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wWhat Are They A+fraid OF7

"JFK !Are you serious?"

My colleague wrinkled his nose as ifhe’d just gotten a whiff of the Fulten
Fish Market on a ripe summer day. Obviously, 1had said the wrong thing. I had

_ S : . ' ?

dared to suggest in an editorial meeting at a national magazine  that I thought UM .
Oliver Stone was onto something.

"Oliver Stone gives us liberalsa bad name!" my fellow editor fumed.

A4t that moment, my boss --who isboth publicher and editor-in-chief --
intervened, quickly changing the subject. JFK was already a touchy enough issue
around our office. For days, I‘dbeen pleading with my boss to letme plug Stone’s
movie inmy column.

"From what Iknow about that movie,® he warned me, "it’s}mt going to
enhance your credibility towrite about itl'l,

All Iwanted was a few harmless littlelines at the very end of my column,
The column was about the “perennial conspiracy of the mediocre against the best
and brightest.”

"I suggest you go see the movie JFK ,"said the offending paragraph. "The
£ilm makes a compelling case that our most beloved President of recent times was
felled by a cabal of faceless mediocrities. To this day, no one approaching
Kennedy’s  eloquence or dynamism has replaced him. Think about it.*

And that was all!

Buried on the last page of an obscure business magazine whose readers
thought “politics® meant bitching about capital gains taxes, this innocuous little
passage hardly comprised a threat to the New World Order. But in the
supercharged media pressure cooker of January 1992, itwas apparently too hot to
handle. My boss replaced itwith a quote from Emerson.

Iwas luckier than others. Pat Dowell, movie criticfor Washingtonian
magazine, ended up resigning when editor Jack Limpert killedher favorable
review of JFK ."My Jjobisto protect the magazine’s reputation,” he declared.

"(Limpert) identifies with the Washington elite,"Dowell explained _to the -
New York Post,in what isierhaps one of the understatements of the .
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No! No! Not the JFK  Assassination!

Let me assure you that Iam not now, nor have [ever been an assassination
buff. [ also have no idea what Iwas doing the day President Kennedy was schot. It
certainly couldn’t have been anything important. After all,lwas only four years
dd, -

But I remember with dreadful clarity the moment when  Oliver Stone’s JFK
invaded my life.

Iwas standing innocently on the subway platform at Grand Central Station,
Itbegan with a flash of color at the corner of my eye. Why did I have to turn my
head to look? By the time that black convertible limousine and pink pillbox hat on
the movie poster had swung into focus, itwas already too late.

T oo

(oo

—— lwent asgrigidas an epilepticon the verge of a grand mal csiezure. Itwas the

dreaded “JFK Assassination FResponse," a massive neuromuscular reflex
programmed into every American through  years of contradictory  tabloid
expnseg, sensational books, endless drunken  arguments in bars and sordid TV
documentaries. Itsprimary csymptom isan iron curtain of boredom and confusion
that slams shut over the brain, arresting every thought.

For a moment, Ialmost lostmy balance as a sickening blur of pristine bullets,
grassy Kknolls, striptease girlswho Know too much and obscure Mafiosi whirled in
diabolical procession through my mind. Ifeltmyself sinking, sinking into a deep
narcosis, a tiny voice inside me crying, "Idon‘t care, Idon’t care, Idon”t care,.."

Then, as quickly as ithad begun, the attack was over. My subway rolled into
the station. Fully recovered now, Iclutched my briefcase tightly tomy chest,
scoping out the car for potential thieves. To my relief,Dallas 1963 seemed to
recede into the distance. My thoughts returned to important things.

"How in hell," Iwondered, “are we going to get those damn  Japanese to buy
more Pontiacs?"

"Obscene; Indecent, Unethical”

But it’sl\ot for nothing they dubbed JFK "the story that wouldn’t go away.®
For the next few weeks, Icouldn’t escape it.Every magazine and newspaper
warned me about Oliver Stone., He was “distorting history.® His movie contained

Ve

“lies,"He hated America. His evil,"paranoid fantasies”™ were aKin to /u‘h“i

McCarthyism. There was nothing “"too obscene, too indecent, too unethical® to

Hwre?

s
which Stone would not stoop in order to "exploit” the tragedy of JFK’s murder. Ths 1

S(Rast-
"My God," saidmy wife Marie one night, after finishing the eight-page JFK SrUFf -
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story which  Newsweek’s editors had placed on the cover instead of Gorbachev’s
resignation. Headlined "The Twisted Truth of *JFK® --Why  Oliver GStone’s New
Movie Can’t Be Trusted," the story stopped justshort of saying "Don’t watch this
movie or we'll come to your house and shoot you!® A BT STRotdl. ASmad'S AENED 1O Posr7ive
"And it‘snot even released yet!" said Marie. "Richard, what’s going on?" r%iig ;;:.:!{;:"
IRty
We decided to find out. Opening night found wus at Loew’s Theater in the East Vata U]l\ "lerg
Village, where we sat riveted for what ceemed 1ike 20 minutes, but was really SRe " MTITure,
three hours. Long after the lights came on, we and everyone else in that packed
theater sat stunned in cur ceats, contemplating a world that would never be the
same  again.
"It’sgreat!" we veterans chouted to the JFK wirgins lined up on the sidewalk
outside. "Unbelievable!"®
I hadn“t ceen cuch instant rapport between  Manhattanites since those
innocent days lastyear when we wused to collar perfect strangers on the subways
to trade Killfigures on Iragi tanks.
Something important was happening to America  that night. You could feel
it.We were allin ittogether.
All of us, that is,except... you Know who.
The attacks on JFK only intensified as itsbox office cspared. Each day, the
media vomited forth some frech slander against Stone and his disgusting,
treasonous excuse for a movie.
"Maybe I‘m not intelligent enough to figure this out," remarked COprah
Winfrey when she interviewed Stone. "I‘m really trying to understand why
people are so upset.”
Poor, brave, innocent Oprah. She justdidn’t get it.Or ifshe did, she was too
slick to let on.

Propaganda Assets

Let me tellyou a story.

Back in 1944, David Wise and Thomas  B. Ross wrote an expose of the CIA
called The InvisibleGovernment .The CIA was very, very unhappy. So itmade a
plan. The plan was touse itsagents and contacts in the news media --

"propaganda  assets,” as such people are called in the spy business --to generate
unfavorable reviews which would “lessen the book’s impact and... cast doubt on
the validity of itsclaims,” as one declassified document  put it.

According  to The American Police State by David Wise, William F, Buckley Jr.
dutifully attacked the book in his newspaper column, writing that itsauthors
verged "close to unpatriotism.” Although  his readers didn’t know it,the
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ﬁ-nseruatiue editor penned this column  in response to a secret memorandum
slipped to him by the CIA. A former CIA operative himself, Buckliey had served in
the agency’s Mexico City station after graduating from Yale in 1950,
Decpite all the scheming and plotting, the book went on to become America’s
number  one bectzeller.
No one really Knows how many  “assets® the CIA has in the news media., In
e 1974, the agency admitted to a Senate investigating committee  that ithad about
m o 30 agents posing as U.S. journalists or other employees of news organizations,
- . Sharply criticized for this practice, the CIA announced that itwould no longer

§ o ) use accredited journalists as agents.

