
    
“4 Associated Presa on 

THE CRITICS of the War- 
ren Commission Report 

‘have’ made grave charges, 

iT hey have made money. 
I. Have they made a case? 
et Have they proved that the most ex 
s4ensive murder investigation in the Na- 

.| 2tion’s history, directed by some of its 
foremost citizens, was wrong? Was the 

scommision guilty of haste, of bias, of {eoverup, and Lee Harvey Oswald in. 
‘ocent of the murder of John F, Ken 
‘nédy? Do events such as those recently 
in New Orleans indicate that justice 

- has not been done? 
' Polls suggest that increasing num- 
, bers of people think so. Book after 
‘carefully footnoted book says so. The 
‘Warren Report was once on the best- 
‘seller list. Now Mark Lane's.“Rush to F ‘pment’ is, Which hys-epoken truth? 

x ddd said’ “Along as we 
rely foots ation ipon incn blinded 
byte Wwer of what they might 3ee, tie’ 
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*They have made uncertainty, 
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1 Shadow 
woe B Ca woes : Coed? 
fe OY Bernar d"Gavze "4 precedent of the Warren Commission nO and Sid Moody ey Report will continue to imperfrtt @ - Weiirechtandant ¢ 

of the law dnd dishonor those who 
wrote it little more than those who - 
praise it.” 

Leo Sauvage, in “The Oswald Af. 
fair,” has said: “It is logically untena- 
ble, legally indefensible and morally in- 
admissible to declare Lee Harvey Os- 
wald the assassin of President Kenne- 
dy.” 

Edward Jay Epstein, in “Inquest,” 
has said: “The conclusions of the War- 

ren Report must be viewed as expres- 
sions of political truth.” 

And the commission has stood mute. 
It considered its first words published 
in 2? volumes in the fall of 1964, to be 
its last. It has disbanded. 

Little New Evidence 

E PUBLIC, in the jury box, may 

wonder at the commission’s work, 
but it must also ask after the critics’, 
Are the critics innocent of what they 
charged the commission: of distortion, 
sly selection of convenient fact, editing 
of truth? * _ 

The critics have produced little in 
ihe way of new evidence. They have 
use é@ commission’s 26 vo. es of 
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taslimomy and exbittts-— bat te diltes- 
ontcurrreions. The erities' éase-resis 
on the sanic base as the commission’s— 

.-be Warren Report. How have ‘the 
i " crities used, or abused it? 

On page 199 of the hard-cover edition 
. nf “Rush to Judgment,” Lane mentions 

| 8n Ilinois balligtics expert, Joseph D. 
Nicol, who testiffed about Oswald’s Disy 
tol, the shells £ nd at the scene of the 
slaying of Policeman J. D. Tippitt and 
oullets recovered from Tippitt’s body. 
Lane says Nicol “appeared less than 

certain” that the shells came from Os- 
wald’s gun. There is a footnote in the’ 
vassage referring to Volume III of the 

: lf “Hearings, Page 511. Few readers have 
-;. the volumes, much less the time to 

check Lane's thousands of citations. A 
nity. : 

On Page 511, Volume III, Nico! is 
asked by commission counsel Melvin 
Etsenberg if he was “certain in your 

| ©wn mind of the identification” of the 
| Shells. Nicol replicd: “Yes; the marks 
; on the firing pin particularly were very 

definitive. Apparently this firing pin 
| had been subjected to some rather se- 

' vere abuse and there were numerous 
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ej he Matched up very easily.” 
| Yet Lane says. Nicol-appeared “less 
: than certain.” 
1 In his book, Epstein questions the 
: sommission’s conclusion that Oswald 

vas @ good shot. He mentions the shot 
‘ at Maj. Gen. Edwin A. Walker which 

:nissed. He mentions the testimony of 

Nelson Delgado, a fellow Marine who 
nad watched Oswald on the firing line. 
Oswald, Delgado testified, got a lot of 
“maggie’s drawers”—complete misses. 

Delgado said something else. On the 
rifle range, he said, Oswald “didn’t give 

darn. He just qualified. He wasn’t 
4 hardly going to exert himself.” And 

! Walker testified that his assailant 
’ “could have been a very good shot and 
: just by chance the bullet hit the wood- 
| work of a window. There was enough 

: deflection i initto missme.”  ._ 4 
Don't eSe passages have some bear- 

| ing on Oswald’s marksmanship? Epstein 
evidenUy “didn’t think so. The 

| gppear in his book. 

