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regulation thought only of what

- might be, .

But correction is not in dogmatically
applying another kind of jdealism that
seeks to write what might dbe in pro-
duction graphs and cost-benefit curves
and looks not for the total reality.

_ Reality is that workers die violeptly,
and reality is that many deaths are
avoidsable. N

Either brand of dogmatism makes
only controversy and strife, not prog-

ress.
Recently I fead ah old summation of
an official report from last year that
reviewed the handling of one series of
accidents. . ) ’
The report found the investigators
unconcerned with isolating the causes

* of the accidents dbut mightlly eon-

cerned with issuing citations., They

-had missed the point of their jobs.

1 suggest that the point, and the re-
alistic thing, 1s to get about the busi-
ness of finding causes and remedies.

A LITTLE PIECE OF THE ROCK

(Mr. WYDEN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.) -

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Bpeaker, in the

past few days I have recelved” hun. .

dreds of letters in opposition to legisla-
tion aimed at curbing money market

funds. 1 rise today in support of these

funds which have given Americans of
modest means a plece of the rock in
our economy. )

Two letters sum up the feelings of
Oregonians who are writing me. The
first is from a middle income wage
earner who wrote:

For the first time in our lives, my wife and
I believe we are getting a fair share on our
small life savings investment in the money

market. For the first time, we are barely

keeping up with inflation because of the
higher return Irpm the money market.

A retired couple wrote:

George and Louise Jefferson of TV fame

. finally got & pece of the pie. Retired folks

like ourselves need to hang on to our piece,
just to survive. Many of us have raised our
children, buflt modest savings and invested
some of our assets in money market funds,
We need our money market funds as a
hedge against inflation. ’

“Perhaps the best line of all was the
conclusion of ‘this retired couple’s
letter which said, “Everyone wants his
piece of the pie, but it’s the small
pleces held together by common need
that keeps the pie whole.” - .

According to statistics, individual in-
vestors have sunk nearly $66 billion in
money market funds. These investors
include working couples, retirees, near
retirees, single men and women and
even entire families who use money
markets to save together and invest in
a better future. They are everyday
Americans. They are Americans with

-just a little bit extra who have to

make every little bit count.
Letter after letter I have received re-

- flects & keen interest in saving, in in-

I

_avenue open to them to stay even with

‘institutions, which are suffering from

‘have brought down small banks and

‘do not believe for & moment that all
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average American has to battle infla.
tion. It will create more than bitter-
pess, It will generate outrage because
‘ economy, Small #t will say to Americans of modest
investor after small investor has told means that the only plece of the pie
me they are joining in money market they can get will be from the pie in
funds because they think it is the only the sky. o .

Americans want to save. They want
to halt inflation. They will do what is
necessary to accomplish these goals—
if we Jet them. They want more .
choices, not fewer choices. If any legis-
Iation is to be considered, let it be &
measure that gives financial institu-

‘tions authority to compete with
money market funds.

During my years as codirector of the
Oregon Gray Panthers, I worked to es-
tablish & program so countless senlor
citlzens ecould pool their meager sav-
ings and wind up with enough capital
to make sound investments that re-
turned a fair yield. Everybody benefit-
ed. The senjors were pleased because
they were getting more than the inter.
€5t on passbook accounts. For some se-
niors, - it was now worth it _to get
money out of pillowcases and-shoe-
boxes, where before to them it never
seemed to matter. Many financial in-
stitutions were pleased because more
deposits rolled into their vaults, and .
stayed there. People who needed loans
benefited because banks had more
money to lend. :

Money market funds are a Jogical
extension of the modest program we
developed in Oregon. They encompess
the values of pooling resources for the
benefit of the saver, the financial in-
stitution, and the creditor. There is
minimal risk, but there 18=&-solid
return. . - .

The day will come when Congress
balances the budget, the Federal Gov-
ernment gets out of the borrowing
business and interest rates drop that
money market funds may grow less at-
tractive. But I cannot foresee the day
when the principle of allowing small
savers and investors to band together
will ever go out of style. Nor should it.

If capitalism means anything, it
means that rich and not-so-rich alike
can share in its risks—and its fruits.
Why should only ‘the wealthy have
sccess to investment instruments with
appealing returns? Savings pools and
money market funds—and instruments

vesting in the future, in putting away
8 nest egg—exactly the goal we all
have been trying to achieve to help
revive the American

inflation 80 what they have earned
today will still be worth something to-
morrow.

That s exactly the point 1 want to
underline today. Money market funds
are successful because they allow a
great cross section of America to
combat inflation one-on-one, to defend
what is theirs. Stripping small inves.
tors of this opportunity fs like asking
people to take off their coats in a
snowstorm. '

Without doubt, the banking and
thrift industries have a right to be
concerned aboiit a “level playing field"
when it comes to offering instruments
that are oompetitive with money
market funds. And savings and loan

disintermediation because inflation is
high and people have withdrawn sav-
ings, are quite properly alarmed at the
prospect of paying even steeper inter-
est for savings deposits, while still
holding long-term loans at relatively
low fixed rates. )

But the fissue is whether money
market funds are a cause of the finan-
cial industry's woes. The answer is no.
‘The cause runs much deeper, to issues
such as overregilation of interest
rates and banking operations, to errat-
fc management of U.S. monetary
policy and to perpetual Federal deficit
spending that crowds private capital
markets, ] -

It is not money market funds that

savings and loans institutions. They
are caught in a profit squeeze because
marketplace competition—egged on by
double-digit inflation—has driven up
the cost of deposits while ylelds from
investment portfolios, primarily mort-
gages, have not kept pace.

If money market funds disappeared,

would be well with small banks and
savings and loan institutions. The $66
billion now invested tn money market
rutgds bm investors would chase
other -interest bearing instru-
ments—and the cost of deposits would ¥et to be developed—assure that the
remain high for small banks and sav- little guy gets a piece of the action,
ings and loan institutions, Their prob- $00. '

lem would be the same.

