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November 30, 1.966.  

Honorable Ramsey Clark 
Office of the Attorney General 
Department of Justice 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Ramsey: 

Could you have the FBI talk to her please? 

Sincerely, 

JOseph F. Dolan 
Administrative Assistant 
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-STIGATION NECESSARY. WITNESSES NOT.' CALLED BEFORE 

N WHO .ARE: IMPORTANT TO THE KILLING OF ,YptiR.: BROTHEL 

TE CON. -LEASE BE KIND AND CONSIDERATE 

TO CONTACT ME IN REGARD TO SUCH INFORMATION 

GUERITE OSWALD '4029 -BYERS 
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cc: Files 
White House 
Stephenson 
Copeland 

Honorable Burt 14. Hanson 
California Assembly 
34 South Chestnut 
Ventura., California 

Dear Mr. Henson: 

President Johnson etas asked we to thank you for your 
thoueotful letter of November 22, 1966, recommending that 
he direct the Warren Commission reconstituted to consider 
the critics' objections and to issue a supplemental re- 
port as a "rebuttal." The President appreciates having 
your views concerning this matter. 

Your letter states that the group on whose behalf you 
wrote has confidence in the Warren Commission findings, al-
though you know many people who have serious doubts. We, 
too, believe that the evidence amply supports the basic 
conclusions of the Commission. It is noteworthy that the 
authors who have criticized the conclusions of the Warren 
COM1411111.04 do not chin to have any significant new 
evidence, so fax as we are aware. Rather, their criticisms 
and demalds for a new inquiry are based upon different con-
clusions they have drawn from parts of the same body of 
evidence that was examined by the Commission. 

The President is grateful for the good wishes which 
you expressed for his recovery and for your words of 
support and encouragement. 

tab 

Sincerely yours, 

Frank M. Warencraft 
Assistant Attorney General 
Office of Legal Counsel 
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REFERRAL 

To: Acting Attorney General Date: November 25, 1966 

ACTION REQUESTED 

	 Draft reply for: 
	 President's signature. 
	 Undersigned's signature. 

	Memorandum for use as enclosure to 
reply. 

	 Direct reply. 
	 Furnish information copy. 

Suitable acknowledgment or other 
appropriate handling. 

X 	  Furnish copy of reply, if any. 

	 For your information. 

	 For comment. 

NOTE 

Prompt action is essential. 

If more than 48 hours' delay is encountered, 
please telephone the undersigned immediately, 
Code 1450. 

Basic correspondence should be returned when 
draft reply, memorandum, or comment is re-
quested. 

REMARKS: 

Description: 

	

Letter: 	 Telegram: Other: 
To: The President 

From: Burt Henson, State Assemblyman, California 
Date: November 22, 1966 

Subject: Urges reconstitution of the Warren Commission to consider the critics' ob- 

	

jections 	 r^7 
 

By directio 	President: NOV 23 11PF4- 

1/141e40  

Clifford L. Alexan4ifIgfr/CrEiliA.  
Deputy Special Counsel 
to the President 

(Department or Agency copy) 
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MEMBER OF THE ASSEMBLY. THIRTY-SEVENTH 71 STRICT 

VENTURA COUNTY 

VICE CHAIRMAN 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS 

November 22,1966 

The Honorable Lyndon B. Johnson 
President of the United States 
White House 
Washington, D.C., 

Dear Mr. President: 

I am writing in behalf of a small group of local democrats 
who meet periodically to discuss public affairs. 

First of all, we hope that your operations have been 
successful and that you will soon recover fully. 

Secondly, we appreciate your recent travel to the far east. 
You probably hear only complaints about Viet Nam. But we know 
you inherited this situation from two previous administrations and 
we applaud the firm and decisive action you have taken in that area. 

Thirdly, we regret the publicity given critics of the Warren 
Commission report on the Kennedy assassination. We have confidence 
in the Warren Commission findings but we know many people who have 
serious doubts. We recommend that you direct the Warren Commission 
rec.onstitued_to.corisIaei; the critics1 	and to issue_a_ 
supplemental report as a "rebuttal"' 'With - maximum graphic and 

--television coverage. 

Lastly, we think you are a great President and we support you 
and we thank you for your courageous action in many difficult 
situations. 

Sincerely, 

3urt Henson 

BH/Vw 
	 State Assemblyman 
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• • •-•i 	 rta 17! opmr,.. 

:rhaVebeen asked to reply to yoUr letter request-
ing information as to whether title to Warren Commission -
E hibit No. 2466 was vested in the United States pursu-
ant to Public Law 89..318. 

Title to the items described in Commission Exhibit 
No. 2466 has been vested in the United States. For 
your further information, I am enclosing a copy of the 

-Federal Register of November 1, 19664 which: contains a 
- copy of the Acting Attorney General's determination 
pursuant to Public Law 89-318 (page 13968, et Im.). 

Yours truly, 

'Frank M. Wozencraft 
:Assistant Attorney General 
Office of Legal Counsel 

INSP'TD A IV D 
COMMUNICA -;"; 

Nov 17 1966 :" 
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United States Department of Justice 
':rashington, D. C. 20530 

atta: Mr. Fred M. Vinson, Jr. 
Assistant Attorney General 
Criminal Division 

Dear Mr. Vinson: 

In reference to your letter of May 19, 1966 advising me that I would be 
advised on the final decision in rsgard to the Commission's Exhibit #21466 
and pursuant to Public Law 89-318. As I understood your letter, this 
would be done on or before November 1, 19o0. 