    

    

   

      

' Quoting the Doctors 

concerns the autopsy which con- 

cluded that President Kennedy had 

been shot in the back of the neck and 

it Nhe back of the head. An FBI report 
submitted Dec. 9, 1963, contradicted the 

doctors in several important areas. Ep- 

‘ stein makes much of the difference. 
Inquiry by the AP writers, however, 

] has established that the FBI wrote j 
| oxigimm-report before getting that of 

    

' small and large stirations which could . 

NE ‘OF EPSTEIN'’S major points — 

O . 

= dortors, which reached the agenc 
[vee —25, 1963. The FBI nonelliTees 
stuck to its original version in a supple- 
mental report Jan. 13, 1964. It felt duty 

bound not to alter a report by its agents 
-~its customary policy —-even though 

other reports might contain other facts. 

Whoose. between the FBI agents—lay- 
men who reported what they had over- 
heard the autopsy doctors say—and the. 
doctors themselves, who were making 
the one authorized examination and 
full report. It chose the doctors. 

Shouldn't a critical appraisal of the 
commission have made such an inquiry? 
If Epstein did, it is not recorded. 

Such lapses of the critics do not 
prove or disprove that Oswald mur- 

dered. But do these lapses, and many 
others to be cited later, have some 
bearing .on the objectivity the critics 
claim for themselves and deny the com- 
mission? 

The critics have sat in judgment of 
the Warren Commission and found it 
wanting. But they are not judges. They 

- have beer, proSecutors, making a case. 
Where fact has served, they have used 

it. Where it has not, they have not.’ 

50,000 Words of Notes 
PACE DOES NOT permit a footnote 

analysis of the critical books, al- 
though this was done with several of 
them in preparing this report. Thenotes 
made on Mark Lane's book alone run 
to 50,000 words. : / 

The intention, rather, is to focus on 
several key issues in contention and 
compare what the commission volumes 
said with what the critics said they said. 
Suir -a‘cimparison may not“cinvinte 
the.two thirds of those ‘questioned, ina 
recent poll who said they doubte 
commission’s conclusions. But at the 
least, it may serve to ask of the critics 
what they have asked of the commis- 

sion—the facts. All of them. - - 
Surely, one can fault the commission. 

Why didn’t it call this witness, investi- 
Bate more decply in that area? When 

  

  
there was doubt, too often the commis-_ 

_ sion spoke needlessly in more positive 
language than the facts allowed. Maybe 
it should have behaved more as a court 
than a commission. 
Maybe it would have been better for 

Oswald to have been represented post- 
humously by counsel. Maybe the com- 
mission did have an eye on the political 
clock in turning in its report while 
some investigation was still under way. 
Maybe. 

Without question, the commission 
was not infallible. But it has too long 
been the target of critics who have not 
received the same scrutiny they gave 
th Warren Report. This does credit to 
no one. 
  

wae y 

    

  

It was the commission’s task to. 

  

recently books have begun to & 
appeat ng the critics, Sn¢“py” # 
Charles Roberts. of Newsweek maga- 
zine and another by Richard Warren’ 
Lewis, a magazine writer, and Lawr. 
ence Schiller, a photo-journalist.-:' 
And while the commission has: not 

spoken as an organization in its de.’ 
fense, many of its staff lawyers.’ are’ 
now willing to do so. The writers inter-i 
viewed 11 of the commission's 15 senior’ 
counsels, : 

   Beneficiaries of Fraud % 

'Y SPOKE of the ‘contradicting’ 
eyewitnesses: those who thought & 

the shots came from the’ Texas & 
School Book Depository and those who' 
didn’t; those who didn’t agree on’ what! 
Tippitt’s slayer was wearing or r what he! 
looked like. : 

“I've had a lot of trial experience,” 22 
Said one of the key members of the: 
commission staff. “I know ‘witnesses: 
don’t agree. If you have testimony that 
,has uniformity, you have to look out, 
.for perjury.” id 
/ “We were beneficiaries’ of fraud; i 
‘said one of the senior attorneys ‘with. 
Out mentioning any specific examples.’ 