I do not pretend to have the solution
that will salvage the thrift industry in
this country which is so vital to main-
taining & sound housing industry. Per-
haps new types of mortgages will help.

SELECT COMMITTEE ON
- ASSASSINATION .

(Mr. STOKES asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1

. Certainly achieving a balanced budget ' Mminute and to revise and extend his

and getting the Federal Government
out of the borrowing business wdll
help. Maybe soon we will need to look
carefully at a program to assist foun-
dering finaneial institutions.

. I do know we head in the wrong di-
rection if we blunt money market
funds, one of the few weapons the

-remarks and Include
matter.) . .

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, as the
former chairman of the Select Com-
mittee on Assassination, I have, from
time to time, reported to the House
sabout events that have transpired
since -the committee completed its
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extraneous




ashingtonian printed a less than fa-
‘vorable article about the work of the
select committee by one of its former
investigstors, Gaeton Fonxi. The com-
mittee’s former chief counsel, Prof. Q.
Robert Blakey, who now ‘teaches at
the Notre Dame law Bchool, and its
former deputy chief counsel, Gary
Cornwell, wrote responses to - Mr.
Fonzi’s plece. While Professor Bla-
key's short letter was published, Mr.
Cornwell’s fuller treatment was not.
Because I believe these two statements
should de part of the historicsl record,
I ask that they be printed in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD at the conclusion
of my remarks.

In addition, Professor Blakey and
Richard Billings, a key aid on the
select committee’s staff, have just pub-
lished through the New York Times
Book Co., “The Plot To KIl the Presi.
@ent.” The book i= an effort to go
beyond the findings of the select com-
mittee and name those who were
behind the President’s death. The au-
thors ‘asked me and our former col-
league, Richardson Preyer, who was
the chairman of the JFK Subcommit-
tee, to prepare forewords for possible
inclusion in the book. As it turned out,
the manuscript exceeded i#ts contract-
ed-for length by over $0,000 words,
and the editors at Times Books asked
Professor Blakey and Mr. Billings to
cut the manuscript down considerably.
It was not, therefore, possible to in-
clude Mr. Preyer’s and my remarks in
the published book. Nevertheless, I
would like to share them with the
House, and I ask that they be Included
in the ConcrEssionar REcorp at the
conclusion of my remarks.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I note that on
December 1, 1980, the Department of
Justice released a report of the Tech-
nical Services Division of the Federsl
Bureau of Investigations on the acous-
tical studies of the select committee.
The FBI report found that the scien-

. tific work done by the select commit.
‘tee was fnvalid. Although 1 asked the
Department to work with our former
staff and i#ts scientists, the work was
done in secret, and the FBI report was
released before anyone connected to
the select committee had a chance to
look at it. We had hoped that collabo-
ration would have been possible, since
truth, not one-upmanship in public re-
lations, was what was at stake., We had
ho, too, to avoid misunderstand.

. for we knew that the Technital
Services Division was relatively tnex-
perienced in the acoustical field. The
.Department of Justice, however, did

" not choose to eollaborate, and it must
now suffer the consequences. Profes-

. sor Blakey and our scientists have
carefully reviewed the work of the
FBI insofar as it was possible from the
incomplete data released and have de-
termined that the FBI fundamentally
misunderstood our sclientific -and evi-

they be printed in
the Coworzssionat RECORD at the con-
clusion of my remarks.

Mr.. Speaker, I have not yet decided
how to pursue the matter of the per
formance of the Department of Jus-
tice in its of
‘studies. The National Science Founda-
tion and National Academy of Sci-
ences have underway a study of what,
if any, additional work should be done

pleted, I will make a decision. Until
that time, I will continue to keep the
House informed of items relating to
:ehee work of the former select commit-

The materia) referred to above fol-
“THx JFK ASSASSIRATION: A “CGREAT WHITE
WaLx™

I write to set the record straight, at least
insofar as a two-page letter can adequately
respond t0 an $0,000-word article, Gaeton
anzim]'l “Who Killed JFEK?* ‘(November

Mr. Fonzl's thesis is that the investigation
of the House Belect Committee on Assassi-
nations was & fraud. For those who care
about the truth, I refer them to the commit-
tee’s 636-page final report and its accompa-
nying 27 volumes of supporting hearings
:;d related materials. They speak for them-

vea,

But Mr. Ponzi goes beyond a general char-
acterization of the public portion of the
committee’s work and levéls a number of
specific charges against me personally. Each
of them fs either simply false or, worse, a
half-truth that misleads by what it omits.
Thelr publication without giving me an op-
'po:tmumty- to respond was shoddy journal-

To note one example: Mr, Fonsl suggests
that I came to the investigation profession-

not excluding organized crime.

* To take another example: Mr. Fonz
quotes me as saying that the committee’s in-
vestigation was going to be the *last iInvesti-

~gation,” as if I had arrogantly believed that

-no one could add to or subtract from any-
thing that I directed. A half-truth. In fact, I
#id it would be the last investigation unless
ft resulted in & major breakthrough that

: the view not omly of the

American people but also of its governmen-

tal leaders about those tragic events in

Dallas seventten years ago. If so, ‘we-then

had the reasonable expectation that the De-

partment of Justice would reopen the tnves-
tigation and bring our congressional eTforts

%o a 1awful conclusion in a judicial forum, -

Arlssu:APvumCormmﬁvmm-
TION OF THE ASSASSINATIONS OF PRESIDENT
Krnxeny .