Since I have not been advised as of this date and do not have access to 
the Federal aegister, I would appreciate being advised crompty on the 
disposition of tho'e items under my jurisdiction as listed in Exhibit 
#2/466 as appearing on pages 039 and 640 in volume 25 of the Commission's 
Rerort. 

Yours truly, 

t 41- 

Robert L. Oswald 

RIA/sc 

registered air mail 
return receipt requested 

NCV 7 1:4.66- 
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M. Walter T. Skallerup, Jr. 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of 

Defense Security Policy 
Department of Defense 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

Dear Mr. Skallerup: 

This is in reply to the letter from your office 
dealing with our use of the term "classified defense in- 
formation" in describing certain material relating to the 
Warren Commission investigation that is still being with-
held from public inspection. 

The use of that term in responding to inquiries from 
private citizens concerning the availability of the unpub-
lished records of the Warren Commission was not intended to 
suggest that all of the classified information relating to 
the Commission's investigation, which has not been declassi-
fied and released to the public, is information that was 
classified within the Department of Defense. Rather, those 
words were used in describing the withheld classified docu-
ments because the words "defense information" are the pre. 
also words used in Executive Order No. 10501 of November 5. 
1953, to describe the sole class of information that is 
subject to classification under that Executive Order. It 
was felt that the use of the exact terminology of the 
Executive Order would tend to minimize claims that the 
withheld documents are improperly classified. 

However, in the future we will refer to such infor. 
motion as "classified security information" rather than 
"classified defense information" in an effort to avoid 
having the classification of such material attributed to 
your Department. 

TNEFTD A N P  

Sincere COMMUNICATICIT.i L. 

Frank 14. Wozencraft 
Assistant Attorney General 

Office of Legal Counsel 

9 
NOV 16 1966 R.R 
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OFFICE OF 

Tqc ATTORNEY GENERAL 

October 21, 1966 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

Ramsey Clark 
Acting Attorney General 

Re: Assassination of President Kennedy  

It would seem that we might want to be a 

little more cooperative than this, although we would 

run the risk of setting precedent for other inquiries. 

J. 	F 

rPTO TZ .r7,Y C=TNT. RAI; — 





Senator Robert P. Kennedy 
New Senate Office Building 
Washington, D. C. 20510 

Dear Senator Kennedy: 

It is little wonder that crime grows daily on our streets 
when our system of justice allows Jack Ruby to kill a man 
in front of millions and face, if convicted, a mere three 
year prison term. Our courts are fast becoming a mockery. 

I am deeply concerned and would appreciate your comments. 

Very truly yours, 

x emb 
Att. 



*outer r, - 
Fred K. Vinson, Jr. Aegis tent Attorney General 
U. 5, Department of Justice 
Cons ti ts Lion Avenue & 10th S tree t, 
Washington', Do  Go  20530 

Dear Mr. Vinson, Jr‘s 

Y"Ti bir fla .1. 1 

pvernmen 
lacks the 

State of Texas, having no Jurisdiction over Baeith Act,_passed 

ro

gress of the United States, which Act vas wknowinglr end 
violated by "destroying by forces  end "violence" the.•xeoutive 
f the Ilnitsd..States, November 22, 19634 by Lee Harvey Oswald! 

Jurisdiction to try Jack Ruby*  

  

ASIIINFT*OR fterreawav Ciesam. 
Camismoi, Oilman« 

 

?7,7'"'17, 
• ;N... 

 

peyartment of Justitg 
pacsi1izu3tan 205313 

U Ji 	Ci:43 

R. Proscribed Federal Statute EXIJI. 

September 3  0, nee 

1111111111111 76 
Deal.111M 

7C 

Attorney General Katzenbach has asked me to reply to your 
letter of September 19, 1966. 

With the exception of certain specified instances, such 
as where the act is committed on Federal property, the crime of 
murder has been traditionally reserved to the jurisdiction of the 
several states. The Tenth Amendment to the Constitution places 
within the scope of state authority all matters not specifically 
delegated to the Federal government. At the time of the assassin-
ation of President Kennedy and subsequent killing of Oswald, then, 
such acts amounted to violations of the law of the State of Texas 
since no Federal statute pram-ribed them when committed under those 
circumstances. 

It is my hope that the aoove .11scussion proves 
'orfrmative. Your interest in writing to the Attorney General 
is appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

T 
CF. 

, 
FRED M. VINSON, Jr. 

Assistant Attorney General  	CL' IE SEC  
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Mr. Joe H Tonahill 
Tonahill Building 
Jasper, Texas 75951 

Dear Mr. Tonahl11: 

The President has asked me to thank you for 
sending a copy of Judge McDonald's concurring opinion 
in the Jack Ruby case. 

You must have been very gratified by the court 
taking special mte of your contribution and stating that 
you "exemplified the highest standards of the legal 
profession". 

Sincerely, 

Fred M. Vinson, Jr. 
Assistant Attorney General 

g-Ife-C-Ords 
Chrono 
Mr. Abell 
Mr. Vinson 

INS 
"TC.-k PP 

OCT L 	1.96 
C4.1.••••••••••■••••■•■rre■ax,.-,,,naLWINNAlmtt, 
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REFERRAL 

To: The Attorney General 	 Date: October 8, 1966 

ACTION REQUESTED 

	 Draft reply for: 
	 President's signature. 
	 Undersigned's signature. 