“The thing that shocked was the people: 
who wanted to get involved. in . this’ 
great event, I do appreciate - 
can happen, but I thought people would 

have“tdo-tuch regard for the nature of 
what we were trying to do.” 

They talked of why the commission: 
had not defended itself.- 

“If we were to answer the Lanés ‘and " 
the Sauvages, who would believe us? 
But the press has an obligation to ex- [Bj 
amine each book as it comes out and By 
present it to the public as a searching BF 

. 
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for truth. And I think this might go’on 

for 50 or 100 years. As long as people 
can make a quarter of a Inillion dollars, 
we're going to have these books. * 

“The mass media devote time to the # 
Lanes and the Epsteins because it sells. 
Coming up with the establishment view. IF 
Point doesn’t have much meee EB 

They Looked Hard -. ‘ ee 
NE STAFF MEMBER talked of the fi! 

charge that the commission entered § 

the investigation with a preconceived 9 
belief of Oswald’s guilt. “Nonsense.. ; 
We looked for the incredible as well as By 
the credible. A lot of us were young: 

lawyers. What greater feather could it, 
in our caps to Prove. the FBI; as 

wrong?” 

‘A senior counsel’ discussed the ‘wi: 
dom of using an adversary, system in’ 

the investigation, with ‘a “prosecution: 

against and a defense for. Oswald.. at 
would have been’ most’ ungaual. 
Govérfimént all on one side. The report 

we 

  

    

   



      

“9, 
would have sete Eke a briet yo ¢ 
présctrimn ———. 

“The staii was instructed to proceed 
in each instance on the possibility” that 
Oswald was not involved. 
didn’t want to proceed on that basis, the 
commission didn’t want them to con- 
tinue.” ‘ 

One , jawy d Wesley J. Liebelar, 
talked ‘of OsWild as a marksman. “I 
took the -position that you, well, you 

couldn't tell. The evidence that Oswald 
was able to shoot the President was 
that he did. He was lucky. Oswald had 
something in his sights that he knew he 

y | Was never going to have again. I suspect 
he was up for it.” 

Liebeler talked of the “grassy knoll” 
' » where Lane and others ‘think shots 

came from, in part because people ran 
in that direction after the gunfire. 

“Would People do this? WouJd vou if 

you or thought someone was fir- 
ing from there? It depends upon in- 

stanfaneous reaction. I might Fun aiter 

the motorcade. I might run for cover. 

But I’m sure most people would run to 

get out of the way.” 

Joe Ball, ‘another staff member, 
talked of. Epstein. 

“His statemeni that. the lawyers 

worked as part-time consultants is a 
lie. I made my residence in Washing- 
ton, D.C., permanently from January to 
July, 1964. I was allowed to come to my 
home in Long Beach, Calif., once a 
month, and I did. Epstein quotes me 39 
times and I didn’t talk to that man for 

over half an hour and that was ina 
New York hotel lobby.” 

Nine of the ten staff members quoted 
by Epstein that these writers inter- 
viewed charged him with misstate- 
ments. Several of them wrote letters of 
Protest to the professor for whom he 
wrote what became “Inquest” as a mas- . 
ter’s: thesis. The ‘professor replied to 
one that “experience has shown that all 
too often when a person is shown his 
own-words on paper, he is inclined to 
state that he did not make those re- 
mark 

Experience ‘showed this in Epstein’'s 
case, anyway. 

Another staff member talked of 
Lane’s book. 

“He attempts to discredit the com- 
mission on hundreds of counts and to 
‘Suggest such an enormous level of in- 
competence or dishonesty as to make 
his’ entire argument ridiculous. Had 
Someone set out to design a commis- 
sion of the incompetence Lane attrib- 
utes to it, I doubt very seriously that it 
could ever have been done. Had he 
focused upon some weaknesses of the 
eqmmission or the report, he might 
have had ‘an area of argume 

If they - 

- And the staff agrees !hat there were 
weaknesses, Some were of omission: 
the commission could have called wit- 
nesses who had only given statements 

of commission: the report could have 
been more explicit on the autopsy con- 
flict. Some were inevitable: no one will 
ever be able to say with absolute cer- 
tainty which bullet produced the frag- 
ments that were found in Mr. Kenne- 
dy’s car, or just what struck a bystan- 
der in the cheek, or why Oswald did it, 
O=creirperhaps, if he did it una 

But to read the report, all of it, is to 
ap the depth of the fnvestio®. 
tion. Perhaps the commission should 
have had its own investigatory staff, 
egardless of the huge expense. But 

hat is to suggest that the FBI, the 
Secret Service and other investigative 
agencies on which it relied were some-   how not to be trusted. 

