the autopsy x-rays: they matched pre-mortem sinus cavities of John Kennedy. They looked for…they looked at stereo pairs. Now, I don’t know if any of your…probably some of your listeners had a view-master as a kid, which is basically a stereoscope. If you take two pictures of something and you move the camera oh, just a little bit between the two pictures, and you look at one of them with the left eye and one of them with the right eye, you can see it in stereo; stereoscopic viewing. The significance of stereo pairs is that it’s essentially impossible to fake a stereo pair. By the way, back here at photos 133A and 133B constitute a stereo pair, and they view them as stereo pairs; saw no evidence whatsoever of any kind of fakery. They had forensic anthropologists examine the face, ears and visible features of Kennedy, comparing – and remember, forensic anthropologists don’t just ask “Well, hey, does it look like the same guy?”, you know, that’s Weberman and Canfield nonsense, just asking to look at the same guy – they look at metric and morphological characteristics that can be classified and measured and, yes, a guy in those autopsy photos is John Kennedy. There’s simply no doubt about it. The forensic pathology panel looked at the photos and x-rays; they talked to the doctors; they looked at all the evidence, but of course the best evidence is the photos and x-rays, and they said Kennedy was hit by two shots from behind; one in the back at C7 T1; one in the cowlick area of the head, and indeed there’s a stereo pair of colour…camera original colour transparencies of the interest (?) defect blowing out the right top of his head; blowing out parietal bone, roughly from the cowlick area to the coronal suture. There’s some argument about whether it was beyond the coronal suture or just the coronal suture, but generally that area and, you know, we’re talking about the top forensic pathologists in the country.

Len Osanic: Fifteen seconds.

John McAdams: So, I don’t know if Jim has someone like Mike Griffith to dispute that.

Len Osanic: Jim, you have three minutes.

Jim Di Eugenio: I have the HSCA themselves who dispute that. You know, he talks about this photographic certification, well it turns out that like a lot of things in the House Select Committee that was a cover story. Gary Aguilar found the documents that were hidden from us for, oh, only about twenty years, but I’m sure he’ll find an excuse for why it was hidden, that they never really did have the camera, OK, that they understood that they didn’t really have the camera, so they basically just papered that over. They never really could find the camera, you know, from the Pentagon, so the certification was basically not accurate, though he will never admit that. Shocking what he says about the pre-mortem and post-mortem x-rays of JFK, because Dave Mantick actually put these on the board once, at one of these conferences. He showed the pre-mortem…showed the post-mortem x-rays. It’s shocking to look at, I mean, it really is. If you’ve never seen Mantick’s persentation on this, when I saw this I kind of leaned forward; I go “Wow!” you know, because they don’t have anywhere near the pattern that the pre-mortem x-rays have, all right? Now let’s talk a little bit about the House Select Committee’s cover-up of this issue, because Mr McAdams was part of this cover-up. When Gary Aguilar used to argue that the Dallas witnesses saw this blow-out in the back of the head, Mr McAdams used to read back – and this is how confident he was – the House Select Committee report on this issue, saying that the Dallas witnesses were wrong since the Bethesda witnesses did not see this, OK, so somehow they were wrong. He always leaves out the fact that a picture can only be represented by the person who takes it, and he has to vouch for – that’s the picture he took. You’d have a lot of problems with that, believe me. Well, we know today that the House Select Committee was lying about this, and it was designed to keep a lid on the cover-up, which he was also eager to go jump on board with , OK, and that the aim was not to admit that they were actually right, because you had these Bethesda witnesses said the same thing. What’s the proof of that today? Nobody will take the responsibility for writing that part. Blakey won’t take it, Andy Purdie (?) won’t take it, Michael Baden won’t take it, but somebody has to be lying. Gary Aguilar thinks it’s Purdie, you know I actually think it’s Baden, because of his history of doing this kind of stuff, but if you’ve ever seen Gary’s evidence on this, he’s got like forty witnesses, going all the way from Kemp Clark and McLelland in Dallas down to Mr Robertson at the funeral parlor, who all say that they saw this wound, you know, in the back of JFK’s head. OK, now he’s going to argue that’s really parietal. What the reports actually say, it’s occipital and parietal. What that means is it’s in the back right side of the head. If you buy his story what you’ve got is two blow-outs in the parietal area of JFK’s side of the head, which makes absolutely no sense at all. You know, I kinda think that it was probably Baden who put this cover-up together because he’s falsified evidence before; he told Ida Dox to draw a revised cowlick wound to make…

Len Osanic: Fifteen seconds 

Jim Di Eugenio:…the revised wound look like - more like wound instead of a blood spot. But there’s no doubt there was a cover-up about that. 