NOTE 

	Memorandum for use as enclosure to 
reply. 

	 Direct reply. 
	 Furnish information copy. 

X  Suitable acknowledgment or other 
appropriate handling. 

	 Furnish copy of reply, if any. 

	 For your information. 

	 For comment. 

Prompt action is essential. 

If more than 48 hours' delay is encountered, 
please telephone the undersigned immediately, 
Code 1450. 

Basic correspondence should be returned when 
draft reply, memorandum, or comment is re-
quested. 

REMARKS: 

Description: 

	 Letter: 	 Telegram; Other: Document 
To: The President 

From.: Joe H. Tonahill, Tonahill Building, Jasper, Texas 75951 
Date: Pmd 10/5/66 

Subject: Copy of Concurring Opinion -- Court of Criminal Appeals of Texas, Jack 
Ruby, Appellant, No. 37, 900 -- by Judge McDonald; commends Mr. Tonahill's 
conduct during court proceedings. 

By direction of the President: 

. , 
Paul M. Popple 
Assistant to the President 

(Copy to remain with correspondence) 



COURT OF CRIMDIAL APPEALS OF TEXAS 

JACK RUBENSTELN, alias 
JACK RUBY, APPELLANT 

NO. 37,900 	VS. 	 APPEAL FROM DALLAS COUNTY 

THE STATE OF TEXAS, APPELLEE 

CONCURRLNG OPINION  

I agree with the result reached by Presiding Judge Morrison in his 

opinion reversing this case. However, I desire to elaborate more fully on 

the error of the trial court in refusing to grant the motion for change of venue. 

I shall recite in detail some pertinent facts in the case pertaining to the venue 

question. 

The trial of this cause started February 10, 1964, with a change of 

venue proceeding. It culminated the following March 14, 1964, with the death 

penalty verdict. The hearing on venue and subsequent proceedings took place 

in the same building to which Lee Harvey Oswald was being moved at the 

time he was shot. This same Ruby trial building is situated approximately 

one hundred yards from where Lee Harvey Oswald assassinated President 

Kennedy two days previously. 

It is apparent from the record that President Kennedy's assassination 

occurred at a site on a Dallas Street so close to the Ruby trial courthouse 

that it could be seen daily by the jurors. At the time of this trial this 

location was being visited by the public who were placing wreaths at the 

historic spot out of respect to President Kennedy. Traffic was even then 

becoming jammed in the area by spectators. 

Dallas was being blamed directly and indirectly for President Kennedy's 

assassination and for allowing the shooting of Oswald by Ruby. The feeling 

and  thought had been generated that Dallas County's deprivation of prosecuting 

Oswald could find atonement in _ prosecution of Ruby. The writer feels it 

fair to assume that the citizenri• of Dallas consciously and subconsciously 

felt Dallas was on trial and the allas in. 	_s uppermost in their minds 

to such an extent that Ruby could not be 	:__.;re fairly while the state, 

nation and world judged Dallas for the tra ;lc November even.=s 



Ruby, 2. 

The press had a field day with stories stating directly, indirectly, 

by hints and innuendoes that a Communist conspiracy existed between Oswald 

and Ruby. Ruby was referred to as a "tough guy," a "Chicago mobster, " 

a strip-joint owner. Anti-Semitism against Ruby was sparked by pretrial 

publicity that Ruby's name had been changed from Rubenstein to Ruby. 

The strong local prejudice against Ruby was reflected in the refusal 

of the County operated Parkland Hospital to permit Ruby to undergo neuro- 

logical testing for the purpose of determining his organic brain condition for 

trial purposes. 

The trial judge retained the services of a prominent public relations 

counselor to handle the courtroom seating, the press, the trial publicity, 

and public relations in advance of the venue hearing and for the entire 

trial. Some 300 members of the news media occupied most of the seats in 

the courtroom. 

The fact of the shooting of Oswald had been seen on television many, 

many times on that fateful day, November 24, 1963, in the Dallas County 

area, by countless thousands of citizens. This alone precluded Ruby from 

receiving a fair and impartial trial by a Dallas County jury. A fair and 

impartial trial is the rightful boast of western civilization. 

Against such a background of unusual and extraordinary invasions of 

the expected neutral mental processes of a citizenry from which a jury is 

to be chosen, the Dallas County climate was one of such strong feeling 

that it was not humanly possible to give Ruby a fair and impartial trial 

which is the hallmark of American due process of law. 

The late, eminent Mr. Justice Frankfurter stated in his concurrence, 

in Irving v. Dowd,  366 U. S. .717, 729, 730: H* 	*. rudimentary 
conditions for determining guilt are inevitably wanting if 
the jury which is to sit in judgment on a fellow human being 
comes to its task with its mind ineradicably poisoned against 
him. How can fallible men and women reach a disinterested 
verdict based exclusively on what they heard in court when, 
before they entered the jury box, their minds were saturated 
by press and radio for months preceding by matter designed 
to establish the guilt of the accused? A conviction so se-
cured obviously constitutes a denial of due process of law 
in its most rudimentary conception." 



Ruby, 3. 

Ten of Jack Ruby's trial jurors witnessed the shooting of Oswald 

on television. They were challenged for cause under Article 616, V.A.C.C. P. , 

which prohibits a witness serving as a juror. Such challenges for cause 

were summarily dismissed and disposed by the trial judge with dispatch. 

Other than the testimony on voir dire of jurors Shields and Malone, 

we shall pretermit detailing the voir dire examination of the jurors. 