Some critics suggest that they were 
not trustworthy: that they either sought 
subconsciously to defend their profes- 

sionalism by treating evidence and wit- 
nesses charitably or, far worse, that 

they were involved in a superplot. If 
the latter were the case, it would mean, 
because of the intricacy and range of 
the investigation, a conspiracy of al-   most wniversal dimensions. As yet, 
there is no such evidence. : 

The report volumes themselves have 
a certain fascination. The range of 
characters is Tolstoyan. 

There is the President of the United 
States, the Secretary of State. And a 
prostitute. There is a dashing, Russian- 
born oil man who knew both Oswald 
and Jacqueline Kennedy and whose 
amatory troubles with a Latin beauty 
are truly comic. And there is a laborer 
who told the august’ members of the 
commission in blunt locker room terms 
what he thought when he heard a rifle 
fo off above his head in the Depository 

_ building. 

A Motley of Critics 
Tx. CRITICS are equally diverse. . 

There is Harold Weisberg, a Mary- 
land poultryman who claims that his 

“Geese for Peace” campaign got the 
Peace Corps its first good publicity 
break. Weisberg, who knows the War- 

ren. Report as an evangelist knows his 
Bible, has published two books, “White- 

wash” and “Whitewash II,” is planning 

a third and thinks there were two 
Oswalds, one a look-alike stand-in, 

Sauvage, a French journalist, argues 
with Gallic logic and raises some point- 
ed questions in areas where uncertain- - 
ty.may remain forever. Epstein makes 

fnuch of the doctor-FBI autopsy discrep- 
ancy. It is answerable. 

Lane — Lane’s name predominates. 
| H&as-Made a movie based “uit—itis” 

to law officials. Some weaknesses were © 

_than the public may have heard. | * 

g: 
C 

book and given numerous lectures her: 
anda At the very ent oP Ee 
book, he files a disclaimer explaining. 
why he accepted material contrary to; 
the commission’s conclusions and res: 
jected material that supports it. So, on: 
almost his last page, Lane identifies’ 
himself: he is a prosecutor using-the™ 
defendant commission’s own witnesses: 
and testimony. But not all of it. 00% a 

“I haven't found anything of. theirs’ 
_ that even makes a. positive scone! 
tribution,” said one of the senior tom-' 
mission counsels of the critics. ~-. 2 
One could assume that the: commis-, 

sion staff would stand by its work. ‘Its: 
statements should be considered with; 
that in mind. One, however, should ‘ap-, 
proach the critics with similar dispas-: 
sion. Read them. But read what they! 

criticize as well. If it is ironic that the’ 
Warren Report is their foundation, it is | 
also convenient. One can read and com! 
pare. 
The public is the jury, and there is’ 

more to the case for the Govermment 
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The public may know of the single! 
bullet theory, It is a chain of circum-; 
stance linked by assumptions. It is” a. 
chain that leads to Lee Harvey Oswald? ¢ 
as the assassin. But it is vulnerable, as’ 
all chains. If one of its links breaks, its 
doecs-mehhold... . eu 
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The Single Bullet: 

Singular Mheory: 

    

    

  

ULLET 399 cee The fire 
ing time of a mail-order. 

rifle... An amateur motion’ 
picture . ... A Governor’s: 
wounds . ... A Presideni’s‘ 
autopsy. ee Ee 

    
It was from these « elements that the 2 

Warren Commission constructed what: 
has become known as the “single bullet. 
thtoty~vhd it is these elements ‘which. 

  

 



O crilins ¢ of the Warten tepert our 
:f torpie ihe theory and Ciseredil th 

hort.. 