Len Osanic: OK John, you have two minutes to reply.

John McAdams: Oh, I hope everybody who’s listening is just keeping count of the number of people that would have to be involved in the conspiracy, because everywhere we turn to looking at hard evidence it’s “cover-up cover-up, lie lie lie”. As for Aguilar’s nonsense about the camera, the…when Bethesda finally produced a camera for the House Select Committee on Assassination they had no way of knowing whether it was actually the same camera body or not; with sheet film cameras you can’t know; it certainly did not have the same lens on it. That doesn’t change the fact that the photos were authentic, whatever camera they used took stereo pairs of John Kennedy that showed no evidence of compositing and no evidence of faking. As for the x-rays not matching, he quotes Mantick. That’s bizarre. You’ve got Mantick against the House Select Committee on Assassinations. Mantick’s the guy who claims the Zapruder film was faked. Mantick is a radiation oncologist, not an expert on photographic evidence, and not strictly speaking an expert on reading x-rays, because radiologists…radiation oncologists basically attack cancer tumors by directing radiation at them, you know, and that’s…well, the whole thing is rather bizarre. Now, as for Aguilar’s witnesses; number one, witnesses really aren’t as good as photographs, but Aguilar quite simply misrepresents his witnesses, and I have a list of witnesses he clearly represented…misrepresented on my website, which you can go to – simple thing is JFK Assassination dot net forward slash head – h-e-a-d dot htm. For example he calls Nurse Doris Nelson a back-of-the-head witness…

Len Osanic: Fifteen seconds.

John McAdams: …Life magazine had her show on her head where the defect was: she puts it right at the top in parietal bone. He lists Clint Hill, who did say the wound was quote “in the back of the head” - did for National Geographic in the early nineties (well, maybe it was the early two thousands) Clint Hill said “back of the head”, but then he said “a wound about the size of my palm above the ear”. He put Stringer on there who authenticated - it’s on his list of people who believed a back-of-the-head blow-out – and Stringer authenticated in ‘67 the autopsy photos and x-rays as they now exist. You know, he puts Gerald Custer, who drew the one – he’s the one who drew the one for the ARRB…

Len Osanic: That’s your time, John.

John McAdams: Oh, OK, go ahead, OK, sorry.

Len Osanic: No, that’s fine. You have two minutes, Jim, to reply.

Jim Di Eugenio: If you take a look in 279 of the ‘Assassinations’ this is what it – the HSCA comment – this is the comment, OK, that the ARRB wrote: “Because the Department of Defence was unable to locate the camera and lens that were used to take these autopsy photographs.” That’s what it says. Now there might be an (INAUDIBLE) in there someplace, but, you know, it’s true, maybe they did, at that particular day, that lens was on that camera. But it’s never ever been certified, and you can’t make a comparison if you’re not sure that you have the same equipment that you had when you originally took it. By the way, his thing about the House Select Committee over Mantick: Mantick has testified in court, in other words he’s been certified by a judge to be able to testify about the authenticity of x-rays, and he’s actually done it. In that particular case he said that the x-rays, you know, were genuine. To take somebody, like off the House Select Committee and say that they have more dignity, you know, more reliability than Dave Mantick is ridiculous, because this is the same committee that when James Humes would not agree to raise the back wound – the entrance wound in the back – to the top of the skull, Kenney, one of the doctors, took him outside in the hallway and started berating him and yelling at him to get him to change his story. These are the kind of people, you know, that McAdams backs, without telling you the dirty things that they do when nobody’s looking.  OK, I’ll take Dave Mantick any day over any of those guys, you know, including Baden; yeah, because Baden’s the guy who said that the FBI took the photographs at Bethesda that night, when the two FBI agents said: “We didn’t take one picture all night.” He said that story in front of 1200 people at the Ducane conference. Gary Aguilar told him he was wrong. Guess what? He repeated it on cable television. This is a guy who doesn’t care what he says, all right?

Len Osanic: Fifteen seconds.

Jim Di Eugenio: But Mr McAdams says “That’s fine. As long as he says what I’m saying, I’m going to back this guy.” He actually drew fractures – he told Ida Dox to draw fractures – on diagrams, that don’t actually exist in the x-rays. How can you possibly back a guy like this? If we had anybody like that, Mr McAdams would be spitting on him – he’d be discrediting him all over his website. Somehow, Michael Baden is sacred to him, OK; the guy who basically made a life out of this…

Len Osanic: OK, that’s your time now.