Nevertheless, Carl Bernstein reported in 1977 --the very next year --that
ClA officialsadmitted to having asmany  as fourhundred working  journalists on
the agency’s payroll, among  them reporters for Time and The Washington Pest,

“The agency’s penetration of the news media," writes Wise, "...ran counter
to the First Amendment... The CIA had polluted the public’smajor cource of
information  about itsgovernment, the foundation wupon which democracy rests.”

So what does all this have to do with the media <emear of JFK ?

Consider CIA document #1035-970, dated April 1, 1947, Circulated to CIA
stations_around  the country, along with copies of a particularly rancorous  New

/ Yorker article lambasting Elm Garrisun;Dthe memo  instructed agents on how best

T P9/ o counter criticsofthe Warren Commission == 1ike Garrison.

f}ﬁprﬁ-ll. : "Discuss the publicity problem with... friendly elitecontacts,” itsays,
W"IW “ecpecially.., editors... Employ propaganda  assets to answer and refute the attacks
SHouLo of the critics...reviews and feature articles are particularly appropriate for this
\DEIF - purpose.”

Get the picture?
Now, of course, that was over 20 years ago. We have no way of proving that
the CIA isstillusing its"propaganda  assets" to attack criticsof the Warren
Commission.
But, let’ssay, hypothetically, that they are. Let’s say that a handful of
rencwned and Knowledgable journalists on major newspapers, magazines and
(000 porac! etwork news teams allcame out at the same time accusing Oliver Stone of a
WHY Puddr rash of dastardly offenses. How many reporters are going to have time to
BRMIES DMEV] doyblecheck  their facts? How many  editors are going to stick out their necks by

;),J(M disagreeing with the pundits? el
1 08C My editor didn’t. Like allgood journalists, he Knew from watching the major
Ngerion?

news organizations which views on JFK were considered ‘“responsible® and which
were not. He’s certainly no CIA agent. He’s a great gquy and all.But, likemost of
us, he doesn’t have time to become an instant assassination buff, so he has to trust
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that the "facte" precented by big-name  journalists are reliable. But are they?

Ten Big Lies

For a clue, I analyzed the last four months’ worth  of media hatchet jobs,
searching for a tell-talepattern. Idiscovered that ten basic liesform the backbone

re
of virtually every “JFK  cmear. OIS BRrweey IFk ano ou 7
Lie #1 --Stone deliberately confyzes fact with fictionthreugh—rlover editing.

Critics accuse GStone of using visual "tricks" to blur the line between fact and
fiction,

As an example, GSteve Daly in Entertainment Weekly (Janvary 17, 1992} points
to the scene inwhich an assistant shows evidence to hero Jim Garrison  that the
famous LIFE magazine photo of Lee Harvey (Ocwald with the murder rifleis
actuvally a forgery. Mind vyou, the evidence she gives isreal, According  to experts,
the photo probably was forged.

But the criticscry "Foul!® Why? Because while the assistant talks, we cee an
imaginary  X-Acto blade actually performing  the forgery.

"We‘re predicpoced to believe this charge, as we‘ve ceen itwith our cwn eyes,"
Daly complains.

According  to Daly, JFK doesn’t so much  persuade wus as brainwash us. "The
movie isan intricately stacked deck," he writes, "a barrage of vicual and aural
cues geared not to help viewers reach their own conclusions... but to affect their
hearts and minds on a visceral, almost subconscious level.®

Like allgreat art, JFK certainly does "affect the heart.” But to suggest that its
persuasiveness results from trickery isa lie.

"...Itdoes treat matters that are wholly cpeculative as fact and truth, in
effect, rewriting history,” avers Tom Wicker in The New York Times ,December
15, 1991. _

Which particular "matters,” Mr. Wicker? Every time Stone dramatizes a
speculative scene, the plot, the dialogue, the development  of evidence and the
visual context scream out loud every which way from Sunday that you’re ceeing
a hypothetical reenactment.

Granted, itdoec take a certain rudimentary intelligence to follow Stone’s
reasoning and weigh conflicting evidence. Anyone  lacKing these skillswill
certainly be confused by JFK .They will also find Agatha Christie novels and
reruns of Columbo wutterly impenetrable,
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What really seems to irk these criticsisthe power and clarity with which
Stone presents his facts, Why this should bother them isa question only they can
answer., (:ooPQT Mane IV CLEAMERL. “LIYy 15 STOHLY Ue

WNAURS A Cfum B2 §HOUD HE RPYR. Rimie T2 codhuser®
Lie #2 —-gtnne fabricates evidence. ¢

The accusation that Stone falsifiesevidence in JFK has been echoed ad
nauseum by the national media.

"In his three-hour lie,"writes George Will in MNgwsweek {December 26,
1991), "Stone falsifiessomuch he may be an intellectual socicpath, indifferent to
truth.”

Critic Michael Medved feelsthe movie isso deceitful that "I‘m not sure pecple
should see itunless they’re prepared to do the research they need to correct the
misimpressions."  (Sneak Previews ,tk network, tk date )

But Medved isbluffing., The ‘tiny number  of Americans who can actually
make time to do this research will quickly discover that every shred of relevant
testimony, every eyewitness account, even every speculation in the movie s
drawn not from Stone’s imagination, but from independent investigations and

p well-documented books, especially Crpssfice;The Plot that Killed Kennedy by Jim
M“ Marrs. hu‘p. GMNJDJ'J W.

To announce  so confidently on national TV that Stone‘s theories are wrong ; ALres, By

K&;h\( (isto claim that you Know the truth. Obviously, this isnot an honest statement. ‘;2":;;‘-‘;_“
No_one in this country --at least no innocent person --knows the whole truth. But wapaes repr—
Stone has drawn allhis ideas from those researchers who’ve studied itlongest and “l;;"wog‘-‘ﬂ &

who understand itmost clearly. FIRMEA 400D
Itremains an open question where the George Wills and the Michael Medveds I Yoo Saw THuy
derive the inside information they claim tohave on the subject. 5&";“:,“"

Itistrue that because JFK isamovie, not a heavily-footnoted  425-page book B'7 233/, op
like Crossfire,Stone sometimes  uses dramatic devices like composite characters and MERICANS Are

. M=
fictional dialogue to convey his evidence. An example isthe controversial Mr. X r?afP‘:f'ﬁ'JJ‘::u

scene, during which Garrison meets a mysterious intelligence officer in PAw o~ur
Uashmgtong’ D.C. who‘ confirms allhisworst suspicions of a gouernment’ plot.
Jsk TB.SI fsnn; the mosi pivotal scenes in-themovlE, ntaini‘ng _ some of the ‘most
"o n’ AS demagihg eundence. No wonder  the media h-a! savaged |thk!apack}f hrenas‘..
THE VM “Garrison never went to Washington,® accused_ Dan Rather on 48 Hours

©F “MmEVpm. " (February 5, 1992). "He never spoke tw
While true, Rather’s accusati was™ shockingly beside the point. Rather goes

far out of hisway tobore us with his amateur movie critique, to perplex us with
i i t. h t o ipform us --his ver
|}I°g obsessive need tﬁa%nue Stcmﬁwvtm:mgfhE Eu 3 fa:l utter]y E T Y

as a newsman, 1851 phln: he subjec Bol. . Fletcher
MiILIAR MRTA

\fou §0000 p)5560 AT amm Jm
Yoor 31oRY 1S SrROSK £oevEN TBLdeis
Wie Yoo Blowiou eun sTAK.
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Prouty ~--the real-lifeMr. X.