The theory was reached after * the 
_! commission staff was confronted with 
'* two pieces of conflicting evidence: 

i. That the first wounds suffered by 
President Kengledy and Texas Goy 

4 John. Be Conr. ly evidently occurred 
within a span: of 1.6 seconds; 2. that the 

| murder weapon could not be fired fast- 
er than once every 2.3 seconds. 
“What was the answer? The commis- 

Sion’ decided that one bullet went 
through Mr. Kennedy's neck, traveled 

: foun feet forward and struck Gov. Con- 
“i> mally, inflicting wounds in his chest, 

‘wrist and thigh A second bullet struck 
: Mr.:Kennedy at the back of his head 

oa: | and killed him. A third bullet missed. 
.-. | Any argument that Lee Harvey Os- 

|, wald was the lone assassin or he wasn’t 
: stems from this theory. It is central to 

‘hese commission conclusions: : 
1.-That all the shots fired at the 

President and Governor were fired 
: from Oswald's Sniper's perch on the 

“| sixth floor of the Texas School Book 

. 

    

Depository, overlooking Dealey Plaza‘ 
wweesot JN Dallas—and from ro other place. 

%. That all the shots were fired from 
a .6.5-mm. Mannlicher-Carcano rifle 
owned by Oswald and found on the 

_ sixth floor after the assassination—and 
from no other weapon in the world. 

3. That all the shots were fired: by 
| Lee Harvey Oswald—and no other per- 

: sof. 

‘Very Persuasive’ 
N ARRIVING at the single bullet 

theory, the commission itself laid 
the groundwork for its possible cha} 
lenge by saying in the report: 
“Although it is not necessary to any 

. ¢38ential findings of the commission to 

| determine just which shot hit .Gov. 
; Connally, there, is very persuasive 

-.{. evidente- from the experts to indicate 
; that the same bullet which pierced the 

: ‘; President's throat also caused Gov. 
“|. + Connally’s wounds.” 

——- But if that didn’t happen, the theory 
ieeters——and so does the case against 

. Oswald as the lone assassin. . 

The critics have assaulted the theory, 

; wut not ‘with new evidence. They have 
! used” conjecture instead of fact. And 
wher they dig into the report for 

: evidence, they do not describe all that 
is on'the shovel. For example: 
Mark Lane contends that the “al- 

leged” assassination rifle — the Mann- 
. licher-Carcano — was * planted. His 

evidence: the Depository riffe was first 
described in press reports as a 

’ “Mauser.” Lane also reiies heavily on 
- an_-affidavit by Consiable Seymour 
weiimir’s describing the weapon a as 

   

    
   

    

    
   

1.65 Mauser bolt action” Lane em, 
phisrive That Weitzman aus a TIC cx 

pert. . 

What is the fact? Weitzman testified 
that he never handled the weapon and 
has since said that the word “Mauser 
describes the bolt action. The Italian 
Mannlicher-Carcano, as mentioned, was 
manufactured with the patented Ger- 

} man-Mauser bolt action and the Ital- 
lans rechambered it for 6.5-mm. ammu- 

nition. 
Epstein claims that the autopsy re 

port on Mr. Kennedy is suspect. His 
evidence: a dot on an autopsy sketch 
indicates a bullet entry below Mr. Ken- 
nedy’s shoulder, which means the bul- 
Jet couldn't have emerged to hit Gov. 

Connally. 
What is the fact? The dot is off the 

it ark, but the descriptive detail with J 
locates The neck wound _preciséiy*Se— 
does the testimony of the pathologists 
as well as the autopsy report itself. 

Conually’s Recollection “~*~ 
Tee ATTACKS have had telling 

effect, but the most jarring chal- 
lenge to the single bullet theory came 
from one of the victims, Gov. Connally. 

“I am convineed beyond any doubt 
that I was not struck by the first bul- 
let,” says the Governor. He recites his 
recollection of the sequence in which . 
he heard a shot and then felt himself 
shot—and since a bullet travels faster 
than sound, how could he have heard 
the same shot that hit him? 

But the commission found it could 
not be so certain. There was other 
eviderce which indicated that the 
Governor could be in error about his 
reconstruction. 

He was clear about being hit in the 
chest. but he did not know until the 
next day that a bullet had gone through 
his wrist and hit his thigh. He thought 
there were 10 to 12 seconds between 

the first and last shots. But analysis of 
the Zapruder film indicated that there 
were 5.6 seconds during which one shot 
wounded Mr. Kennedy and another 
killed him. 