Jim Di Eugenio: OK

Question 9: Was President Kennedy’s intending to withdraw from Vietnam?
Len Osanic: OK Jim, the next question is for you though, and it’s question 9: Was President Kennedy’s intent to withdraw from Vietnam at the time of the assassination? 

Jim Di Euginio: Oh, well, OK, that’s a no-brainer, yeah. Undeniably yes, you know, and the really nice thing about this is that the academic world is now coming around to it, OK; first it was John Newman, then it was Howard Jones, then David Kaiser (?), then Robert Dallek, and now James Blight (?) of Brown University. You know, Blight held a two-day academic conference a couple of years ago, in which at the end of the 48 hours of exploration of the record, the newly declassified record, 50% of the attendees said that it was true Kennedy/he (?) was going to withdraw at the time of his death. The ARRB has now declassified too much evidence in this regard; the May 1963 ??? conference in Hawaii, with McNamara supervising withdrawal and actually telling them that we were doing it too slow: we have to speed it up; army Chief of Staff Wheeler saying that any opposite reply to the decision to withdraw would be met with a negative response; the audio tape of McNamara telling Mac Bundy they need to find a way to get out of Vietnam, and finally there’s the cream on the cake is Bundy’s posthumous memoir written to Gordon Goldstein, in which now you have Bundy saying that Kennedy was going to withdraw and nothing was going to change his mind. So now you have Max Taylor, McNamara and Bundy, the three chief military advisors, now all saying that Kennedy was going to withdraw. But it’s even better than that because in the book that Blight co-wrote, Virtual JFK, it’s now revealed that Lyndon Johnson himself understood that Kennedy was going to withdraw, and not only did he consciously reverse that policy within 48 hours, at his first…first meeting! on the subject, he’d made the agenda clear that we were going to win in Vietnam. He’s now trying to get McNamara to take back the withdrawal plans that he knew McNamara had announced. OK, that’s how deep into this that Johnson that is; he wants McNamara to change his story so it doesn’t look like his responsibility. OK, so unless you’re somebody like Noam Chomsky, which I don’t think Mr McAdams likes, OK, then this debate is over. And again, why did we have to wait until the ARRB to get all this documentation – even beyond the ARRB? Why did we have to wait over 30 years? There’s been tons of stuff that’s not even in John Newman’s trail-blazing book that we have now that, basically, go ahead and put the cap on this. You know, it’s essentially all over. All right. I’m done.

Len Osanic: OK…

John McAdams : If (?) Kennedy wanted to withdraw, by the end of 1965, under the assumption that the South Vietnamese could be trained to take over the fighting themselves, that’s what the McNamara-Taylor report said: it looked forward to that being a possibility. Nobody can really know what Kennedy…I mean, let’s look at Kennedy’s statements right before he was assassinated. He, for example, in an interview with Walter Cronkite he said: “In the final analysis it is the people and the government of South Vietnam who have to win or lose this struggle. All we can do is help, and we are making it very clear, but I don’t agree with those who say we should withdraw; that would be a great mistake. I know people don’t like Americans to be engaged in this kind of effort; 47 Americans have been killed in combat with the enemy, but this is a very important struggle even though they’re far away.” That’s a couple of weeks before the assassination, with Walter Cronkite. Then he talked to Huntly (?) and Brinkley (?), and Huntly said: “Are we likely to reduce our aid to South Vietnam?” and Kennedy said: “I don’t think we think that it would be helpful at this time; if you reduce your aid it is possible that you could have some effect upon the government structure there” (remember, they didn’t like Diem, for good reasons – that’s my parenthetical comment) “on the other hand you have a situation that could bring about collapse.” Brinkley: “Mr President, have you any reason to doubt this so-called ‘Domino Theory’ that if South Vietnam falls the rest of South East Asia will go with it?” Kennedy: “No. I believe it. I believe it. I think that the struggle is close enough; China is so large, looms so high just beyond the frontiers, so that if South Vietnam went it would not only give them an improved geographic position for a guerilla assault on Malaya, but would also give the impression that the way with the future in South East Asia was China and communism. 
So I believe in the end (?) what I am concerned about is that Americans will get impatient and say, because we don’t like events in South East Asia, or they don’t like the government in Saigon, that we should withdraw. That only makes it easy for the communists. I think we should stay.” So that’s a pretty clear statement. Now Kennedy’s supporters are basically reduced to saying, as Jim Douglass says, that he was lying, he was just flat-out lying. But probably the best source on this, and I may need the rest of my two minutes later on this, is Bobby Kennedy. In April 30 1964, Kennedy was interviewed by John Bartlope (?) Martin of the John F Kennedy Library. This was before the Vietnam war became grossly unpopular, so there was no particular reason for Bobby to…well…make bogus claims that Kennedy was going to withdraw and of course, I guess as we all know, Bobby was very very close to Kennedy…

Len Osanic: Fifteen seconds.