Juror Shields witnessed the shooting on television. She was objected 

to as being a witness to the offense as well as the others who saw it on 

television. The trial court refused to grant Ruby an additional peremptory 

challenge so that he could remove her as a juror. Ruby moved the Court 

to swear Juror Shields as a witness and the Court refused. 

Juror Malone was a witness to the shooting on television and was ob- 

jected to as being disqualified under Article 616, V. A. C. C. P. She knew 

that from what she had witnessed on television that Oswald was shot in 

the Dallas Police Station November 24th and subsequently died as a result 

of being shot with a pistol. It was the most extraordinary thing she had 

ever witnessed. 

Nothing could remove her fixed knowledge of Oswald's being shot in 

the Dallas Police Station. The only thing she did not know about the case 

as a fact was who fired the gun. All other issues pertaining to the shooting 

of Oswald were firmly and permanently fixed in her mind. She subsequently 

learned from television that it was Ruby who shot Oswald. 

The trial judge seated her as a juror over the protest of Ruby's 

counsel who insisted upon being given additional peremptory challenges 

in order that she might be challenged as an objectionable juror. 

The crux of Juror Malone's disqualification as a juror is explicitly 

reflected in the following excerpt during her voir dire examination: 

Q: "But you do say that from what you have seen and read, it 
is firmly fixed in your mind that this extraordinary shooting 
you witnessed was to the effect that Oswald was shot that 
Sunday morning, in the police station, and the only thing 
you don't have fixed in your mind is who did it. Is that 
right?" 

A: "That' s right. " 



Ruby, 4. 

Mr. Tonahill: "May it please the Court, we exercise and in-
voke Article 616, Code of Criminal Procedure, 
and ask that the lady be excused for cause." 

The Court: 	"Overrule your challenge." 

Mr. Tonahill: "Exception." 

Article 616, V. A.G. C. P. (6) commands and requires that witnesses 

to the charged offense cannot serve as jurors. The Supreme Court of 

the United States in Rideau v. Louisiana, 373 U. S. 723, has held that 

such objectionable jurors as Shields and Malone were, in effect, wit-

nesses to the offense. Further, that Court has held that even non-wit 

nesses who have been saturated with prejudicial news releases and rumors, 

and who hold a state of mind as objectionable jurors Shields and Malone 

possessed were not qualified as fair and impartial jurors, Irvin v. Dowd, 

supra. 

There can be no difference to the competency of a witness who has 

heard via telephone or radio, or saw a matter through a mirror or field 

glasses, and a witness who has viewed a matter on television. P con-

trary holding would undermine the sound principles underlying the uti-

lization of a scientific amplification and reproduction of sensory events, 

and thus unduly hamper the work and function of the triers of fact. In 

short, the television viewer meets the established criterion of personal 

observation required for a witness' competency. Estes v. Texas, supra. 

The State operated from this inevitable and certain principle when it 

introduced the television film of the shooting of Oswald before the jury 

as direct evidence of the shooting. 

The trial court could not, consistent with the due process, assume 

that the objectionable jurors Shields and Malone were endowed with a 

sense of detachment, so clear in introspective perception of their own 

mental processes that they could possibly exclude even the unconscious 

influence of their preconceptions as to all the established facts except 

identity of Ruby. Their mental processes were engendered by a pervasive 

pretrial publicity which denied Ruby his guarantee of a fair trial by a 
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panel of "impartial, indifferent" jurors; because, "the failure to award 

an accused a fair hearing violates even the minimal standards of due 

process." Irvin v. Dowd, supra, at 722. 

Against this background of crystalized opinions of the existence 

of the material issues with which the State was burdened to prove, Jack 

Ruby was forced to trial under the most adverse, unusual and extraordin-

ary circumstances that this member of this Court has yet had occasion 

to consider. 

It is stated in Estes v. Texas, supra: 

"A defendant on trial for a specific crime is entitled to 
his day in court, not in a stadium, or a city or nationwide 
arena. The heightened public clamor resulting from radio 
and television will inevitably result in prejudice. Trial 
by television is, therefore, foreign to our system." 

It was established below on the hearing for change of venue, the 

jury voir dire, and the quick verdict that the firmly established legal 

principles of law in this state and nation cried out for a change of venue 

of this case, which would guarantee Ruby the fair and unprejudiced trial 

which he failed to receive. At the same time, such transfer would cast 

no reflection, indictment against, or a challenge to the honesty, integrity 

or inability of the Dallas citizenry to give such. Rogers v. State, 236 

S. W. 2d 141. 

In the brief of the Friends of the Court, and during his oral argu- 

ment at the Bar before this Court when he appeared under the designation 

of this Court as "Friend of the Court," trial counsel Tonahill ably urged 

and pointed out this basic principle of our jurisprudence which this Court 

has consistently followed. 

The principles compelling a change of venue have been enunciated 

by this Court many times. Streight v. State, 138 S. W. 742; Coffman v. 

State, 136 S. W.779; Williams v. State, 283 S. W. 2d 239; also see: Cor-

tez v. State, 69 S. W. 537 and Manley v. State, 137 S. W. 1137. 

The general rule that a change of venue lies within the sound dis - 

cretion of the trial judge has to give way when an unfair jury is forced 
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on one charged with crime. 