(4 responsé to “Who killed JFE?" by Gaeton
Fonzi in the Washingtonian)

(By Gary Cornwell, Deputy Chiel Counsel,
House Select Committee on Assassination)

It does not take a careful reading of “Who
killed JFK?” by Gaeton Fonzi (The Wash-
Ingtentan. November 1080) to realize the
Fonzi's intent was {o discredit the investiga-
tion of the House Belect CommMtee on As-
sassinations. Nor must a reader be especially
well-versed on the subject of the Kennedy
assassination in general or the Committee
investigation in particular to recognize that
Fonzi, who served as a Committee fnvestiga-
tor, had his own pet theory about the assas-
sination—one that he had acquired before
the Committtee even existed— and that his
fallure to document the wvalidity of this
theory was a source of deep frustration.
(Fonzi's theory, which iz based on the testi-
mony of an anti-Castro Cuban exile, Anto-
nio Veciana, s that agents of the Central
Intelligence Agency had masterminded the
murder of the President. For eveidence, he
relies on Veclana's statement that on one
occasion Lee Harvey Oswald met with a
mysteribus individual, an apparent ntelli-
gence agent who was known to Veciana as
Maurice Bishop.) The article does, however,
contain severe distortions of fact and falla.
cles in reasoning which may have escaped
the atteéntion of the casual reader with lim.
fted access to reliable information, distor-
tions and fallacies that were the result of
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Punzi’s blas, his frustration, and his sppar
Most Americans, 1 belleve, have an appro-

priate interest tn Kennedy

tion. The,

President. They want to know whether they

€an rely upon the findings of the Warren
Commission in 1964 and the House Belect

future conduct of such investigations; and it
s they who will decide If and how the gov-
ernment, including the CIA, will be
changed. Thus, if reliance upon “eye-wit-
ness” accounts such as Fonzi's is misplaced,
if his attitudes and criticlsms, however spu-
rious, are made convincing by his talents as

cle merits careful analysis.

It may initially be helpful to consider
what the article is not. It is not, as it pro-
claims to be, an article by a “top US. gov-
emment investigator.” Fonz 18 a journalist
by trade, and he was but one of many inves-
tigators employed by the Select committee.
Although the article is title, “Who Killed
JFK?", it does not provide an answer to that
question. And while The Washingtonian

boasts that the author broke “his oath of si-

lence,” thereby suggesting some grand pur-
pose i5 to be served by the daring revela-
tions to follow, the article is in fact little
more than a retelling of Veciana's story of
the mysterious Maurice Bishop (which the
Belect Committee had already published in
‘its final report), embellished by Fonzl's

speculations and opinijons. .

It is those speculations and opinions that
are most troubling and detrimental, but
before considering them in detall it might
help to put them in perspective by taking a
closer Jook at Veciana's story. To attempt to
resolve the question, “Who Killed JFK?" by
focusing exclusively upon the testimony of
Antonio Veclana, as Fonzi does, & number of

. other questions must be answered, Was
there a Maurice Bishop? If so, what was his
real name and affiliation? (Fonzl speculates

" that Bishop worked for the CIA, dismissing

the possibility that he was employed by an-
other intelligence agency, domestic or for-
eign, or by some private organization.) Did
Bishop really kave an encounter with
Oswald? (Veciana could be credible but mis-
taken about his observations, which he him-
self described as brief and fleetinig. Such
eyewitness accountz are widely viewed, at
Jeast by lawyers, as suspect.) Pinally, even if
Bishop did meet with Oswild, what was the
significance? (While Fonzi would have his
readers infer a connection between the
meeting and the assassination, several other
explanations are equally plausible, especial-
1y if we, like Fonzi, are constrained only by
the limits of our imagination.)

These are all interesting questions, and
they were 30 regarded by the Committee,

-which investigated them to the extent poesi-
ble. But in Fons!'s suggestion that Veciana's

- story reveals who killed President Kennedy
anything more than irresponsible myopia?
dooes the importance of Veclana's account go

o
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Seyond the fact thet ft was the fsne that
most Pons? And, most kmpor

interested
Mhmm&m&nw—

in the assassination. (Ve-

clana specifically said he had no answers to

these crucial questions, and efforts by Fonzl

and the Committee to shed light on them
independently were not successful,)

Fonzi's article is not, then, a revelation of

opinion of the Committee. Fonzi's frustra-
tion at not being able to prove a CIA plot is
- perhaps understandable; the way he has
chosen to vent it, however, is not. He blames
his frustration on insidious forces, intimat-
fng that had it not been for a continuing
econspiracy (apparently between the CIA
and the Committee) to keep him “very, very
busy and eventually . . . wear [him) down,”
he could have established his case against
Bishop and the CIA. This assessment of
blame and unsupported speculation would
not be so harmful if expressed privately or
idly pondered by those who make no pre-
tense of having “inside” information. It
peems that nearly everyone 1 meet has his
own theory about the assassination, and
perhaps due to the character of the Presi-
dent and the nature of his death, emotional
sttachments to particular theories often de-
velop. In that respect, Fonzi may be in good
.éompany-at least numerically. But Fonxzl
has now proclaimed himself an expert on
the assassination, and his theory and his
opinion of the Committee, by their publica-
tion in the Washingtonian, have galned a
measure of credibility. 8o it is not enough to
answer Fonzi by simply stating he is wrong.
Fonzi begins with a reference to the Com-
mittee’s mandate, House Resolution 222,
which called for “a full and complete inves-
tigation and study of the circumstances sur-
rounding the assassination and death of
President John P. Kennedy. . . .” He then
asserts that, “like the Warren Commission,
what the House ons Committee
did not do was ‘conduct a full and complete
investigation,”” and opines that “, . . what
the Kennedy assassination still needs is an
investigation guided simply, unswervingly
by the priority of truth.” Finally, Fonz
asks, “Is it unrealistic to desire, for some-
thing as important as the assassination of &
Presgident, an investigation unbound by po-

finaneial,
though he apparently intended the question
to remain rhetorical, it merits an explicit
answer. Clearly, when you stop to think
about it, the answer is yes, at least in this
country, it is unrealistic. ~ .
Every day, citizens of this country are sen-

tenced to long terms of tncarceration, and

occasionally even put to death, as the result
of investigations that are not “unbound by
political, financial or time restrictions.” The
time and financial restrictions result from

forces and investigative agencies, and the
“political” restrictions arise from ‘our basic

system of ehechlndba.lances(nm_lted.