John McAdams: …OK, fifteen seconds? Well, OK, Kennedy…just the loss of all South East Asia, and if you lost Vietnam, I think everybody was quite clear that the rest of South East Asia would fall– what if it did?...I think my 15 seconds is up. I’ll read the rest of this interview in my two minutes. 

Len Osanic: All right, fine, I just wanted you to finish your sentence there. OK, Jim, you have two minutes to reply. 

Jim Di Eugenio: Well, he surprised me; he does believe in Noam Chomsky. He…see, and this is how desperate these guys are. They don’t care where they pick their information from, they’ll go all the way to the left; they’ll go all the way to the right; they’ll go to the middle; they don’t care where they’re at on the map, OK? This is exactly what Chomsky and Coldman (?) do; they use JFK’s public words to try and contradict what he’s doing with these N-sams (?) and in private. JFK could not…this is stupid…JFK could not tell the public (?) “We’re getting out, and we’re getting out fast, because we know the regime there is totally corrupt, and we can’t support them. We train them all we can, OK, that’s all we can do. I’m not sending combat troops there.” Sure, right before the 1964 election, when he knows Nixon and Goldwater are going to eat his lunch every day over this issue. Everybody knows that when you start a war people support it: look at Iraq. OK, now look at Iraq now. But to have been against Vietnam at that time, well you’d have a really holatious (?) political battle on your hands, and JFK was too smart for that. And so that’s what he did; he said this mixed stuff (and John Newman, by the way, delineates this in his book, you know to the nth degree, showing that as he’s saying this one things he’s writing something else, and he’s telling his closest advisors that: “We have to stay until the war (sic). After the war (sic) I can get out. I’ll lose the election if I get out before, OK, but come 1965, you know I’ll get tarred and feathered in public, but we are going to go ahead and get out.” All right, and you know JFK did not believe in the domino theory, he did not believe it because of his visit to South Vietnam in the early 1950s. He was totally against the French, you know, involvement in South Vietnam. 1957 he goes on the floor of the senate and he says: “We cannot support French colonialism any more (OK), in Vietnam or in Algeria.” And Mac Bundy said that to Gordon Goldstein. He says: “There’s no way in the world that John F Kennedy believed in the domino theory.” ‘Cos Lyndon Johnson believed in that thing…

Len Osanic: Fifteen seconds.

Jim Di Eugenio:…until his dying day, and that spelt his Waterloo, OK? All right, I’m done.

Len Osanic: OK, John, you have two minutes then.

John McAdams: Sure, sure. OK, we have the explicit claim that Kennedy was lying, getting a lot of Americans killed, just so that he could win an election. Beautiful! That’s an odd thing to hear from people who are fans of Kennedy. Now, I don’t get my information on this from Noam Chomsky, I get it from Bobby Kennedy, and I was quoting Bobby Kennedy when my time ran out last time so let me do it again. Martin: “What was the overwhelming reason, just the loss of South…all South East Asia? Bobby (?) If you lost Vietnam, I think everybody was quite clear that the rest of South East Asia would fall”.  Martin: “What if it did?” Kennedy (Bobby that is): “Just have profound effects as far as our position throughout the world and our position in a rather vital part of the world. Also it would affect what would happen in India of course, which in turn has an effect on the Middle East, just as it would have…everybody felt the very adverse effect…it would have an effect in Indo-China – 100 million population. All of these countries would be affected by the fall of Vietnam to communists, particularly as we had made such a fuss in the United States, under both President Eisenhower and President Kennedy, about the preservation of the integrity of Vietnam.” Martin: “There was never any consideration given to pulling out?” Bobby: “No.” Martin: “At the same time, no disposition to go all-in?” Bobby: “No.” And Bobby explains that he did not want, and John did not want, a ground war in Asia. That’s true; they’d been warned against that. But in 1963 they didn’t think sending in American troops were necessary; they thought American advisors training Vietnamese – South Vietnamese – troops would do the job. But let’s go back here; Bobby doesn’t even entirely rule out American ground troops; he says…Martin, this is Martin again, his questioner: “It’s generally true all over the world, whether it’s in a shooting war or a different kind of war, but the President was convinced that we had to keep…had to stay there?” Bobby: “Yes.” Martin: “And couldn’t lose it?” Bobby: “Yes.” Martin: “And if the Vietnamese were about to lose it, would he propose to go in on land if he had to?”