It is to be noted that all twelve of Ruby's jury entertained some 

conception of his guilt, one way or the other. The people of Dallas County 

had been exposed repeatedly and in great depth to the actual shooting of 

Oswald on television re-runs. In a similar case, Rideau v. Louisiana, 

supra, the Supreme Court of the United States did not bother to look to the 

transcript of the voir dire in reaching its determination as to prejudice: 

We do not hesitate to hold, without pausing to examine 
a particularized transcript of the voir dire examination of 
the members of the jury, the due process of law in this case 
required a trial before a jury drawn from a community of people 
who had not seen and heard Rideau's televised interview. * * * " 
373 U. S. 723, 727. 

This Court has been furnished with many outstanding briefs and 

many oral arguments were made by a battery of very able lawyers on both 

sides. This writer has been especially impressed with the conduct of 

Honorable Joe Tonahill. Through much stress and strain, misunderstand-

ing among client and appellant's relatives, he has exemplified the highest 

standards of the legal profession, remained true to his duty, and done an 

outstanding job in briefing and presenting this case before this Court. 

I concur in the reversal of this cause. 

McDonald, Judge 

(Delivered October 5, 1966. ) 



Form DJ-150 
I Ed. 4-26-65) 

UNITED STATES GOVERNI-7.NT 	 DEP ARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Memorandum 
TO 	: Files 	 DATE: October 7, 1966 

FROM : W. David Slawson 
Office of Legal Counsel 

SUBJECT: Warren Commission  

Burke Marshall asked Harold Reis whether the Commission 
had actually considered Kennedy's clothes and the photographs 
and x-rays in connection with the autopsy. Harold asked me 
to find out. I called Norman Redlich and he said this was all 
dealt with in Dr. Hume's testimony and he agreed with me that 
so far as he knew the Commission had not seen either photos or 
x-rays. 

The relevant testimony is in Volume II, pages 347 et seq.  
References to x-rays and photos are: 

when taken 349 

are of value 350 

photos not available for purposes of making 
exhibits 350 

disposition of both 372 

possible use of photos by doctors 352, 369 

use of x-rays by doctors 353 (2 references), 
355, 361, 364, 372 

Commission itself not see either 371-72 

(See also the autopsy reports at 542-43 and 

	

545 of the Report volume. 	 
,- • (_",, 

1, 	OCT 11 106a 



On page 365 the doctor testified that the front shirt 
rip indicated an exiting bullet. On page 366 he testified 
why the shirt and jacket holes were lower than the body 
holes. 

The relevant statute, P.L. 89-318, 79 Stat. 1185, reads 
in part: 

"It is hereby declared that the national interest 
requires that the United States acquire . . . 
certain items of evidence, to be designated by 
the Attorney General pursuant to Section 2 of 
this Act, which were considered by the President's 
Commission . . . and requires that those items be 
preserved by the United States." 

I would therefore tell Marshall that neither photos nor 
x-rays were seen by the Commission or its immediate staff, 
but that the x-rays were an integral part of the doctor's 
autopsy, i.e., a tool, and the photos, although not a tool, 
are taken as a matter of course in all autopsies of persons 
suspected to have died violent deaths and serve as a record 
of the autopsy, especially a record of appearances that are 
destroyed by the autopsy itself. 

As to the clothes: the jacket, shirt and necktie, all 
containing bullet holes, were seen by the Commission and 
given Commission exhibit numbers. The other clothes were 
given FBI exhibit numbers but not seen by the Commission, 
because of a staff determination that they were not relevant 
to anything (except possibly by reason of the fact that they 
did not contain bullet holes). A number of other FBI numbered 
exhibits were similarly winnowed out by staff review of the 
items in the FBI's possession. 
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SUSPECT: Montreal STAR Editorial Dismissing 
Hostile Critiques of the Warren Report 
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October 6, 1966  
DATE 

The following editorial from the Montreal STAR, criticizing conclusions 
raised by Mark Lane's book, '",lush to Judgment," may be of value to the 
Agency in countering criticisms directed at the findings of the Warren 
Commission. The editorial, "Wino Killed Kennedy," appeared in the STAR 
on September 10, 1966. The text follows: 

AGENCY USE 

ACTION 

IE 

INFO .  

"Books about the murder of Lincoln still appear more than a century after 
his spectacular death at the hands of Booth. It is hardly surprising, 

I/C; 	therefore, that the first rush of books on the murder of Kennedy should 
now become available. These are taking the form of hostile critiques 

IO'F/17_ 	of the Warren Report. One of them, Mark Lane's "Rush to Judgment" 
I0F/CT 	declares bluntly that the Warren Commission 'covered itself with shame.' 
IGO 
Tim 	"Nobody would claim that the commissioners have the last word on the 
ICS 	assassination, but they were all men of such established reputation and 
13 3 - 	integrity that it is all but impossible to say that their behavior was 
IFS 	shameful. Prima facie, therefore, Mr. Lane's thesis is improbable, that 

thesis being that the shots that killed Kennedy were not fired from the 
book depository and not by Oswald. They were, he believes, fired from a 

STATE 	'grassy knoll' nearer the railway overpass by a person or persons unknown. 
CIA 

'*bk 

o "His charge against Chief Justice Warren and his colleagues is that they 
swallowed whole the reports from the FBI and the Dallas police, that they 
made no serious effort to follow up other leads, that they wanted to wrap 
the whole business up as quickly as possible with the dead Lee Oswald as 
the fall guy who couldn't talk back. 