A retired Air Force colonel who served as liaison between  the Pentagon  and
the C.1.A. at the time of the Kennedy  assassination, Prouty’s inside intelligence
connections, his long career in covert operations and his experience in presidential
security lend weight to his firm belief that America  suffered a coup d’etat in 1943.

In the movie, Mr. X tellsof buying a newspaper in MNew Zealand on the day of
the assassination. Printed only two hours after the assassination, the paper
contained a complete [lifestory of Lee Harvey (Oswald, including a picture. The
time difference between Dallas and New Zealand toldMr. X that this packaged
Dewald  story must have been ready to go out before the shots were even fired --
compelling evidence of a high-level conspiracy.

T WonNeka New Writing in Newsweek yGeorge  Will callsMr. X’s newspaper  story one of his

N"—:_- r“:"c‘c“‘ "favorite Stone fabrications.* :
?:.;‘MT'.J?BM the story istrue. In an interview with the right-wing Washington % m!! - Oﬂ. "
newsweekly The Spotlight (February 10, 1992), Prouty says that he saved that f

WoIf, “IPetuibnr
issue of the Christ Church Star and gave itto Oliver Stone. The paper we see on | 45 Cowtipgnep A
screen isan exact duplicate. yw'm‘?ﬁtm::
Because Prouty never actually met Garrison in real life,Stone had to create a <Al Prpoury p

fictional meeting between them, or else leave Prouty and his important testimony ,3;;:‘::%“
“lead

out of the movie altogether, A PUBLifwep
It seems that’s the only thing that icfi ' IWreauigy,
g that would | really have satisfied the pundits, Thasg
_ CARLY on pig
Lie #3 --Stone’s paranoid theories defy common sense, ; coucg 7/
“(Stone’s is)one of the most dubious of all the dubious conspiracy theories,® ’!EA: Ken Yoo

writes Edward Klein in Vanity Fair (January 1992)

*...if*J.F.K.” and itswild assertions are to be taken at face value," says Tom
Wicker (The New York Times ,Dec. 15, 1991), "Americans  will have to accept the
idea that most of the nation’s major institutions, private as well as governmental,
along with one of itsPresidents, conspired together and carried out Kennedy’s
murder..."

So what? Those _commentators who suggest that the magnitude  of Stone’s
conspiracy makes itpidiculous display an ignorance of history. Conspiracies far
more trivial have woven equally complex webs of complicity, coverup and
corruption in high places --such as the nationwide criminal conspiracy of
mobsters, corrupt lawmen, and politicians who thwarted Prohibition during the
‘20s.

The Nazi Holocaust --a continent-wide  military-industrial project atfecting
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millions --was so scrupulously covered up by people on every level of German

society, that had Hitler won the war, no historian would remember it today.

Anyone  who made amovie on the subject would be called a lunatic. oPME RBIED Gl
If Stone’s conspiracy theory isreally lunacy, then we’re experiencing a T;:g‘:?“?‘;::,z

nationwide epidemic of insanity. Five current bestsellers, two more books

reported in the works, the original Garrison investigation, the House Select

Committee  on Assascinations and the upcoming movie “Ruby™all tellescentially the

same story.They allsay that the CIA, anti-Castro Cubans, and the Mob worked

together on the coverup, ifnot the assassination itself,
Ifit’scrazy to imagine such an alliance --and the pundits all assure us that It

is-- then the Bay of Pigs invasion must have been a psychotic delusion. Mot only T CERAT

. - N - . . iE u l’z *
did this very came Mob/anti-Castro/National Security axis conspire to overthrow
Castro, but the partnercship proved co cohesive that itr‘ﬂsur‘faced intact to haunt

: . . g {ad Bur Somi wu FA1
this nation during the Watergate  break-in and coverup. af p:u o L) %‘ aTe EaVITED 19

Jim Garrison posited this came tripartite alliance 25 yea ago. Amazingly, Jwiur WRY NOr Tpas
the intervening years have only added credibility to his theory. Prev 2"

Lie #4 -—L'[h_e real Jim Garrison was a fraud.

[f there’s one thing every journalist seems to agree on, it’sthat Jim Garricon
Lyn incompetent, unethical buffoon, with zero credibility.

"Garrison’s investigation was a fraud." (The Washington Post,May 19, 19%1)

Garrison ran roughshod  over fairness and common sense,” (Newsweek

20 0a Decenter (@1 <

——-—-...____-‘___
...Mr. Garrizon and his aides threatened and bribed wWitnesses,
W 7ﬂrl‘f|n court..." (The New York Times ,December 19y 1771)

(j,-jgm; "{(Garrison was associated) with organized crime, whose <coldiers and capos

who then lied

[f/ 'Yk, he rarely prosecuted..." (Esguire ,November 1991) 23‘:)"_@335__&
M “Garrison was a pernicious figure, an abuser of government power and the 1550 ;U\_l ,
7#0“-‘ public trust...® (GR, January 19%92)

1 "...Garrizon was a roguish con artist..."(Village Voice ,December 31, 19%1)
) .~ "...Jim Barrison... staged an assassination ‘investigation’ that involved
Llﬂ;{]‘ recklessness, cruelty, abuse of power, publicity-mongering and dishonesty, allon l
a scale that strongly suggested lunacy..." (Newsweek , December
"0¢ all the numerous conspiracy theorists ...Mr. Garrison may be the most
thoroughly  discredited.” (The New York Times ,December 15, 1991)
Geraldo Rivera delivered the coup de grace in his less-than-penetrating  study
of Garrison, aired on Now ItCan Be ToldT(date@.Riuera sought to unmask  the
“real” Jim Garrison by interviewing Steve Tyler,/ a documentarian who'd spoKen
with Garrison a year before. {