Y

-
R
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had no roadblocks in its path? And what if
in the end—after all CIA files had been re-
viewed and all agency officers, agents, and
employees had been questioned under
oath—-there still was no absolute proof of
Ponzi's theory? In the absence of a CIA con-
fession, what then? Mass administration of
truth serum? Jail terms for the recalcitrant
at Bprague’s whim? Or perhaps Congress
should then assume dbsolute power, taking
over the executive branch. But, even with
absolute power, financial and time restric-
tions would still exist. S8uppose Sprague
wanted everyone who watched the motor-
cade in Dallas in November 1963 to be inter-
viewed, no matter how long it took? And if
his ownh investigative resources were insuffi-
clent, should Bprague have had the Dallas
Police Department put at his disposal?
Should we be willing to forgo policing the -
¢city of Dallas until the President’s murder is -
solved? Until the CIA is proven guilty.

In his article -Fonzi describes me as
“brashly pragmatic.” If that means 1 tried
to make the most of the investigation, given
the inherent political, financial; and time
constraints, I take the characterization sz a
compliment. Nor do I object to the applica-
tion of hindsight to assess performance and
suggest what might have been done better,
for I readily admit that some mistakes were
‘made. 1 would mever say that criticism of
how the federal government too often oper-
ates is not needed Nor would I suggest that -
so-called exposés of the inner workings of
government, to be of value, must come from
an unbiased source. I have spent my entire
professiona] career working for the federal
government, and much of my energy has
been expended in criticizing the policies,
procedures, and performance of the agen-
cies 1 have encountered. 1 believe, however,
that my criticiems have been—in intent and
effect—oonstructive. Most of Fonzi's eriti-
clams, on the other hand, are not eonstruc-
tive: they are based on gross distortions of
the facts they are fmpractical, and they
serve only to undermine the credibility the
Committee’s - tnvestigation deserves. The
Committee did conduct “a full and complete
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1proof, it was, I be-

, and about the identity and location of
\based on the make the agreement foo

nature of the agency filing system general-
particular files that might assist our investi-
gation. While these safegunrds still do not -

now able to accurately recite such conversa-

tions, ho
his credibility.
question his

M
|




zgg
il
Egggéa

:
{
|
i

gators were of no value. On the contrary,
they gathered valuable i{nformation about
pelationships between individuals of interest
to us, and they performed other very useful
functions. (Most

vestigative staff that made the most tmpor-
tant discovery of all: &t turned up the Dall
dispatch tape, which ultimately es-
tablished that two gunmen fired at the
President.) But &ue to the lapse of 18 years

k

me wonder whether we should not have re-
tained a somewhsat smaller investigative
staff, and spent more of our limited re-
sources and time on scientific analysis and
file reviews. _
Such second-guessing of onr investigation
potwithstanding, 1 believe the American
people got a camprehenstve investigation.
We @id not answer all the guestions, but we
aid focus our attention on the major areas
of interest. Purther, we t00k a hard look at
those speclfic issues in each area that sp-
peared Hkely to shed new light on the relat-
&d questions of conspiracy and the perform-
sance of government agencies in 1963-1964.

- An excerpt from Ponzi's article & worth
repexting, since itz significance apparently
escaped him when he wrote #t. In the

summer of 1979, Tor an undetermined

reason, Antonio Veciana was wounded in a
shooting assault. His daughter, a reporter
for the Miami News, in reflecting upon the
sttempt on her father's Mfe, ‘told of her
pride for her father’s efforts as an -anti-
Castro jeader, and Ponri quoted from her
.story. “My American friends never under-

stood the politics or the violence that eomes -

with 1letin politics,” Ana Veciana wrote. “To
thix day 1 have not been able to explain, but
only to the passion Cubans feel for

the freedom that’s taken for granted in this
country.” 1ike Ana Veclana, 1 believe we
we

often fail to appreciate our freedom, and
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ends.”

Sraroxer 3y lovrs Broxss, Ceamaan,
Houvsz Briscr COMMITIEZ OR ASSASSINA-
" TIONS :
When 1 -hecame chalrman of the
Select Committee on Assassinations
March 1977, I faced a peries of tmmediate

Civil Liberties Union, and the NAACP Legal
Defense Fund, we developed s lst of 1185
possible candidates, of whom mtgmy-!our

choice was narrowed to two, and I selected
Q. Robert Blakey, then a professor of law at

the Carnell Law School. In my judgment,”

Hlakey exemplified the criteria of the Com-
mittee’s search: investigative experience,
experience

ing. He also had another wvaluable asset,
which was knowledge of the peculiar folk-
ways of Congress, for our investigation was,
after all, a congressional investigation.
‘When Congressman Dodd asked Professor
Blakey If he might be interested in the job,

decision was reached to announce Professor
Blakey's appointment at & press conference
in which it would.be announced that there
would be no more press conferences untfl

- our report was written, and our work would

proceed without further public fanfare.) As

shhility further would have been: unneces-
sary and inappropriate: necessary because
we had learned all that we needed to know
to recommend legislative reform, which we
did, inappropriate because our mandate
called for fact-finding for the purpose of
making recommendations, not an assess-
ment of Individual responsibility. As estab-
Hshing personal gufit is rightfully allocated
under our Constitution to the executive
branch and the judiciary, further investiga-
tion by us would have been improper.
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mensurate with the dignity of thel

We cannot, of course, rewrite history.
eannot bring back John F. Kennedy or
Martin Luther King, Jr. But the past must
be a gulde for the future. We must promise

é

37




H 1638 .