Len Osanic: Fifteen seconds.

John McAdams: Bobby: “Well, we’d face that when it came to it.” They hadn’t come to it yet. It was simply, push had not come to shove, and only in 1995 (sic) after Kennedy’s death did Johnson have to decide to either go all-out (or go in) with ground troops or accept defeat. 

Len Osanic: OK, that’s the time for that question. Now, before the summation we’re coming to the last question, which the idea was that John would be able to ask a question of Jim, and Jim of John, and I had not planned on…had not really thought this through, if there should be a rebuttal or not, so I just want to ask you both right now, do you think you should just ask one question and call it that, or should we have the three minute-two minute-rebuttal? Any opinion?

John McAdams: I’m fine with either.

Len Osanic: Jim, do you have a preference?

Jim Di Eugenio: Well, I think we should just go ahead and ask the question without the rebuttal.

Len Osanic: OK, so there’ll be a question and then an answer, and then the other person will ask a question, and answer, and then we’ll leave it at that, and then go on to a summation. So in that case, John, it’s your turn first to ask a question then of Jim, and I guess what your meaning is, of all the research community, you know.

John McAdams: Sure, sure. Jim, have you ever counted how many people you think must be lying scum involved in the cover-up? That is to say, it’s been quite clear you think a very large portion of the FBI is, a very large portion of the CIA is, that most of all of the Dallas cops are, that the whole House Select Committee on Assassinations is, that the whole Warren Commission was. If I mention the Rockefeller Commission – we haven’t talked about that - you doubtless would include them, too. I’m sure you believe there’s been a media cover-up; I mean, give me an estimate, how many people…first of all how many people involved in an assassination conspiracy, and number two, how many people involved in a cover-up?

Len Osanic: OK, Jim, you have time, I guess any time, to recall (INAUDIBLE)

Jim Di Eugenio: Well, I never made any – you’re the one who’s making these claims, OK? I have never specified how many people I thought were involved in the conspiracy, and how many people I thought, you know, ran along with the cover-up. OK, all I do is present evidence, OK, and then the listener makes up his mind: is that genuine evidence or it is not. If it’s not genuine evidence, you know, like the Walker bullet changing its color, shape, you know, and its caliber, OK then, you have to question it, and who was in charge at the FBI. See, but I think this dodges the question. Henry Wade was exposed by Craig Watkins in 2006 and 2007 as being the master of frame-ups in the Dallas Police Force. They’ve gone through twenty cases that have now been reversed, more than any other city; almost more than any other state, in which Henry Wade sent people to jail who were innocent. Now, on another website Mr McAdams has he’s all for capital punishment. God knows how many of those people would be dead, who were innocent if Mr McAdams had his way. With Mr McAdams anybody who’s indicted, you know, has to be guilty. OK, well Craig Watkins reversed that, and he’s not even halfway done yet. 
Now if you’re gonna to talk about J Edgar Hoover, I mean really, I mean, this is a ridiculous question. The number of people that J Edgar Hoover, you know, convicted, or ram-rodded, or framed, who ended up being, you know, innocent…I mean, he even used a professional perjurer, a guy named Harvey Macazel (?), who confessed years later: “I was an FBI agent and I made up stuff on the stand.” Now to go through all the cases that J Edgar Hoover, you know, was involved in, you know, from the beginning. The Palmer (?) raids – this guy ripped people out of their homes and then planted agent provocateurs in their houses. In 1919! So please don’t tell me J Edgar is as pure as the driven snow. And everybody knows that you went along with Hoover or you got canned. There’s been – Harry Widby (?) told Anthony Summers, he goes: “I’m ashamed of what we did on the JFK case. I sent in reports, OK, they were re-written, so I got the message that we’re not supposed to investigate this case.” (and for the motive that I said earlier). The idea that the Warren Commission would not go along with Hoover is ridiculous, because if they didn’t go along with Hoover they had nobody to investigate the case. Because Warren, did not want to have private investigators. I mean, in a bureaucracy you either go along or you get out. And as…I think it was Stringer…told Jeremy Gunn (?), there are some people who rebel in a case like this, and Jeremy Gunn goes: “Yeah, I know, there are” he goes, “but they don’t last long.” And that’s Stringer saying that. He understood it too. 