WRAT 'S T ?
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Rivera: "Do you think he’s a nut?®
Tyler: "Certainly those of us in New Orleans who grew wup watching
Garrison seem to think that that might apply to Jim Garrison...
Ee.tse closgd. _ _ . ,aJLi q’l;
Rivera failsto explain why the people of Mew Orleans reelected Jim Garrison 12..”(;: .
even afterthe Clay Shaw  trial had failed, and despite the fact that the local and
national media were screaming for Garrison’s resignation., Garrison was the first
district attorney ever to be reelected in that city’shistory. (o9 ,
The media fai]p/to explain why, beforethe JFK investigation, Garrison was -
known  as a Mr. Clean reformer, who won national publicity by shutting down
New Orleans” infamous cathouses. Until illhealth {forced his retirement Tlast ]
year, Garrison cerved as an elected state judge in Lovisiana., A DipW' 7 sadon) Tt
Was Garrison a2 sleeper?Did he =zimply pretend to be an cutstanding lawman
for years, only revealing his true colors when the JFK case came along?
The Wuuntes former CIA director Allen Dulles as having
remarked at a meeting of the Warren  Commission: "Don‘t believe people read in
this country. There will be a few professors that will read the record... the public
will read very little.”
Maybe that’c why <comany are accepting the Jim Garrison-as-villain  story so
uncritically. Because ifyou read Garrison’s scide of the story, lucidly presented in
hic bestcelling book, On the Trail of the Accassips ,vou can’t help but ask a few
questions,
In his book, Garrison describes how reporters who should have Known  better
spread the rumor that he was brainwashing  witnesses with drugs and hypnosis, /t JRINK IT¢
when they knew very well that his use of Sodium Pentqthel (“truth serum®) and “!’EJ'TA'T{M(-“'
hypnosis was an approved, legalalternative toa polygraph test,which Garrison
administered under expert medical <cupervicion toverify the testimony of one
witness,
Garrison also alleges that an NBC news team led by one Walter Sheridan
deliberately obstructed his investigation, pressuring an important witness in the
JFK trial to flee the state without testifring. Sheridan allegedly promised the
witness a job,a lawyer and guaranteed protectionfrom extradition --very curious
behavior for an "objective® newsman.
Garrison goes on to describe how, in 1947, this came Sheridan presented
witnesses on national TV to prove Garrison’s misconduct. These same witnesses
later "took the Fifth" or were found gquilty of perjury when ordered to repeat
their charges before a New Orleans Grand Jury.
Garrison then explains how rumors of his alleged mob connections were
trumped up out of thin air, then echoed by the media. Garrison describes in

§ ML This 1S GREsr BELAUK
IT ComPUTMENTS M Diseussian
OF maflns. BRriREn US LT Nak
AVNES FWORLRS Funy Coverko.
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minute detail how the government’s  attempt to frame him on charges of taking
bribes from pinball gamblers collapsed in court. The government’s  star witness
admitted that he had been forced tolieand a taped conversation of Garrison taking

bribes was proved in court tobe a clumsy forgery. ; fﬂ”/k
Perhaps most telling of all isa disturbing investigative report which e S‘TTO I{A?ﬂ?
\Inside Edition broadcast on February 5, 1992, Inside Edition somehow got a look at By ow CBS’
fp«gu.\h‘“ ‘sealed documents  from the House Select Committee  on Assassinations which NYC prgjLare,
‘_w.s‘fﬂ“" indicated that the CIA had planted nine agents inside the Garrison investigation

w0 2 . ; ;
%M "tofeed him falseinformation and report back to Langley about what he was finding

1,}&8‘» — out,”
%@b‘,‘ This revelation certainly ought to cast allegations about Garrizon’s  supposed
bad judgment callsand "paranoid” suspicions of government sabotage in a new
light. But the broadcast was widely ignored by other media. DI L(OJ TM{'fth? 1'19 Love
None of this proves that Garrison isinnocent of allcharges. But itchallenges 7o S€EIT
any fairminded man or woman to stop parroting these charges 1likean idiot and

give the man a fair hearing. (go00 Foidv, BT MOSRE OVGANRATIIL = WT

Lie #5 -- Rgbert _Kepnedv..telisuad.the laccen  Copmiscion,
If there was the slightest hint of a conspiracy, Robert Kennedy would have
pursued itto his lastbreath, say the pundits. The fact that he accepted the Lone
Assassin  theory “proves" that the Warren  Commission was sound.
"Robert Kennedy wanted to know who Killed his brother,” writes David W.
Belin in The Wall St. Journal (January 14, 1992). *“Surely Robert Kennedy  would
have wanted every gunman brought to justice.But that common-zense
conclusion isnever raised inJ:fFK',...'
"Why would one believe," asked Dan Rather rhetorically on 48 Hours , "that
Robert Kennedy  would ever allow such a conspiracy not to be exposed?"
Answer:  He didn’t,
In Crossfire,Jim Marrs reports that on June 3, 1968, Robert Kennedy  confided
to close friends: "I now fully realize that only the powers of the presidency will
reveal the secrets of my brother’s death."
In other words, he would never have the clout to find out the truth until he
himself became president. We may infer from this statement that RFK had
already run into obstructions in hisown quest for the truth. Since RFK was  “abi™ unuliCgyy
running for president when he said this,itiswm that he intended to sw“g';(“‘

fuﬁguﬁug- he matter from the White House. We’ll never Know, because RFK was .
(P‘ms?.; A two davs later. (gog.
m;lou'r Arthur Schlesinger Jr.--a special assistant to President Kennedy, aswell asa

MEJ*'.‘)- close friend and biographer of both Robert and Jack Kennedy — --wrote inwa_]l___
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St. Journal (January 10, 1992) that RFK "had his doubts" about the Warren

__-—---.._ - .
Commission findings., ©—

>

MW
{rion ¢
SR 0o V¥

gv NOC
f;ﬁla ek

C"He regarded itas a poor jobbut was unwilling to criticizeitand thereby
reopen the whole tragic business.® _
Schlesinger also wrote that, "RFK  told me that he thought Garrison might be
onto something. NBC, he said, was sending Walter Sheridan, a trusted
investigator who had worked with him on the Jimmy Hoffa case, to New
Orleans to find out what Mr. Garrison had.”
Some weeks later, Robert Kennedy  told Schlesinger that "Sheridan s
satisfied that Garrison isa fraud.®
This isthe came Walter Sheridan whom  Garrison has accused of deliberately
obstructing his investigation, aswell asbribing and threatening witnesses, a man
Garrison says was a former intelligence agent with “unusually high
connections®  in Washington. If Eheridan’s opinion was RFK’s  principle reason
for losing interest in Garrizon, then much  depends on whom we decide tobeljeve
- Garrison  or Sheridan¥ e

Mom)

RS A JoundWilie #6 --Kennedy was a Cold Warrior, not a Peacenik.

Qe Ths 8
“TRVE)

Since Kennedy’s plan to e;d the Cold War and pull out of Vietnam  forms the
motivation for his murder in JFK&,manV journalists have bent over backwards  to 4
cast doubt on this historical fact. Chgpe 7 ;S
"(Stone) distorts John Kennedy  and he distorts the historical record, making (So vovwo e
John Kennedy  into a peacenik who’s about to withdraw  us from Vietnam  when "qu.qmaudby
the testimony of Robert Kennedy  and of all of Kennedy’s advisors who ctayed and
made the war isquite different from what Oliver Stone claims to know.®
(Michael Medved, Sneak Previews ,tKk date)

"Much  of America’s establishment conspired to KillKennedy —because Te Toved A LTI By

peace and ‘they’ wanted war. Strange that-asociety so sick allowed such a saint BESIAE THE

to be president but this iscartoon history by Stone, who isd5 going on 8.*  Porwr.
(George  Will, Newsweek , December 24, 1991)
"Stone argues that Kennedy was so progressive, so ‘soft on communism’ (and

on Castro)... that the right-wing establishment was driven to killhim. But this is
a romantic, perhaps fantasy, J.F.K.j he can as easily be seen as a cold
warrior..."( Time ,December 23, 1991)

“...lknow of no reputable historian who has documented  Mr. Kennedy’s
intentions Cin Vietnam)."  (Tom Wicker, The New York Times ,December 15,
1991)

But the documentation isvoluminous.  “Reputable historian® Arthur

7 Vo Man& v

Aﬁﬁ ac.mcm\fou dou' T Bruugir
SUHES GR. T ThioK W'y
A Puutren Winder.
MEVFIo0 Tint.
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Schlesinger isone of the strongest defenders of thisview. He wrote in The Wall
St. Journal (January 10, 1992) that "Oliver Stone’s premicze ...isfar from
unreasonable."”