There also was uncertainty due to 
the testimony of Connally and his wife 

Nellie. The Governor testified that Mr. 
Kennedy was hit and had his hands at 
his throat. And then, he said, he was 
hit by a second shot. His wife agrees. 

“I immediatcly, when I was hit, I 
said. ‘Oh, no, no, ne.’ And then] said, 
‘My God, they are going to kill us all, oe 
Connaliy testified. 

But Mrs. Connally testified: “As the 
first shot hit, and I turned to look 
at the same time, I recall John saying, 
on GO, no, no.’ Then there was a sec- 

shot, and it hit John, and as he. 
recoiied to the right, just cruniprow axe. 

  

-_cunsied animal to the right, he Said, 
SG ey, are going to kill as 

if the Governor is correct that® ‘he’ 
said "Oh, no, no, no” as soon as he was’. 
hit, and if Mrs. Connally is correct that: 
he said this before she heard a second’ 
shot, then the commissior.’s assum tio i 
stands on reasonable ground. “ ve 

The Governor, viewing frames of the: 
Zapruder film, picked Frames 231” to’ 
234 as those representing the moment] - 
he believes he was hit.” Serutiny- bf: 
these frames shows the.: | Governor's 
hands are rather high, certainly ‘above! 
the point at which the: bullet exited 
from the Governmor's chest—a ‘point! 
two inches below the center of | the 
right nipple. Since the bullet caused a 
chest wound from -back ‘to front at a 25- 
degree downward angle, it would have’ 
been necessary for the bullet to then, 
make an upward turn to go through th 
top of his right wrist and then come a 
down to a point five inches above his 
left knee. ; 

A Simple Equation: gel 
H”? THERE NOT been the Zapru- - 

der film, it is possible that investi _ 
gators might have reached a’. simple 
equation: three wounds, three bullets: 
Three used shells near the sixth- floor 
‘window of the Depository fortified the 
conclusion that there were three shots: 
And of the 205 persons who gave state- 
ments regarding the number of shots, 
119 said they heard three, seven heard 
two or more and 39 heard “some. ". 
Eleven said they heard four and ‘a 
handful said there were ever, more...“ 

In analyzing the Zapruder film, ; the, 
commission found that at the most 
there was a 1.6 second time span dur- 
ing which Mr. Kennedy and the Gover; 
nor were Jirst wounded. This was de 
tefmmméa-trom the operating*spict-ar. 
the camera, which exposed 18.3 tfames 
per second. ee 

Other evidence—the shells and rifle 
in the Depository, the rifle seen ‘pro- 
truding through the window, the nature 
of wounds and so on—established that: 
the sixth floor of the Depository was 
one fixed point. The almost foot- by-foot 
movements of the presidential lim ue 
sine as demonstrated by the Zapru er; 
movie and other photographs Provided 
other fixed points. =. / a 

But the Zapruder film: had one. ‘dra’ 
back: the progress of the limousine y 
obscured for approximately * Sey na 
tenths of a second by, a’ road sign. Sof 
there is no pictorial. evidence in ‘the. 
film showing. exactly..when Mr. Kenne- 
dy was first hit. The fata’ hot ‘is cléa 
iy seen later i in the film, » 
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Goyernor woe prubably inp. 

ne fardets. Since the fatiae: 6 : 
tree blocke-l the line of fire until the 
limousine had gone past the Depository 

* on its way to Stemmons Freeway, -it 

was determined that the President 

could not have been struck at the base 
of the neck until Frame 210 of the 
Zapruder film. @t this point, the limou- 
sine wag send behind the road sig, 
traveling at- arate of 112 miles an 

hour. 

: Weisberg says the computations are 

; teaningless. He says there is evidence 
i that the President was hit earlier. He 

‘ cites Zapruder’s testimony in Volume 
" VIT, Page 571. 

' The Word ‘Here’ . 
APRUDER WAS being questioned 

by Liebeler: and was describing 
+ details regarding different frames. In 

reference to the movement of the limou- 
sine, Zapruder says: “It reached about 

—I imagine it was around here—I heard. 

the 'first shot and I saw the President 
fean over and grab himself.” 