Len Osanic: OK 

Jim Di Eugenio: OK, do I get to ask him my question now?

Len Osanic: OK, right, that was three minutes so right, go ahead.

Jim Di Eugenio: OK. Why, Mr McAdams, did you clearly misrepresent Michael Kurtz in his book ‘Crime of the Century’, not mentioning his observations of Oswald and Bannister in that book in 1982? This really puzzled me, OK, because I didn’t remember it that way, so I had to go down to the Cerritos library to look this up. He does mention it. It’s on page 203. You also implied that Kurtz never said anything about these observations until after the publication of that book in 1982. In reality, he footnotes that reference to an essay he wrote for an academic journal two years before that book was published. In other words the true facts are the direct opposite of what you said they were. Further, Kurtz includes that essay, in ‘Louisiana History’, in his bibliography to that book. So how could you possibly miss that? Now, do you just make this stuff up as you go along? You don’t care if it’s true or not?

John McAdams: My understanding is that he didn’t actually…he made an oblique reference to what he saw in the first edition, but he didn’t actually name the people. It came up on the internet news group years ago, and somebody actually wrote Kurtz and asked him, and he came back with the reply that, you know, he didn’t think it was that significant, and you’ll hear him say in the ‘Frontline’ documentary from 1993 that, yes, he saw all three of them together, but he didn’t think it was that significant. By all means if you…what was the page number? Did he actually mention the names Oswald, Bannister and Ferrie together? Or did he just make an oblique reference?

Len Osanic: Jim, did you have that page number?

Jim Di Eugenio: Is he asking me a question? Does he want me to answer it?

John McAdams ?: Sure.

Len Osanic: OK, go ahead quick.

Jim Di Eugenio: Oh, OK, yeah. It’s on page 203, and he says about seeing Oswald and Bannister. He says that he didn’t think it was important, and anybody who reads that book will know why: because Kurtz thinks Castro did it. He doesn’t believe in a CIA conspiracy, so he didn’t think it was all that important.

John McAdams: I just know that somebody wrote him – someone on the internet news group – about that, and he came back with an excuse of what…so he said Oswald and Bannister; he didn’t mention Ferrie?

Jim Di Eugenio: Is he asking me another question?

John McAdams: Yes.  

Jim Di Eugenio: OK. No, in that particular passage he doesn’t, but in his book, in the article, he did, ‘cos I looked up the article; he did mention Ferrie.

John McAdams: Sure, sure. Well, I’ll see if I can get a copy of 1E and look that up, but on the internet newsgroup I know he was being pounded for doing exactly that; someone wrote him and his reply was not “Hey, go look at page 203 and you’ll see it”, his reply was “I didn’t think it was important.” That was his reply.

Len Osanic (?): Right.

John McAdams: So I wasn’t basing what I said on reading the first edition of the book, I have the second edition sitting over on my shelf; I was basing it on what happened on the internet news group, including a reply that Kurtz wrote to a participant.

Summations

Len Osanic: OK, well that’s an answer for the question and a further topic. Now we come to the summation, and it’s roughly four minutes, but I’m sure we can just be a little lenient; between four and five minutes, but...John, you have time for a summation.