/ According  to Schlesinger, Kennedy was indeed moving toward “the

'(ms \“""J liquidation of the Cold War," and "he regarded (the test-ban treaty) as only a
% \ ot firststep.”
‘:\‘. s' Schlesinger also reveals that JFK “authorized United Nations Ambassador
v William Attwood  to exzplore the possible restoration of relations with Castro’s
f:i"'" Cuba."
"...Stone could have strengthened his case by mentioning  it,"he adds

\0’5% helpfully.

ﬂ‘”\f;aﬁu According  to Schlesinger, Kennedy  ordered Defense Secretary Robert
%.S’EMS McNamara in 1962 to start planning a phased withdrawal of American advisors
9"‘“"&39 from WVietnam., But, he couldn’t effect a total withdrawal "until after the 1744
:::aﬁ. [ election. Otherwise, he feared, the Republicans might beat him ...over the ‘loss’

wr‘ow‘“ of Indochina..."
\ﬁ,ﬂ- Time magazine  (December 23, 1991) says, "Kennedy confided to certain
antiwar  Senators that he planned to withdraw from Vietnam  ifre-elected; but
publicly he proclaimed his cpposition to withdrawal."
Mot for long, though. On October 31, 1963 --just 22 days before his death -
Kennedy aﬂp_qgced to the nation that, "Our object isto bring home every WAS T A

American  technician, helicopter pilot,and military adviser by the end of 1965, S/Cew oR R~
permitting the Scuth Vietnamese  tomaintain  themselves as a free and Cﬂdﬂ;;rx‘l?nv‘wd P

independent country,® as reported inWilliam Manchester’s One BriefShining (F A SPReH, Somt
Moment . %

NRAL, THis o8
Two weeks later, Kennedy  annoucned that the first1,000 men were coming R pw_“fﬁ
home . TWe (& Mann p.2082) RveTR.
Por THATWAS = H—few days after the assassination, President Johnson issued National
Nef T B€. Security Memorandum 273, "reversing the Kennedy  withdrawal policy,"” in
Schlesinger’s words.
The real liethat’s being told here icthat a politician in 1983 had only two A ooy Pf'.J
choices --to be "soft on Communism® or to be an anti-Communist hawk. In fact, sg‘;‘fﬂ"":z“om
p ; i i !
Kennedy’s greatness lay in the fact that he was neither. He held the line Lo sdi tid b

heroically against a real Communist threat in Berlin and in Cuba. But he had the Risa JU5r A
?uisdum to see when itwas time for conciliation. 8T prepg.

Lie #7 --The Lone Assassin__ theory is still the strongest.
While a few brave souls in the media have ventured to suggest that Castro or
the Mob might have Kkilled Kennedr  (the CIA isapparently out of bounds), the
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vast majority

of 'urnallsE have cstuck stubbornly to the Lone Assassin theory. So
and Ted Kennedy  (who called it"the most responsible”
theory =-whatever  that means).
"These 28 years... have not buried all the doubts... But we do know a lot and
there ismuch  to support the Warren  Commission’s findings." (Dan Rather, 48
Hours , February 5, 1992)
"The overwhelming ?weight of the evidence points to Lee Harvey Oswald as
the lone gunman.” (New ' York ,February 17, 1992) ’““‘ W
"When  will the recponsible leaders of the free press, who. owe somuch to Earl 8’”“ ol
Warren, stand up for the truth... and fully defend Earl Warren’s name from the Ovotes 2 Hov

have

\ , SHow 0 Say so,
slanderous charges that have been made against him and the Warren
Commission?" (David W. Belin, New York ,February 17, 1992)
00) SSIOR'S To point out the many holes in the Warren  Commicsion findings (including

A Rlowr bullets collected at Dealey Plaza disappearing from evidence, an overwhelming
derance  of eyewitnesses who  caw chots coming from the grassy knoll, a

nitrate testiuhjch showed had not fired a rifle that day, the fact that
every doctor who examined  Kennedy in Dallas caw a qaping exit wound on the

back of his head, strong indications that much of the best evidence against Oswald
was planted after the fact, etc.) would filla book. Indeed, such evidence has filled
many  books, including five current bestsellers.

Because these critiques allcome from independent researchers, the media
fand the Justice Department) could possibly --just possibly --be excused for
ignoring them all these years. What defies explanation isthe deafening silence
which has greeted the findings of the 1977 House Select Committee on

Assassinations  (HSCA) that there icsa 95 percent certainty of conspiracy in the
JFK  case.

The HSCA was no paragon of objectivity or zeal for the truth. Important and
controversial witnesses were treated with Kid gloves in cross-examination, Both

the CIA and FBI approved every staff member  (and disqualifed some). All staffers
were required to swear a CIA oath of secrecy before being allowed to see any
classified files--a requirement  which gave the CIA power to screen all
information  before release, lnc?udlng muestlgator s notes.

/’ An  exclusive report M’s) Inside Edition (February 3, 1992) revealed that
ml,; the CIA censored from the HSCA‘s  final report allreferences to links between

wc&‘ Oswald and the CIA, including the fact that David Atlee Philips, the CIA’s chief
i} I‘-ﬂw' of Western  Hemisphere operations, met with Oswald two months before the
19
CoXtD- assassination.

Newsweek  reports that in 1978, “the CIA agent assigned as liaison to the
HSCA was reportedly fired from the agency after rifling the safe containing the
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Kennedy  autopsry photos and X-rays .(Newsweek y December 23, 1991)

"I’m not saying the CIA was involved," <said Robert Tannenbaum, deputy
chief counsel of the Kennedy  investigation for theMouse Select Committee
on Assassinations  (HSCA) "But there‘s no doubt inmy mind that the CIA Knows
exactly what happened.® (Newsweek  ,December 23, 1991)

Despite itgjglaring inadequacies, the HSCA  was nevertheless compelled to
conclude a "probable” conspiracy based on acoustic analysis of a Dallas police
recordin ﬁhich was made when amotorcycle cop in Dealey Plaza accidentally
lefthis‘@;crophone on. The Justice Department (which isitselflnder suspicion by
assassination researchers) quickly challenged these findings. But despite
overwhelming press to the contrary, their challenge didn’t hold water.

q“ Two  setsof experts working  independently  found there had been anywhere
qu"ps 305‘1 from 4 to ? shots fired in Dealey Plaza, at least one of which matched  the

Yo M. “ar waycacoustic fingerprint® of test shots fired from the grassy knoll. The shot from the

wm‘ :;;;:2“(‘:,_.?1%” knoll was preceded by a supersonic “n-wave," oproving itcame from a rifle

Wlo Soon0I PulTet-

foe LYLD. Although the HSCA acked that the Justice Department open an investigation,
= g

to this day, no action has been taken.