ourselves that this history will never be re-

peated. . :
Wasxtworon, D.C., July 1080

STATDMEDNT BY RIcRARDSON PRETER,
CRAIRMAR, JoRN P, KENNEDY BUBCOMMITIER

‘The importance of this book-—~and it is an
fmportant book—is that it carries the analy.
sis of the evidence n the assassination of
President Kennedy well beyond the point
that the Committee was able to reach in the
time available and with the oonstraints
under which a eommittee of Congress must
work. As to the constraints, this is as 1t
should be, for individuals may speak with a
freedom that & committee of Congress does
not have, But putting their analysis and
conclusion aside, the evidence Blakey and
Billings have marzhaled s extremely im-
pressive. 1T was able to review the facts pre-
sented to the Committee not only as one of
its members, but as a former federal judge,
and, as such, I subjected the evidence to the
severest sort of tests. In the end, 1 eame to
conclude that it was not a qQuestion of
whether there had been a conspiracy in the
Kennedy assassination, but a question of
who the conzpirators were. Our conclusion
was, therefore quite different from the one
that was reached in 1064,

Much of the evidence that was put before
us consisted of the statements of witnesses
whose reliability had to be doubted to some
degree due to the passage of time, if for no

.other reason. Witness testimony or circum-

stantial evidence alone would not have been
sufficlent to lead me to vote to reverse the
historic verdict on President Kennedy's
death, but there was evidence that did My
judgment did not rest on it alone, as I care-
fully reviewed the entire record, but the
acoustics evidence was the cruclal part that,
to me, tipped the balance toward conspir-
acy. The acoustics evidence, a tape record-
ing of the actuai sounds of the assassination,
was most convincing of the presence of two
gunmen in Dealey Plaza. Its detafl fit com-
fortably with the detail.of real life. As ana-

1yzed by our panel of experts, the tape ape

peared to me to be unassailable: 22 echoes
of shots from the Texas School Book De-
pository, as well as the grassy knoll, reach-
ing the position of a moving motoreycle,
which was Jocated in photographs just
where the acoustic experts said it would be.
Since echoes travel and reflect .at known
speeds, the police tape had to have been re-
corded in Dealey Plaza or its exact acoust!-
cal replica, which obviously does not exist.
In addition, the wave-forms produced by the
sounds on the tape had the unique signa-
ture of supersonic bullets, and they
matched in time the physical reactions of
President Kennedy and Governor Connally,
as they were recorded in a film of the assas-
sination by Abraham Zapruder. Finally, the
wave-forms were consistent with the posi-
tion of the motorcycle. Certain spikes on a
eraphical display of the tape coincided with

. the sound of shots coming over the wind-

shield of she motorcycle before it turned
into Dealey Plaza, and other spikes coin-

cided with shots fired from the side and.

rear of the motorcycle after it had made the
left-hand turmn from Houston onto Elm
Street. In view of this kind of evidence, I
came to believe, as 1 said at a press confer-
ence on July 15, 1979, the day we releassd
our final report, that it would take a greater
ledp of faith to reject what the tape told us
than to believe it. We should not shrink
from the implications of the evidence.

- The hard scientific evidence of a second
gunman, therefore, altered my perception
of the witness testimony and the circum-
‘stantial evidemce, which no longer had to be

. the proof of the pudding. I was, for exam-

-
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not all the product of our investigation;
much of it is presented here for the first
time. It is the evidence that describes the
nature of organized crime and then links
Jack Ruby to organized crime, which in
turn links organized crime to the assassina.
tion. Here we see, for example, the role of
Ruby, minor though it may have been, in an
organized crime activity in Havana in 1959.
(As & member of the Committee delegation
that traveled to Cuba, I had a opportunity
to evaluate this information firsthand.)
Having established Ruby's organized crime
association beyond any doubt, Blakey and
Billings go on to show that there was no
convincing reason, other than his organized
crime association, for Ruby to murder
Oswald. 1 could almost contradict myself
and say the Ruby link to organized crime is
the proof of the pudding. Coupled with the
police tape, it Jeaves lttle guestion of the
eXistence of a conspiracy and who, in all
likelihood, engineered it.

One other comment needs to be made

about this distinctive book. There is an.

abundance of books about the Kennedy as-
sassination, and I have read a good many of
them. Yet I found this book uncommon, and
not because 1 worked with and know the au-
thors. This is a distinctive book because
Blakey and Billings bring the reader into
the reasoning process. Rather than expect
readers to accept & conclusion at face value,

- they invite them to make their own evalua-

tion of the evidence. This is an open-minded
and objective analysis. While not all people
will agree with all of its conclusions, myself
included, it makes an honest effort to come
to grips with the evidence. I commend 1t to
those who want to learn the truth about the
events in Dallas tn November 1963.
WasemnGToN, D.C., July 1980.

MEMORANDUM ON TYHE ANALYSIS OF THE
AcousTical. EVIDENCE TrAT 8HOWS THAT
Two BHOOTERS WERE IN DzALEY PLAZA ON
NoveMEEzR 22, 1863 -

. (Notre Dame law School)
COMMITTERE CONCLUSIONS AND
- RECOMMENDATIONS
On January 2, 1979, the House Select

Committee on Assassinations reported its

Judgment that “isicientific acoustical evi-

dence establishiedl] a high probability

[85%) that two gunmen fired at President.

John P. Kennedy” in Dealey Plaza, on No-
‘vember 22, 1983. H. Rep. No. 95-1828, 95th
Cong. 2nd Sess. p. 1 (1979). The Committee

also concluded the President was “probably

assascinatod as & result of a conspiracy.” 1d.