"Why should they do this? Mr. Lane does not explain except that the 
political establishment of the United States felt it would leave a sense 
of unease, disquiet and instability unless a murderer was quickly found, 
and the whole thing swept under the rug. 	 't 

"Mr. Lane's analysis of the conflicting testimony of eye-witnesses is the 
bulk of his book. This is standard procedure for any defence lawyer and 
everybody knows how easy it is to do. It is the job of a judge and jury 
to appraise this mass of conflicting evidence and  c me t4 	commnn  
sense conclusion about it. 	 1 

!DEIATME! 
"The fault of Mr. Lane's conclusion is that it does not make sense, and hi$ 

10; OCT 12 1966-,4--  
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book would have been stronger if he had not applied to the later murder of the 
policeman, Tippit, the same analytic technique which he presents with so careful 
a selection and omission of his facts that the procedure becomes absurd. Mr. 
Lane says there is no proof that Oswald shot Tippit although any jury would 
undoubtedly have found him guilty. 

'Th.. Lane's book has been described by one reviewer as the first-class job of 
a defence lawyer with a weak case. That's about the size of it. There. may be 
a case against the Warren Report. If Mt. Lane had it, he spoiled it. 

"But Mr. Lane's extravagance is fully matched by the book's introduction written 
by Hugh Trevor-Roper, Oxford's regius professor of history. Mt. Trevor-Roper 
plunged into an attack against the Warren Report when it was published. He got 
such a thumping from his university colleague, John Sparrow, of All Souls 
College (who went a long way to proving that Trevor-Roper had written his 
article before he had read the report), that one would imagine he would now be 
more careful. Not a bit of it. He appears to find in Jack Ruby, the wretched, 
squalid little man who murdered Oswald, the key to the mystery: 

"'Ruby's movements and contacts,' he writes, 'before the assassination, like 
those of Oswald, were unexplored. Today Ruby is the only man who might still, 
at first hand, reveal the truth.' 

"That beats all." 

—Bgitett'Parkbr 
Country Public Affairs Officer 

UNCLASSIFIED  
CLASSIFICATION 
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SUBJECT: 

September  22, 1966  
DATE 

Rebuttal to Two Books Critical of Warren Commissio 
Findings 

Two British publishers will bring out books within the week which are 
critical of the Warren Commission findings in the assassination of 
President Kennedy. The books are Mark Lane's "Rush to Judgment" 
published by The Bodley Head and Edward Jay Epstein's "Inquest" -
published by the Viking Press. Publication dates are September 22 
for the Lane book and September 27 for Epstein's. 

When the post first learned that the books were to be published here 
(See FM 17, dated August 17, 1966), steps were taken to mitigate their 
impact. Among these steps was an approach by the Cultural Attache, 
Dr. Edward D. Myers, to Professor Arthur L. Goodhart suggesting 

_:that he might be interested in preparing reviews rebutting the criticisms 
contained in the books. Professor Goodhart was selected because he 

• is one of Britain's most respected legal authorities, having been, before 
his retirement, Professor of Law and Master of University College 
Oxford. Professor Goodhart is a member of the U. K. - U. S. Educa-

-- tional Commission and, before going to Oxford, was -Professor of Law 
at Cambridge, Yale and Harvard Universities. 

Professor Goodhart agreed to undertake the project. His review of 
the two books will appear this Sunday, September 25, in the Sunday 
Telegraph. Copies of his review, in his own handwriting, are enclosed. 

It is hoped that the review, appearing in one of England's leading papers 
almost simultaneously with the two books, will have some effect in 
preventing an uncritical acceptance of their adverse "evidence. " 

Enclosures (as stated) -5 copies 

DEC 5 1966 
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1 	This will acknowledge receipt of your letter and 
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of October 14 1966 addressed to President Johnson. 

These Individuals Ass possessed Inforration pertinent 

to the events In Dallas were given arpa opportunity to present 

ewe to the President's Camisaian an the Assessinetlos of _ 

President Toenedy idriln it remained in session. At the present 

timer  I se swam of ne plane to reopen tCommiseion/al 

atnearaly. 

IND H. vniss, Jr. 
Aesistent Attorney Geterel 
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THOMAS H. KUCHEL 
CALIFORNIA 

llilif0t)Ztaf015,4141Clat 

September 21, 1966 

RECFIVED 

OCT 17 1,963 

7( 

Deal11111MIIIIIIIMINII 76-  
I feel the special commission which investigated 

circumstances surrounding the lamentable assassination of 
former President Kennedy, headed by Chief Justice Warren, 
was a dedicated body, determined to pursue its difficult 
assignment with objectivity and earnestness, and performed 
a valuable public service. 

The members were outstanding, knowledgeable, 
conscientious American citizens, including several of the 
most widely-respected Members of Congress, and I am con-
fident they were aware constantly of the importance of 
their task. They are the type of individuals who by habit 
are Painstaking and thorough. 

I am in no position, on the other hand, to judge 
the competence or qualifications of various lesser-known 
authors of the several critical commentaries which have 
appeared lately casting doubt on the validity of the so-
called Warren ComTissions conclusions. 

Sincerely yours, 

THOMAS H. KUCHEL 
United States Senator 
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reall=1.0111 
President Johnson has brought to my attention your 

letter and enclosure of September 23, 1966 suggesting that 
clarification be made of the findings of the Commission on the 
Assassination of President Kennedy in light of the theories put 
forth in several recently published works. 