Lie #8 --No conspirators  have|ever come forward to confess.
"History teaches that as a conspiracy increases in sizearithmetically, the
K _chances of itunraveling increase exponentially.” (George Will, Newsweek ;

Nk
1: 7l February 26, 1992).

Tis 15 . , _ _ _ _

Detiomben - ",..ifthere was a conspiracy --particularly the massive conspiracy posited in

I lf_?_'-? " this movie --isitimaginable that not a single member  of ithas cracked? The tug
wh

) of consE_ienc_g, the lust for notoriety, even greed for money... would surely have
brosght  comeone  forward  in the past 28 years.” (Newsweek ;December 23, 19%1)
“The wider the conspiracy, the more likely in this publicity-mad age that
Qlw% some survivor on the conspiracy’s fringe would sellhis memoirs  to People
magazine for $10 million. Nothing 1liKe this has yet happened.” (Arthur

Do V| L3

1'0 Schlesinger Jr.,The Wall St. Journal ,January 10, 1992)
pwp *Had a conspiracy of such proportions existed, doesn’t common sense tellus
that at least one conspirator would have made a deathbed confession?" (Stephen
e E. Ambrose  in The New York Times Review ofBooks ,February 2, 1992).
’UJP Common cence does so dictate. We would expect that out of such a vast

conspiracy, at leastone or two low-level operatives would break down and blow
the whistle after three decades. Why hasn’t ithappened?

Answer: It has.
First of all,there have been numerous censational confessions, the latest,
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published in the New York Post,from aman who claims he delivered the Kkillorder
from Jimmy Hoffa to the mob. The book Qguble Cross ,written by Sam
Giancana’s nephew, also claims that the notorious gangster admitted to
conspiring with the CIA to KillKennedy.
It’shard to teII}Jhat to do with such confessions. They may or may not be
significant. But they do exist, despite the disinformation being spread by pundits.
1fanyone could have spilledthe beans, itwould have been Jack Ruby, who
survived in prison four years after cilencing Oswald. Why didn’t he “fessup?
David W. Belin, a counsel and chief investigator for the Warren  Commicsion,
zays it’sbecause Ruby had nothing to confess. In an article he penned for New
York magazine  (February 17, 1992), Belin "proves" that Ruby acted alone by
citing such evidence as "Jack Ruby’s rabbi...on the basis of his many wicitswith
Ruby in prison, isconvinced that Ruby was not involved in any congpiracy.”
Ruby also passed a polygraph test to that effect.
With alldue respect toNew York magazine, that’s not going to cut it.While
LAl l'l;w pn Ruby was not permitted to testify at his trial,he did indicate, when questioned
0 I:\'LS Ui ater by the Warren Cmmission, that he had comething more to reveal. Ruby

Win 8F  told Earl Warren  that his lifeand his family were in danger, and acsked eight
TR STAN? To

9 o times to be moved to Washington, where he would feel cafe encugh to give his
CRoSS - £X Amwazdes) imony
* "lam used as a scapegoat..." he told the Commission, according  to Crossfire,

"Now maybe something can be saved. Itmay not be too late,whatever  happens, if
our president, Lyndon Johnson, knew the truth from me. But iflam eliminated,
there won’t be any way of Knowing."

Ruby also warned the Commission that “a whole new form of government is
going to take over the country.”

Chief Justice Warren  denied Ruby’s request to be moved, and Ruby was never
questioned again. Whatever e rtwas he wanted to say, he took )t'(o his grave.

Then there’s the strange case of Gary Underhill, aWorld War IIveteran
who was considered “one of the top U.S. experts on limited warfare," according
to Crossfire.Underhill was performing "special assignments®  for the CIA at the
time Kennedy was assassinated. A few days after the assassination, he told
friends that a "small group within the CIA* was responsible, and that Underhill
teared for his life.Shortly thereafter, Underhill was found dead in his apartment.
"His death was ruled suicide although he was shot in the leftside of the head and

4 apistolwas found in his lefthand --and itwas well-Known that Underhill was
B right-handed.”
aSMCM.iW Suspicious suicides and outright murders have silenced dozens of Key

o, TRTE witnesses over the last 2B years. In Crossfire,Jim Marrs 1istsi03 Key witnesses and

Tles 9 -
WDL TR MOSE.

M
SoopEn "'suILoes "
A’-Jo “wwcs.n
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investigation,

proportion

3¢ i
ot T “like George

around of the Warren
and the 1977 House
died violently, by gun,
DeMohrenschildt,
Dewald
his own brains out with
asked him to testify.
Others on the lis
points out that CIA
declassified documents

have

a shotgun

Marrs
going back
at their disposal many
inducing cancer by applying
In the three years following

them

a CIA
and suspected of being his "handler."”

ied of "heart attack," "natural
testimony
techniques

the assassination,
\ “two by cuicide, one from a cut throat, one from

participants igtge assassination drama whose deaths were suspiciously clustered
Commission

investigation, the Jim Garricon
Select Committee investigation.
knife, or beating. Many “committed
contract agent who was
DeMohrenschildt
three hours after the House

A shocking
suicide,”
a close friend of
supposedly blew
Select Committee
causes” or "cancer.," But
in 1973 and
intelligence agents
death,
of beryllium.
18 material witnesses died,
a karate chop to the neck, five

to the Church
as far as 1952

Commi ttee
indicate that
for simulating
a few micrograms

natural among

1967 were one hundred thousard—rteillion, QUAYRIWU jo M/

aagFol!

el‘ms sranific Arum natural causes.” An insurance actuary calculated that the odds against
W AS these witnesses being dead by February

| e <t

swwn\-\ TimRs. to one.