The Belect Commitiee’s acceptance of the
acoustical evidence showing two shooters,
one from the Texas School Book Depository
to the rear of the President, and one from a

;
£
:
4
i
;
5

railroad employee, who observing the
motorcade from a raflroad overpass immedi
stely in front of the motorcade, each of
whom testified that they heard shots from
both the Texas Bchool Book Depository and
the grasy knoll. In addition, at the point
from which the shooter fired, fresh foot-
prints in the damp earth were found behind
the high picket fence on the knoll, and
smoke was seen and smelled near the fence
st the time of firing. Pinally, a policeman

graphs were located of the motorcycle po-
liceman ip the precise position that sounds
on the dictabelt indicated he should be in. A
fim of the events of the assassination

work of a forensic pathology panel that re-
viewed films and x-rays of the President's

“After making its findings on the manner

f the President’s death, the Committee rec-
‘ommended that the Department of Justice
and the National 8clence Foundation “make
a study of the theory and application of the
principles of acoustics to forensic questions;
using the materials available in the assassi-
nation of President John F. Kennedy as a
case study.” Idat9.

MATIONAL SCIKRCE POUNDATION STUDY

On August 14, 1980, the National Science

Foundation authorized $23,360 for a study

(independent tests were not contemplated)
by the National of Sciences on the

) Academy )
"work of the Select Committee. The study

was to be headed by Professor Norman 8.
Ramsey of Harvard. The report by the
panel was due in January, 1981, The expec-
tation now, however, is that it will not be
completed unt{l the end of March or th
early part of April, 1981. . :
On December 1, 1080, a report of the
Technical Division of the Federil

. Services
Buresu of Investigation on the work of the
Select

Committee was released to the
public. See 126 Cong. Rec. H 12369 (dally ed.
December 11, 1880). The 22 pege report,
which waz not accompanied by supporting
‘documentation and did not rest on inde-
pendent empirical work by the FBI on the

.Gictabelt or sounds in Deally Plasa, found

that the ocooclusions of the Select Commit-
tee were' “invalid” since it was peither
shown that gunshots were on the dictabelt
nor that sounds originating in the Plaza
were recorded on 1t.

Acoording to the FBI report, the sclentific
analyzsis relied upon by the Committee nec-

-
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COMMENT O FRI CRITIQUE

‘The FBI report on the work of the Select

Committee fundamentally misunderstood '’

The scientific analysis relied upon by the
committee; it did mot make a finding of

Dezley Plasa and that shots were In fact re-

-

from the grassy knoll. (A

- . '
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m.mm«mmum&
timing

- 'BOLT, BERANEX & NrwMan, Iec,,
* Cambridpe, Muass, March 27, 2981,

that was posed to us. As a result, in their
report the FBI asserts premises that are ir-
relevant, makes deductions from our report
that are incorrect, and presents findings
that are ungupported. :

‘The House Select Committee on Assassi-
nations (HSCA), under your chairmanship,
selected Bolt, Beranek & Newman, Inc
<(BBEN), to analyze a Dictabelt recorded by

mobile police unit whose microphone was on
before, during and after the assassination.
BEN was asked 30 determine tf the mobile

*That an FBI technical report would even
fitly suggest that & fact may be shown only by direct:
evidence is lronic, as &t “is now well estiblished that
eircumstantial evidence & no less probative than
@irect evidence ® * * United States v. Dodpe, 538
P.2d T70, 787 (8th Clr. 1976X W v d.)

~

tial limousine resacted to the shots.
Although the HSCA found that the BBN

Dictabelt that BBN thought might repre-

_ sent the third of four shots.

In effect, W&A were asked that f a gun
had been fired on the “grassy knoll” on that
oceasion, would the sounds of the gunshot
as recetved in Dealey Plaza, and transmitted
and recorded by the DPD radio dispetch
system resembie the third group of impulses
observed on the DPD recording. ques-
tion ean be answered unambiguously if the
position of the shooter and the location of
the microphone that picked up the sounds
were known, and all of the components _of
the DPD radio systemm were known .and
avallable. While none of the listed facts are
known for the case, W&A were able 10 use
an elementary method, based on fundamen-
tal principles of acoustics, that ylelds a nu-

merical probability of whether the DPD im-

pluse group corresponds to gunshot sounds
generated on the “grasy knoll™. W&A gath-
ered and exsmined all the avafiable infor-
mation about Dealey Plaza and the events

-
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uncertainity in the loca-
microphone and, {n the

the

proposed by the FBL This is seen on page
14 of the FBI report where they state that
“the second acoustical method utflizing the
alleged uniqueness of.the designated sound
-as applied by Weiss and Aschkenssy, also
cannot validate that the tmpulsive tnforms-
tion is from Dealey Plaza” )

‘“grassy knoll” of Dealey Plaza. .

We have attached a memorandum detafl-
fng more fully our disagreements with the
FBL We welcome responsible inquiries from
any concerned party and hope that this
letter and the memorandum will dispel any

.further confusion. .

Respectfully yours, ’

James E. Barger, chief sclentist, Bolt,
Beranek & Newman, Mark R. Welss,
professor, Department of Computer
Science, Queens College of C.UN.Y.;
Ernest Aschkenasy, consultant, New
York, N.Y. ’

. © MEMORANDUN
" To: Hon. Louls Stokes, Member of Congress,
. g%use of Representatives, Washington,
From: Dr. James E. Barger, Dr. Theodore 1.
Rhyne, Mr. Edward C. Schmidt, Dr.
Jared J. Wolf, Bolt Beranek and
‘Newman Inc.,, Cambridgé, Mass. 02138,
Date: March 27, 1081,

This memorandum detalls our disagree-
ments with the FBI critigue, found on pages
13 through 20 of their review, of our tests
on the Dallas Police Department recording.

On page 13 the FBI asserts that there are
“at Jeast” three known methods that could
determine whether the four fmpulse pat-
terns we found originated from Dealey
‘Plaza. Thelir subsequent discussion of their
three methods, to the exclusion of the

" method we actually used, does not consti.
tute a rational or an effective eritique of the
ﬁdma we obtained from the DPD record-

.