Those individuals who possessed information pertinent 
to the events in Dallas were allowed ample opportunity to present 
same to the Comedssion while it remained in session. At the 
present time, I am aware of no plans-  to reopen the inquiry of the 
Warren Commission. 

Tour interest- and concern In writing to the President 
are appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

PM N. VINSCii, Jr. 
Assistant Attorney General 
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CHET HOLIFIELD 
19TH DISTRICT. CALIFORNIA 
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September 12, 1966 

DISTR . OFFICE:  

HAROL.; W. LANE, 
FIELD REPRESENTATIVE 

FI-ORCNCE M. ODEMAR 
9121 EAST WHIT TIER BOULEVARD 

PICD RIVERA. CALIFORNIA 
PHONES/ RAYMOND 3-6562 

OXropte 2-2242 

wAssum2T0/4 OFFICE, 

DOROTHY OUNN MORRISON, 
ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT 

LILIAN M. PHILLIPS 
240 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

P9401,11, 225-3971 

Dear Friends: 

Thank you for your recent 
communication urging action for the reviewing 
of the Warren Commission Report. 

a.„ 

a 4 ' 

I have complete faith in the 
thoroughness and accuracy of the Warren Commission's 
Report. No evidence supports the notion that any 
group or person other than Oswald was directly in-
volved in the assassination. 

S ipcerely yours, 
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September 1 6,1965 

Ekt behalf of President Johnson I wish to thank you for 
your letter dated August 3, 1966 concerning allegations made by 
Mk.. Mark Lane. He always appreciates the helpful interest of 

- those who write and make their views known to him. 

At the present time, I as aware of no plans to reopen 
the inquiry of the "Marren Commission. You maybe iatereated to 
knows. however, that Mr. Lens appeared as a witness before the 
Commission oft two different occasions and thus had ample opportunity 
to disclose to appropriate officials any and All infarmation which 
he had in his poasesaioa. 

Your confidence in writing to the President is very 
latch appreciated. 

MID M. VINSON, Jr. 
Assistant Attorney General 
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I'—- , 

September 6, 1966 

Attorney General 
Department of Justice 
Constitution Ave. & 10th St. NoW, 
Washington, D. C. 20330 

Dear Sir: 

The attached letters referred to the Department by the White House 
appear to contain subject matter that should be handled by your 
agency. 

It would be appreciated if you would send the White House a copy of 
each reply to the Attention of Mr. Frank Matthews, White House Central 
Files, Room 68, Executive Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Sincerely yours, 

Donald J. Sibfon 
Chief, Records Services Division 

Enclosures: 
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Fi/e:129-11 4. 
Honorable William Proxmire' 
United States Senate 
Washington, D. C. 20510 

cc: Files 
Wozencraft 
Dep. A.G. 
Stephenson 
Copeland 

Dear Senator Prcanaire: 

This is in reply to your request for the comments of 
the Department of Justice on a letter to you from 

vers ty, calling your attention to an article in The 
New York Review of Books and asking that you urge the 
United States Senate to reopen the question of President 
Kennedy's assassination. The article is entitled, "The 
Second Oswald: A New The 	of Kennedy's Assassination," 
and, in the opinion of 	 Basta reasonable 
doubt on the competence of the Warren Comm salon. 

The author of this article, later published as a book, 
and.thit other authors who have criticized the conclusions 
of the Warren Commission do not claim to have any signifi-
cant new evidence, so far as we are aware. Rather, their 
criticisms and demands for a new inquiry are based upon 
different conclusions they have drawn from parts of the 
same body of evidence that was examined by the Commission. 
The Commission made a thorough inquiry and detailed analysis 
of the facts concerning the assassination. The evidence 
amply supports the basic conclusions of the Commission. In 
these circumstances, we see no basis for a new inquiry. 

I hope that the fore oing information may be useful 
to you in replying to 	 As requested, his 
letter is returned herewith. 	7C- 

Sincerely, 

7c_ 

Frank M. Wozencraft 
Assistant Attorney General 

fice of Legal Counsel 
La2F7n) 	=LIMID 
coalaunaLilicais SEC. 
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Beginning on July 3, Magyar Nemzet, widely-read daily organ of the 
Hungarian People's Patriotic Front, began a series of eight articles 
entitled "The Open Questions of the Kennedy Assassination," which 
questioned the findings in the Warren Commission Report. The series 
drew heavily on Fred COOK's two articles in the June 13 and June 20 
issues of The Nation which appeared, from the Hungarian articles, 
to be based largely on the analysis of a film taken by a spectator 
named Abraham ZAPRUDER. The bulk of the argument advanced by the 
series is not that Lee Harvey °SKALD is not guilty but that his 
guilt is shared by a second assassin who fired a second shot follow-
ing the one that initially hit the President. All eight articles 
will not be summarized here inasmuch as they are almost direct 
translations of the Cook pieces. There follow, however, excerpts 
from the introduction to the Magyar Nemzet series and the conclusion: 

"More than two years and a half have elapsed since the shots 
that killed President Kennedy were fired. Chief Justice 
Warren's committee had examined the circumstances of the 
assassination for a long time. They published their findings 
in many reports, including a recent publication containing 
material proofs. 