G RL RS Like somuch about the JFK mystery, these facts "prove” nothing --nothing
Q(,.fff’m" except that the easy cliches of the media have once again diverted attention from
T LA truly important questions.
pLiVAUY ARE
Ca- T ooaT : . :
ANeL |E AT Lie #9 --pAgericans _ are suckers for conspiracy theories.
mEars A Many  commentators have tried to laugh off our 28 years of suspicion about
MM the Lone Ascassin theory as a charming  and uniquely American eccentricity. Wew por.
ﬁ{:m ".«.5tone has revitalized an American obsession with conspiracies.” (NYT
January 3, 1992),
"Stone... istapping into a deep, almost parancid distrust Americans  have
.come to feel about allconstituted authority..." (Vanity Fair,Janvary 1992).
"Intellectually, Stone is...partof a long fringe tradition, the paranoid style in
American politics,a style ravenous for conspiracy theories.* (George Will,
Newsweek ,December 24, 1%91)
Others =zuggest that we dream wup conspiracies for much  the same reason a
child sucks itsthumb.
"Conspiracy  theories... are comforting in a way," explains Dan Rather on 48

Hours ,"That isone reason why
neatly tieup the loose ends.”
Such peculiar notions may

they thrive. They

provide anchormen

explain the unexplainable,

and columnists with a
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(ALoR9Ide T A (i?
convenient excuse to poke fun at those 3 out of 4 Americans  who smell a ratp But huP ‘

they do littleto reassure the public that the national media sharef itsinterests and
concerns s

ényone  who thinks we Americans  are justlooking for an excuse to slander
our military and intelligence forces must have been absent from the country

during the Persian Gulf War. The national mood ispreciselythe opposite. (9000,
MmoRs MJ 0f allpeoples, Americans  are the most trusting of their government and the

TI%‘-"TN:“ slowest to cry conspiracy. It’sl!me of our great strengths. When  Anwar  Sadat was
Tue “VJ' 0512”“1 every Egyptian assumed the Muslim extremists did it.Twenty-four hours

after aSikh guard gunned down Indira Gandhi, Hindus took to the streets
murdering  every Sikh in sight. When  von Stauffenberg’s bomb failed to killAdolf 1 Own'T

Hitler in 1944, the Fuhrer never considered for a moment whether low celf- m ““‘)
esteem and a yearning for attention had motivated the “"lone assassin." Hitler ‘{'B:{:Jm
immediately  slaughtered scores of high-ranking  officers and government officials T TWE
implicated in the plot. us. Yusuac,

Only in America do we listen patiently decade after decade to therapeutic
doubletalk about “crazed loners* while an unending parade of "motiveless
psychos" mows down our bect leaders one by one. Only in America would we
politely reserve judgment for 28 years on a case as full of holes as the Uarren ol ?03""‘" ,;
Commission’s. E
bpbu' (m But trusting and tolerant as we are by nature, something  abocut the JFK B T“'tl H-n.su

ystery has pushed us too far. America  wants ancwers. And che will have them. FAR feagr '‘vare
p FALR" T Yois

Bacn Ar RAMWER,

Lie #10 --We’re better off not Kncwing. TRE Timks, gn.

Droning relentlessly through newspapers, magazines and TV news programs
isthe ceaseless mantra  that we would all comehow be tetter off ifpeople would
just stop talking about the Kennedy  assassination.

Critic Michael Medved put itthizway on Sneak Previews :"But I think the
problem icit just fuels tremendous paranoia, itmakes people unduly cynical...
because none of these questions can be answered. It’slikea fever cwamp,  the more
you watch, the more questions you have, and Ithink itcan be a littlebitof a
sickness ifcarried too far."

Richard B. Stolley, editorial director of Time Inc. Magazines, wrote in
Entertainment Weekly (January 17, 1992), "Without  (the Zapruder film)... we
would have no precise way of timing the shots. There would... be no controversy
about Oswald’s ability to fire that often and that accurately... No Zapruder filmj
possibly no wild allegations, totally unproved, of dark crimes committed  at the
highest levels of American government and society.

As a country, ironically, we might be better off."
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Why would we be better off?
The pundits never say.
Perhaps they shcould direct their attention to the First Law of Behavioral

Psychology, which states that whatever  behavior you reward, you get more of.
Whatever behavior you punish, you qet lessof,

A successful assassination isone inwhich the perpetrators are never brought

to justice.Ifwe would 1ike to cee more and more political assassinations in the
future, allwe have to do istoreward our past assassins with success . '
A Question of Character

“lTwon’t give my money toan anti-American Tike Oliver Stone!™ ranted my
arch-concervative friend. "And don’t tellme about Kennedy. Haven’t you read A
Question cf Character 2°

As everyone Knows, this sordid expose of Kennedy’s personal lifeby Thomas
Reeves purports to shatter the "myth"  that Kennedy was a great president.

There was a time when that old feminist banner actually ceemed
enlightening: "Politics begins in the bedroom." But in today’s pseudo-puritannical
climate, too many herces have also met their end there,

In his Washington  Post review of i fChar r ,Jonathan Yardley
wrate:

"...the assassination of John F. Kennedy, however  cruel and ghastly, may
have spared the nation... Better that the handsome young president died...and
that the true story of his character emerged co tentatively and gradually that we
were given time to come to terms with it.Had we been forced to bear in a single
blow the full import of the story... itwould have shattered us." 'P.lﬁu'f.’ LIKE s Moo
Try as Imight, Ican’t get half-s%}worked up over John F. Kennedy’s sex lifeas Di1OMT
over the obscene scpectacle of a respected journalist tellingme our President was SHntrRn

?
murdered  for my own good. EKCCLL»EM{ PGI-J\"‘.' T Conr Seueve Thonnag Us?
RECUE LWoLw SOKLTSE TR AP 's PRATH

Et Tu, Village Voice 7 WAS Jutripee Ao anoucy
Wouwo  AdpLavy

Like most New Yorkers, Iboth lTove and despise the Village Voice .I hate itfor
itskneejerk, leftist"politics."Ilove itfor itsmovie reviews, and because it‘snever
afraid to say something different or outrageous.

Until now, that is.

When I saw the@saying, “The Assassination of the Movie JFK," 1
breathed a sigh of relief. At least somebody had the guts to blow the whistle on
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these press piranhas,

Expecting a full dissertation on CIA disinformation  techniques, Iopened to
the review written by one "J.Hoberman" --apparently one of those "persons"
whose odd sense of gender pride compels <(him or her) to conceal <his or her) first
name ‘frfm the sexist public.

"JFK" may not prove the most important movie of the year..." (he or she)
began, “but it’a’:ertainu the most self-important.”

For the next page and a half of dense type, this genderless scribe proceeded to Fopv™.
wax indignant over Stune,’s overblown  ego, his self-righteousness, lack of humor,
"violent" and ‘ohsessi&_‘_gditing, and his apparently politically incorrect penchant
for "romantic®  hero worship (especially of John Kennedy and Jim Garricon).

While chiding Stone for his lack of Marxist rigidity --"Stone isn’tbig on

[ P b7 )

dialecticsy after all,without Vietnam  there would have been no Platoon for him to H")H
make" --Hoberman did reluctantly concede ‘“support® fur‘;JFK”,about halfway
through  the article. But then (he or she) quickly made up for itby parroting one Yoo USEP 7wl

of the more mindless slanders that have animated “establishment® critiques of the Ve omn ¢, Is
movie: .

HOREamD
“Critics of the Warren  Commission..."  (he—er—she) wrote, “delight in pointing (W&/Swe 1S A
out instances of retouched pictures and doctored evidence. Of courze, in Goop ORVVE.

. , : L Don'T BARAK IT),
introducing composite characters, ascribing fictional dialogue to historical
figures... Stone isscarcely more creative.' WRNEL Mo THAT Seonwe 1 An ANSUSE
AR A MOVIE ANo PASSOMARBY TS
SR PaBieinto &uorpue o R A
Oliver Stone  -- Enemy of the Left ¥usemu—?