John McAdams: Sure, OK. On all these issues, there’s pretty much always a killer piece of evidence; sometimes two or three – that is a piece of evidence that’s quite hard, that can be examined scientifically, that pretty much proves the case. To try to impeach the case, conspiracists have to come up with genuinely massive claims of conspiracy, both among people to fake the evidence, and among people to lie about the authenticity of the evidence later. Where Mexico City is concerned it’s Oswald’s signature on the register at the Hotel Commercial (?); it’s Oswald’s application for a visa to Cuba (by the way, one copy of that was given to the Cuban government...by the Cuban government to the Warren Commission; another to the House Select Committee on Assassinations, so if that’s fake we have Fidel Castro’s government trading in bogus documents at the behest of the CIA). Further we have Oswald’s…two different versions of Oswald’s letter to the Soviet embassy, complaining about his treatment in the Soviet embassy in Mexico City. We have…finally we have Silvia Duran’s name in Oswald’s address book. 
That’s very solid evidence. We have a fair amount of witness testimony too, including Silvia Duran, including three guys at the Soviet embassy. But the hardest evidence is the handwriting…evidence is for Oswald’s shooting at Walker; we have that note in Oswald’s handwriting, in Russian, written to Marina, telling her what to do when he might somehow fail to return; might be captured or might be killed. That’s exceedingly hard evidence. If you’re talking about Oswald and the rifle we have a postal coupon…pardon…we have a coupon from the ‘American Rifleman’; we have an envelope with the return address on it; we have a money order, all in Oswald’s handwriting; we have an application for a Post Office Box, again in Oswald’s handwriting. If you want to look at the ballistics evidence, we have two fragments found in the front seat of the limo which match Oswald’s rifle – serial number C2766 – to the exclusion of all other weapons; we have the backyard photos, that certainly tie Oswald at least to a Mannlicher-Carcano, and the House Select Committee said that that particular Mannlicher-Carcano, because there’s a ding on the fore-stock – they call it Mark A – and their judgment is it’s random; that is to say it’s not the kind of thing you’d get from a normal pattern of wear which might be consistent across different Carcanos, but one that identifies it as the same one discovered in the Depository, and sits to this day in the National Archives. 
Jim didn’t bring up the claim that a Mauser was discovered in the Texas School Book Depository – maybe he can tell us whether he believes that or not. The killer piece of evidence on that is newsreel footage shot by Tom Alyea (?) showing the rifle being recovered. It’s not merely a Mannlicher-Carcano; distinctive marks show it to be the same Mannlicher-Carcano that was entered into evidence and sits to this day at the National Archives in College Park, and, you know, and I could go on and on. Some evidence is hard evidence, some evidence is a lot mushier. Eyewitness testimony being what it is, anomalies in documents; you know, something that doesn’t quite add up (and remember, for conspiracists, any anomaly in a document must mean conspiracy). You know, Jim gave no explanation…he said Oswald wouldn’t walk all those miles to a Post Office Box, assuming he did and Jim’s not just misinterpreting something, why would conspirators go to that mailbox rather than another one? And besides, they got Oswald’s handwriting on that, you know. Why didn’t they just put it in the closest mailbox wherever Oswald was supplying his handwriting? So there’s hard evidence and there’s mushy evidence. To have any sensible view of this particular case you go with the hard evidence. You also ask the question of scenario. Does a given piece of evidence imply a reasonable scenario or not? And last time Jim brought up the bag – a bag supposedly sent to Ruth Paine’s house – that did not have enough postage on it. There’s another bag that’s…an entirely different bag that Tony Summers describes. What kind of conspiracy is that, that mails Oswald a bag (by the way, to believe this you have to believe that he was a co-conspirator) that mails Oswald a bag but doesn’t put sufficient postage on it or, in Tony Summers’ case, puts a completely wacky address on it?  You know, it just, you know, makes no sense. It doesn’t fit any plausible scenario. So you would always want to ask the question: “Does this supposed piece of evidence actually fit a conspiracy scenario?” I mean, what?, 38 (?)-inch rifle versus 40-inch rifle? What the hell difference does that make? We know it was C2766, we know it was shipped from Klein’s Sporting Goods to Oswald’s Post Office Box, you know, it’s just not the case that one of those links is a conspiracy link and the other’s a lone assassin link, and somehow they shipped the wrong one, that was the giveaway to a conspiracy. 

Len Osanic: Well John…lost John. John, are you there? Jim, are you there?

Jim Di Eugenio: Yeah, I’m here. 

Len Osanic: OK. I did not cut him off, he…we lost the line. I’ll call him back but…

Jim Di Eugenio: How long, how long was he on?

Len Osanic: It was about five minutes…

Jim Di Eugenio: [laughs]

Len Osanic: …so I’m offering you a little over five minutes.

Jim Di Eugenio: [continues laughing]
Len Osanic: Well, you know, go ahead. You have time to make your summation.