"Nevertheless, the 'crime of the century' has become even more 
mysterious. It was to disclose these contradictions and to 
raise unanswered questions that Fred COOK, the noted American 
news analyst, undertook when he started writing his book. 
Fred Cook had acquired world reputation with his former re- 
velatory studies on the FBI, the American extreme 	right- wing, 
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and the militarization of the power machinery of the U.S. 
In his analysis he demonstrated that, contrary to the official 
view, President Kennedy was not assassinated by one man. 
Fred Cook does not dare make farther reaching statements than 
this - he may at best hint at the possibility of a conspiracy 
in the background. It is by all means worth while paying 
attention to his hypothesis because leading American intellectuals 
have just stated in their White Book that the inhuman acts of 
American foreign policy can only be explained by the coming into 
power of an uninhibited cabal. Can there be a connection between 
the Kennedy assassination and the beginning or the more and more 
aggressive aggressivity of the Johnson era? Let the reader judge 
it on the basis of Fred Cook's study..." 

The final article, following the eighth drawn from Cook's analysis, 
is entitled "The Lessons Taught By a Series of Articles," includes 
the following passage: 

"We printed Fred Cook's study on the 'Crime of the Century' in 
eight instalments. Judging by the lively interest our readers 
have shown for these articles, we are gratified to know that 
we did right when we published the series. Astounding facts 
are revealed in Fred Cook's analysis ... At the time we read 
most attentively the articles on the private investigations 
of LANE the lawyer who tried to prove Oswald's innocence and 
we acquainted our readers with the ideas of BUCHANAN and JOESTEN, 
but they all supplanted their own hypotheses for the official 
one. Fred Cook set out on another road. He does not want to 
concoct sensational theories and hypotheses. All he did was to 
subject the report of the Warren Commission to a microscopic 
analysis, and to point to its glaring contradictions. 

"A Ph.D. thesis appeared the other day in the United States on 
the Kennedy assassination. ( This is probably a reference to 
"Inquest: The Warren Commission and the Establishment of Truth" 
by Edward Jay Epstein -ear} The author says that neither the 
influential members of the Warren Commission nor the President 
himself wasted energy and time on examining the circt4stances 
of the assassination... The government did not expect the 
Commission to follow up the data that could not be concerted 
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with the official explanation... When Chief Justice Warren left 
President Johnson at the time, there were tears in his eyes. 
Were those the tears of gratitude, emotion or of shame that he 
had to undertake such an ignominious role?" 

Needless to say, the Kennedy assassination has never been a forgotten 
issue in Hungary and speculation on the"true facts" continue privately 
and publicly. This series, however, represents the most acute attack 
on the Warren Report in Hungary yet, easy as that was made for Magyar 
Nemzet by The Nation. Even as the series was appearing, Valosag, the 
monthly organ of the Society for the Dissemination of Scientific Knowledge, 
reviewed at length a book published by the Stanford University Press 
entitled "The Kennedy Assassination and the American Public. Social 
Communication in Crisis," edited by B.S. GREENBERG and E.B. PARK R, 
which appears to be a statistical analysis of the event, investigating 
such matters as what percentage of the American public knew within one 
hour what had happened; what percentage considered Oswald a left-winger, 
the sole assassin, or hired by someone else; what percentage burst into 
tears on hearing the news, or couldn't sleep that night. The reviewer 
concludes by saying that the book is a valuable contribution not only 
to completing a sociological picture of the tragic events but to con-
temporary history as well. 
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Ionerable Thomas K. Michel 
Vatted States Sonata 
waahington, D. C. 

Deer Re:start 

This refers 	 received 
and forwarded to 

on July 23, l966 	 states she hoard there is consist- 
*ration beg given to public auctioning of letters written by 
Aide Ruby during his imprisonment. Sze feels the letters may be 
siviiticant in his cane nor under review and that they may have 
historical siguificance. 

alder the Act approved Swathe? 2, 1965 (Public Law 89. 3153, 
8th Coogress) the dtterrnsy General has authority to determine, 
within one year flora the effective date of the Act, what items of 
evidence considered by the President's Commission on the aosesai-
tertian of President Kennedy shall be acquired end preserved by the 
tIbited States, and title to such its shall vest in the Mated 
Gists* upon publication of that detentinatiaa in the Federal 
Register. Pohliaatioa listing cal items to be acquired and pre... 
served is confogasance with the foregoing Congressional enactment 
will appear in the Federal Register not later than October, 1966, 
but presuembly the letters mentioned t 

of 	
aLli ver 7C items evidence considered by the e 
	

au 	are not covered 
by the enactment. 

The trial of Jack Ruby took place in the courts of the State 
of Tema. One of the basic questions is that of Ruby's insanity. 
Possibly the letters raigkt have sows value to the State for the 
purpose of darteradalog criminal liability. This the State offi- 
cial* will. have to decide. Therm is no authority for the rederal 
Clovernaent to confiscate the letters or to intervene in their dis-
pos3.tion• 

7c- 

Chrono 
Mr. Abell 
Mr. Vinson 
DAG 
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is 
As requesteel, the on 	letter reostred £ 

returned herewith. It is s pleasure to serve you in this :atter. 

Sincerely., 

FEZ M. =MA Jr. 
Assistant Attorney General 

7c 
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'Unita) Zfates Zenctfe 

July 23, 196b 

Respectfully referred t - - 
Department oi Tus:ice 
Washington 23, D. C. 

 

   

;.; L4L  

for such consideration as the communication 

herewith submitted may warrant, and for a report  

/ )- 9-7/  
thereon, in duplicate  td—accompan return oft:-  -- 

inclosure.  
1 I 

E.B. 

By direction of 
KU-CIiEL 

K:Wu 

Re: 	 protests alleged 
' 	Ruby letters. 
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