7{‘?5 night, Itossed and turned, tortured by nightmares about some futuristic police

( After the Village Voice experience, my paranoia reached a fever pitch. At
ﬂD{s l state inwhich cadres of "feminists," ‘“artists" and other "radicals® signed secret

Npr =. pacts with the CIA, such as: "If you’ll just leave us alone to perform  innovative
' sexual acts and give us money  to create works of ‘art’ out of urine and crucifixes,
M.D we promise we’ll forget John F. Kennedy  ever existed.”
muu+ i During a question-and-answer session on'Dprah Winfrey,” cne woman
. confronted Stone:
/;J “As much as I“veenjoyed most of your movies," she said, "lwas a little
" disappointed with the heavy hand I thought was taken with... the sexuality (in
/@1'7 JFK ). 1’m sure that a lot of American people consider itwas extremely

homophobic..."
¢ oN

{
V‘CLJ\ } Imagine consuming  airtime thisway in the_one national televised ferun @"N’ 9‘6:6 ¥ as
\ where Stone had been permitted to speak about anything other than why is movie bR U

“UETTERMAN “roo.
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open minds. My patriotic older brother who’d

TWINL ThHe

lived and breathed

Homo PwoBL\L

wasn’t a threat to the human  race. “@QESTIOP S A enia ONe.
ght back tomy colleague from work, the one who
gives us liberaisa bad name."

1\\’6‘“' I thou
Tlh S‘* I hate

look in th

to break itto
e mirror.

said: "0liver Stone

you, gquys, but your problem isn”tOliver Stone. Take a

Thank God for America

My wife and I needed a break. lwas tired of arqguing, tired of browbeating

. .t
people into zeeing JFK ,when
tea. The hatchet
care anymore.

So we

Iwas burned out. What
/ o

Prince ofTides or gugsy'was really more their cup of
jobswere stillcoming fast and furious in the media. But Ididn"t

could Ido allby myself?

went to 5ee/8tar' Trek V at Loew's in the East VWillage. Itwas okay.

Scotty’s looking a bitplump these days, and the movie annoyed me with itsnow -
fact-becoming-obligatory-in-Hol I ywood "Clarence  Thomas®
dark-ckinned Federation

against Klingons),

character (a very

admiral who turns out to be a racist bad guy, prejudiced

AR 100 But hey, itwas entertainment.
A OJE Aro As Marie and I floated down the escalator through the vast, multiplex

LA TH YoV

WiFe? entertainment-drome,

Winston

I feltan immense  vacuum  yawning

incide me, as iflwere

Smith strolling through Victory Square in the novel 1984 .Everywhere

I turned were mirrors,

haircuts,

But n

collared us. I saw

lights, video cameras,

colored lights, hip East Villagers in black, weird, sculpted
5 androgynes  with tinted glasses. Itall seemed <o normal, <o humdrum.

Maybe JFK” was justa bad dream. Maybe Big Brother really
o sooner had we reached the lobby, when a blonde

"Did you <cee the movie “:JFI(”?' che asked.
In a daze, I heard her explain that Oliver Stone and Paramount were
documentary about the public reaction to JFK .And she
wanted us to be in it. Wwy? Thnr's EasSciN &N .

"Did seeing JFK change your opinion about America?"  she queried when my

LMTS 7 Mg Ciofnik 1SNor A SRS
Isquinted uncertainly into the .st-age-ﬁghts. Change my opinion about

mean? I suspected a trick.Maybe they were right about

producing

turn came

émerica?

some sort of

up.

What did she

Stone. Maybe this woman

of me. Suddenly,

Stone cpitting out words

IIND,‘

from what

I understand

loved me.
young  woman

people being interviewed.

was trying tomilk some anti-American invective out

all the hatchet jobscame swimming back i

nto my mind. [ saw

like "fascist police state" and "I hate America."
I finally answered. "I love America, and everything itstands for. And

about Oliver Stone’s political views,

Idon’t agree with a
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lot of them.®

To my curprise, I found a catch coming into my throat =--not unlike Kevin
Costner in the closing scene of JFK !

°I Tove America," Icontinued, feeling a littleembarazced. “But Kennedy  was
our lawfully elected president. And the blood cries out when aman ismurdered
and his killersaren’t found.”

She nodded, but seemed suddenly eager to end the interview.

"And  there’s one more thing..." Iadded, while sche scanned the line for a
better prospect. "President Bush <caid on TV that people who question the Warren
Commission are like people who think Elvis iscoming back from the dead. Now, I
don‘t Know what he Knows and what he doesn’t Know. But to have that Kind of
attitude, I think, isa shameful shirking of his responsibility as president." GO0 .

By now, she was obviously impatient with me. I surrendered the
microphone,  feeling a littlesilly,like I"dmade an ass of myzelf.

As we walked home, I remembered cuddenly gathering with my family for
Christmas  just a week before, and discussing JFK around the dinner table. For
the firsttime, among  parents, brothers, sisters,nieces, and in-laws, hundreds of
miles from the cosmopolitan  elitesin New York, Iwas finally able to praice
Stone’s movie without comeone  jumping in, "warning” me to "be careful,”
because they’d "heard"™ or "read" scomewhere that JFK contained "a lotof
inaccuracies.”

None of my relatives had yet seen the movie. But, wonder  of wonders, they
listened with open minds. My patriotic older brother who'd lived and breathed
Army  ROTC in college found Stone’s theory disturbing but plausible. My
mother, a staunch Nixon Republican to this day, <caid she’d always Known  the
assassination was a plot,and itwouldn’t surprise her a bitifLBJ and the CIA
were behind it.

"It’sabout time someone  did a real, thorough  investigation," agreed my
conservative Dad.

Two and half months after JFK‘s release, it‘sbecome clear that the csmear
campaign  isn’t ing. Over 19 million people haue'\m seen” the movie. AndJ‘rN{ EATES v

-

they didn’t stop Y fap fes Mniao To o
Every Sund s wife reads the latest scorecard from The New York Times

bestseller list' im Garrison’s On the Trail of the Assassins continues clocking in

week after we as the number one nonfiction paperback. Four other

assassination  ooks are not far behind.
Accordin to a CBS/ New York Times poll,77 percent of the American public
believes JFK as Killedby a conspiracy, and --according to a poll by Time /ONN  --
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a whopping 50 percent think the CIA was involved!
Back in the “40s, people likemy family were called The Silent Majority, and
were considered "brainwashed® puppets of the "fascist police state." Even today,

our avant-garde  urban-dwellers  --obsessed with such 1life-or-death issues as the
dicpersion of NEA grant money  to themselves and their friends --love to paint
middle America as a caldron of racist homophobes and Philistines,

But from such folk arose the Minutemen who won  at Lexington  and

Concord.  Their spiritloves liberty above life.Ittolerates no tyrant, It senses
instinctively when it’stime to stop bickering over triflesand to take action.
Thank  God for America. Thank God for Oliver Stone.

And thank God it‘san election vear.
Moo ernom b 7 Ao Nogy

“TRE STAR - SCANLUEe Badnge"
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