April 89, 1951
Pirst, the PRI obeerves that we might
have shown that all recorded events both

:
:
3

E

method s the one that we developed when
in 1976 we determined from recorded sounds
at Kent State University the locations of
the weapons that fired the first several
shots back tn 1970 by Ohio National
Quardsmen. Analyxis of the DPD recording
did not admit a direct use of this method,
because we had no prior knowledge about
where the DPD recording microphone may
have been—as we did for the Kent State re-
cording.

Our method for coping with this problem
fnvolved two techniques. The first tech-
nique (during the August 1978 acoustical re-
construction in Dealey Plara) was to record
the sound of the test shots at 36 -different
Jocations along the motorcade route, We
then compared the DFD recording fmpulse
patterns with each test shot recorded at
each Jocation to see if any combinations of
test shot and microphone location showed 8
high correlation. We further recognized
that even the 38 microphone locations that
we used would not show precisely all the
unique impulse patterns that are possible,
because of the time it takes for acoustie tm-
pulses to travel from one microphone to the
next. Therefore our second technique was
to add a margin of uncertainty to the test
shot echo patterns. This margin was to
accept the coincidence of an fmpulse in a
DPD impulse pattern with an echo in our
reconstruction pattern if the two occurred
with +6 msec of each other. This process

- destroyed the uniqueness of our reconstruc.

tion echo patterns, but the 6 msec coincl-
dence margin resulted in only a small in-
crease In the likelihood that wunrelated
sources of impulses could generate patterns
that would match the Dealey Plaza pat-
terns. We demonstrated this fact by calcu-
lating that only 13 out of sbout 2,000 im-
pulse patterns produced by a random proc-
ess would, on the average, match the four
DPD recorded impluse patterns. We chose
the random process for which all possible
combinations of fmpulse Jocations in a finite
number of time windows are equally likely
to occur. We believe that this random proc-
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April 20, 1981 .

em models quite well all possible permuta-
tions of the locations of echo-producing ob-
m. 7

But the key to our method, and the
source of our method's power to discrimi-
nate between gunfire recorded by a micro-
phone In Dealey Plaza and any other source
of impulses on the DPD recording, was to
test for the DPD microphone trajectory. We
found that the locations of our microphones
that picked up the reconstruction echo pat-
terns that did match with four time-ordered
impulse patterns' on 'the DPD recording
moved in the direction of the motorcade
and at its rate of advance. Thereby, what we
gave up in uniqueness of the reconstruction
echo patterns we gained back by requiring a
coherent microphone trajectory as an im-
- portant, and obviously necessary require-

‘ment. The odds are vanishingly small that
-Any process could generate four different
impulse patterns in a time sequence that
causes'each one to match s different recon-
struction echo pattern measured at each of
four microphones separated by the three
distances dictated by the speed of the mo-
torcade

The most meaningful and the most direct
method of verifying whether we have
proved that - the impulse patterns on the
‘DPD recording are caused by gunfire in
Dealey Plaza is to examine independent evi-
dence about the motorcycle trajectory and
about the shot timing sequence that our
analysis revealed. We did not hypothesize
this trajectory, nor did we hypothesize the
timing sequence. The HSCA did find that
both the motorcycle trajectory and the shot
sequence we found were consistent with in-
‘dependent photographic evidence.

Finally, FBI asserts that the third of
three methods that could determine wheth-
-er the DPD sound patterns that we tested
-originated in Dealey Plaza requires proof
that someone saw & stuck microphone on
Channel 1 in Dealey Plaza, We know only of
the testimony of Officer MclLain that his
microphone often stuck open, and that it
might have been on Channel 1. Therefore
we did not devise our analysis on the basis
of this method.

On pages 14 and 18, the FBI report finds
that the 50 mseo time span analyzed by
Weiss and Aschkenagy does not provide
compelling evidence of a match. We agree.

- We based our assessment of the third-shot
match achieved by Weiss and Aschkenasy
on their finding that 10 ecoincidences oc-
curred between the 14 DPD impulses and
the 12 reconstruction echoes that occurred
in a 320 msec time span. The FBI offers no
explanation for this occurrence, which is
most unlikely {f the source of both impulse
patterns was not a ecommon one. The
common source would have to be gunfire in
Dealey Plaza because that is how the recon-
struction echoes were obtained.

On page 15 the FBI report asserts that
the record sound of a gunshot at Greens-
boro, N.C., was found to represent “The
same impulsive pattern sound on the DPD
recording during the Presidential assassina-
tion in November, 1963". The report says
that a probability of 95% er better can be
assigned to the similarity between the
Greensboro pattern and the alleged third
shot pattern on the DPD recording. The
data to back up this statement are not con-
tained in the FBI report. We don’t know
bhow many impulses are present in the first
320 msec of the Greensboro impulse pat-
tern. We do not know how many of these
impulses are coincident with the 14 DPD
impulses. Nor do we know what time-
window was used for judging coincidence:

- Because the data are not revealed by the
FBI. we cannot critique their conclusion
that the two impulse patterns represent

L[4
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show that other impulsive sounds pro-
duce echo patterns, besides gunshot. Of
course all sounds produce echoes from any
impedance discontinuity—whether tmpul-
sive sounds or continuous sounds. Our

& gunshot. It would be wrong to do this. The
shock wave occurs only if the projectile is
supersonic, and only then if the angle be-
tween the line connecting the observer to
the weapon and the projectile trajectory fs
lesslthan the complementary of the ‘Mach
angle. o
" On page 20 the FBI report lists five topics
that they describe as problem areas and in-
consistencies. Topic 1 refers to Table 4 of
the W&A report, in which predicted gun-
shot echoes are arranged alongside:those
impulses in the Dictabelt recording that are
closest to them in time. It certainly is true
that several of the impulses that are listed
in this table are less than one millisecond
apart. The sentence cited by the FBI, in
which W&A state that tmpulses that are so
closely spaced are treated as one impulse is
not inconsistent with these data since the
statement refers to the method that was
used to count the number of tmpulses that
exceed the noise threshold. This is made ex-
plicit by the very next sentence, in which
the number of such impulses is specified.
Topic 2 refers to the fact that BBN dem-
onstrated that loud tmpulses such as gun-
shots are distorted upon transmission
through the DPD radio system. We demon-
‘strated this to show why we would base our
analysis technique solely on the time-of-ar-
rival of an impulse—and not on the shape or
amplitude of the impulse. The time that

each impulse is transmitted by the radio is

not distorted by the fact that the impulse is
loud; only its shape and its amplitude.