Jim Di Eugenio: OK, all right, look, he talks about hard evidence. The Walker bullet was switched. The bullet that was found in Parkland Hospital is not the same bullet O P Wright (?) and Tomlinson (?) saw. He’s impervious to evidence, OK? The Hotel De Commercio (?) – if you believe that, you have to believe Oswald didn’t know how to write his name; he screwed up all three names, it’d be like me signing a register: Anthony; DiEugenio as my middle name, and James as my last name. Best evidence on the Mauser: the rifle says it was made in Italy, 6.5 (sic). So we’re supposed to believe they didn’t look at that and they just somehow screwed up; that it was not made in Italy and it was not 7.65. See, inevitably what these guys do, they want me to explain how the conspiracy worked. They demand that I explain every in-and-out. Well, I’m sorry, the case was covered up for so many years, to have me, a private citizen, go ahead and solve every in-and-out of why this thing happened, why this thing; that’s just ridiculous. You know, in a court of law, it’s a ridiculous statement. All you have to do is prove a reasonable doubt. You don’t have to prove the way the crime actually happened. 
But consider some of the other things he said. He says…McAdams, you know, McAdams said Tippit was having death spasms when Helen Markham talked to him. Helen Markham said that she talked to Tippit for 20 minutes, so there’s some long spasms. Secondly the doctors who did Tippits’ autopsy said the bullet severed the brain stem: Tippit was dead instantly. So where did those spasms come from? McAdams says in 1979, in an interview with Tony Summers, Dan Campbell did not identify Oswald as being at 544 Camp Street, the implication being that Dan later added to his testimony. Pure and simple; that’s another misrepresentation like he did with Kurtz. Campbell did identify him in 1979. See for yourself; just turn to page 293 of Summers’ book ‘Conspiracy’. He identifies him. The last show; the end of the show, he tries to say Cory Collins added to his testimony later. Well that’s a good criticism if there’s no extenuating circumstances. Here there is; what he left out is Cory Collins is black, living in, you know, a right-wing Ku Klux Klan-infested area. I would have second thoughts about coming clean the first time I talked to Garrison if I knew these guys might blow up my car. 
OK, so he leaves all that stuff out. I’d go on and on, OK, about all these things that he said, but he has to because nobody wants to buy the story these guys are selling any more. The single bullet theory – would you buy that if it was presented accurately? Do you believe Oswald was the only Marxist in America with nothing but right-wing friends? Who believes an autopsy that the wounds magically move up and down and where entrance points later become exits? OK? And for all these gyrations he performs with the record, he never asks the obvious question: “Why were the FBI and Warren Commission investigations so poor and so incomplete?” “Why did we have to wait all this time to find, for example, the Lopez report – especially when it’s so incriminating of what the Warren Report was?” All right? Because like, another guy, George Bush junior, Mr McAdams, David Von Pein, Gary Mack, Gus Russo do not live in the reality-based, fact-based community, all right? OK, they sell these deceptions and these fantasies about the past, you know? And so Russo and Dale Myers say that I’m anti-government, I’m anti-USA. Nothing could be further from the truth. This used to be a good country, OK? I know, because I lived in it when it was a good country. It had a strong and growing middle class, which is now disappearing. Today, you know, both husband and wife have to work to keep the house they can’t sell since it’s not worth what they paid for it. These gyrations and confabulations blind the public about how bad the present is, by fantasizing about the past, OK? You know, and people who can’t deal with the past can’t face the future, or deal with the present, and that’s what’s happened to this country. I hope this debate helps those who are listening understand that crucial and central point about the death of JFK and the subsequent killing off of a better era, OK? ‘cos it was a better era. And to me, this case is not about lead bullet analysis; it’s not about trajectory angles; it’s not about CE399: it’s about government secrecy and lies; it’s about the continual decline that’s taken place in this country because of that. The question is “Who benefited from that decline?” It sure wasn’t me and you, OK? Mr McAdams’ goal’s to keep us thinking about all those gyrations in the record, simply ‘cos I don’t think he really cares what’s happened to this country. In fact I think he actually likes what’s happened to America. I don’t, and if I can make you see that, namely what he represents and all he’s trying to hide in its impact on America, then I’ve done my job. ‘Cos to me, that’s everything. Goodnight.  

Len Osanic: OK, well, just before you leave, I did get John back, so listen, we went through almost four hours of debate. I think that any one of these questions we could spend an hour or two on. There are two sides to the story and I think I’ve given you time to at least scratch the surface, and for people listening to do further research. John, are you there?

Jim Di Eugenio: I guess he’s not.

Len Osanic: John? Well I’m sorry about that: we lost his line.

Jim Di Eugenio: OK.

Len Osanic: So I will send him an email, but that’s how I just wanted to end this: politely; that although we have varying views John did accept, and he stood up and answered questions so, that’s one thing…

 Jim Di Eugenio: No, I totally give him credit, Len. Von Pein, Gary Mack and Richards wouldn’t show up: he did, so let’s give him credit for that. 

Len Osanic: Right. All right then, we’ll end this debate and, who knows, there may be another one, but thanks then Jim, and... 

Jim Di Eugenio: OK. Goodnight, Len.

Len Osanic:…and I’ll talk to you I guess in two weeks, and, you know, people listening in, if you had questions or comments please email me. I’d like to know what you thought; if you wanted to hear anything like this again, or is it just back to research interviews? Otherwise, we’ll see you next week.  

FIN
Transcripts 3-4 formatted and edited by Seamus Coogan.