Topic 3 observes that no microscopic ex-
amination of the DPD dictabelt was con-
ducted to see if the patterns analyzed are
caused by surface imperfections. Of course
the patterns we analyzed are caused by sur-
face impressions—that is how the recorder
works. We did not find periodic impulses,
such as would be caused by surface
scratches that span more than one groove.
We did find more loud impulses on the DPD
recording than we found in the reconstruc-
tion impulse patterns. These were due to &
variety of causes, including keying tran.
sients and probably surface imperfections as
well. To suggest that the entire impulse pat-
terns were caused by surface imperfections
simply is to describe the physical manifesta-
tion of any unknown source of nolse. We
vhave tested the sensitivity of our technique
to noise with our ealculations to show the
likelihood that noise will resemble gunshot
echo patterns in Dealey Plaza.

Topic 4 questions BBN’s treatment of the--

matches between reconstruction echo -pat-
terns and DPD recording impulse patterns

@
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found along other Joci.

Topic 5 deserves more explanation than
has been given by Weiss and Aschkenasy.
The slight time stretch introduced by them
is more rigorous than the FBI supposes. We
were unable to determine the exact record-
ed time scale because there were few clues.
But an exact time scale could not be deter-
mined anyway because there is always a
Tlutter induced in the time acale by the re-
corder speed fluctuations. We did determine
that the DPD recorded time scale was 5 per-
cent slow, t about 1 percent. 8cientific pro-
cedure requires that all possible time scales,
within the range of possibility that we had
determined, be searched to see if any time
scale within this range produces a good
match. Thus Weiss and Aschkenssy did
search these values and they found a value
of 4.3 percent that fits in the range extend-
ing from 4.0 percent to 6.0 percent that we
had determined.

In summary, we do not find any insights,
data, or arguments in the FBI report that
we believe will support thelr conclusions

tha;ourtestsoﬂ.thPDmcordmgmin-
vml. . r\J

THE LATE JOSEPH T. POWER

(Mr. DERWINSKI asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 mMute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, it is _
my sad duty to inform my colleagues
of the death of the well-represented
president of the Operative Plasterers
and Cement Masons International As-
sociation, Joseph T. Power. Mr. Power
died of cancer this past Monday, April
27, at his home in Falls Church, Va.,
at the age of 61. .

Joe Power, a Chicago native, joined
the union there, and -came to Wash-
ington in 1960 after being elected ex-
ecutive vice-president of the Operative
Plasterers and Cement Masons. In
1863, Mr. Power was appointed general
executive board member of the Inter-
national Association, and went on to
become the president of the associ-
ation in 1970. CN -

As president of the association, Joe
Power had worked closely with both
President Carter and President Ford.
His contribution to the lives of work-
ing people was praised by President
Reagan only last month. “Mr. Power has
set an important example,” President
Reagan said. “His leadership and in-
struction have made it possible for the
members of his union to find a good ,
life for themselves and their families.
He should be proud.”
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The visitation will be at Colonial Fu-
neral Parlor in Falls Church, Va., to-
night, and services will be held at 10
am. Friday at §t. Anthony's Catholic
Chureh ifi Falls Church.

the most important matters that winl
come before this Congress this year,
the budget resolution for fiscal year
1982, was offered to the Congress
today, and general debate has begun. X
personally think #t is one of the more
fmportant matters that the Congress
will address {n the next decade. _
But not only that, I had many of my
Oolleagues ‘say that during this Iast
week that they would like to have as
much time as possible to discuss an
issue as important as this, and for that
reason, 1 took out this special order.
Now I notice that my colleague from
{Mr. Parris) 1s on his feet,
and I would yleld to him.

/-

problem.
Tenth, the overall denefits of the
package will be considered by
‘Mr. RocErs of Kentucky.

There will be other Members of the
-#7th Congress who will address these
and other mmatters, as 1 indicated, later
today and agein tomorrow during
debate, - )

Mr, Speaker, let me tust make one
Observation belare 1 yield the floor.
We Irequently hear the criticism of
this program that there is proposed a
reduction in social security benefits, a
reduction #n wveterans benefits; that
the Jood stamp program will be elimi-
‘nated, et ceterd. None of that §s true.

“There will be no reductions of those

programs. The food stamp program
will be reduced from $12 billion to ap-

proximately $10 billion, but it will
-have grown in the period of its exist-
ence from $34 million to over $10 bil-
Hon. Bo, I think that the safety net of
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for his observations. I would just make
one other eomment. When the food
stamp program was initially incorpo-
rated into the laws of this Nation, 1
out of 492 Americans qualified under

* that program. Today, there are 1 out

of 8 Americans recetving food stamps
In this Nation. T do not think there is
& person in this Chamber who can tell
us in truth that 1 out of every 6 people
in this Nation are economiically unable
to feed themselves every day in this
WNation, o ’ B

1 have Just one other pomt, Mr.
Bpeaker. The Jones proposal 15 same-
times erroneously classified as a rea-
sonable and oonservative alternative
to the budgetary problems of this
Nation. It is classified as such becaase
#t reduces 1n its initial year the major
deficits of our total expenditure pro-