“Lawyers know very well that such 

words as ‘here’ in testimony relating to 
a location reflect nothing on the print-. 

ed page,”. says Weisberg. “When they 
want the testimony clear, they ask the 
witness to identify the spot meant by 

‘here.’ Zapruder was not asked to ex- 
plain where ‘here’ was.” 
And then Weisberg says: “But the 

startling meaning of Zapruder's testi- 
mony is this: He saw the first shot hit 
the President! He described the Pres- 
ident's reaction to it. Had the President 
been obscured by the sign, Zapruder 
could have seen none of this. Therc- 
fore, the President was hit prior to 

_ Frame 210, prior to Frame 205, the last 

one ‘that shows the top of his head...” 
Turn to page 574 ot the same volume. 

‘and there is Zapruder bein specific. 
He.is shown Frame 225, which .is the 

- first.one in which the President can be 
seen ds the limousine emerges from 

behind the sign. The President appears 
to have his hands moving toward his 
throat, and Zapruder, looking at this 

frame, says: 

'“Yes: it looks like he was hit—it 
seems—there—somewhere. behind the 
sign. You see, he is_ still Seti 
anehe . 
_ Epstein tends to“confuse the commis- 

' siol'S“Hiierpretation of the “zaprodér 

‘film by saying that because foliage of 

an oak tree blocked the view, “the com- 

Mission concluded that the earliest 
‘point the President cculd have been 

first hit was film Frame 207.” No; if 
‘that had happened, the President 
Would’ have had a head wound then, 
since his neck was blocked from a line 
oltite it Teil Frame 210, 
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‘he commission did sas that 207 was 
 a® Tis point at which Connally contd 
have been hit, consistent with, his 
wounds. But when, then, was the Gov- 
ernor hit? On the basis of computations 
and the visible movements of the 
Governor, it was determined that he 
could not have been hit after Frame 
240. That would mean that if the Pres- 
ident was hit at Frame 210 and the 
Governor at Frame 240, it would have 

occurred within.a span of 1.6 seconds. 

Rifle’s Limitation 
HIS TIME ELEMENT is important 

to the commission—and the critics. 
Firing tests of the Mannlicher-Carcano 
showed that three master riflemen 
couldn’t fire it, then work the bolt and 
get off another round in less than 23 
seconds. 

If the time span between the Kenne- 
dy and Connally wounds is reduced too 
radically, the critics’ argument might 
falter because the shorter time would 
support the plausibility of one bullet 

hitting both men. But the critics tend 
to support Connally's contention that 
he most likely was hit during Frames. 
231 to 234. 

Arlen Specter, now District Attorncy 

of Philadelphia, was the commission 
evunsel generally described as chief ar- 
chitect of the single bullet theory. He 
and Liebeler both say that the Zapru- 
der film shows that on Frame 230, the 

Governor's. right arm can be seen above 
the side of the car and that he was 
probably in his delayed reaction to his 
wounds at that point. On that premise, 
there was little more than a second 
between the time the President and the 

Governor were hit. It can be reduced 
further when it is considered that the 
President may not have been hit until 
just before Frame 225. 

“There is agreement among critics 
and the commission about one thing 
the Zapruder film does show: the shot 

thatikilled the President. The impact of 
this hit is clear in Frame 313. The run- 
ning time from Frame 210 to Frame 
313 is 5.6 seconds. 
The agreement ends there. Because 

of the limited firing capacity of the 
Mannilicher-Carcano, the critics say, (1) 
the President and Governor could not 

have been hit within 1.6 seconds by two 

rounds: fired from that rifle, and (2) 

three bullets could not have been fired 
within 5.6 seconds. 

Epstein, examining the firing tests by- 
three experts, says they used stationary 

targets and that ithe time was measured 
from the sound of the first report to 

the sound of the third report, and thus. 
they had unlimited time to ,aim the: 

_ first shot. 
“This is a significant factor. For ex- 

‘anipie tit is assumed it took the as~ 

c 
n one second to react, aim and 

porrtittrigger, then he had 
seconds, not 5.6 seconds, to fire; ” "Ep. 
stein says. . - Fe 

The Best Evidence ee 
ESLEY LIEBELER. says tha ify 

you assume Lane is right on all of: 
this, what does it change? The’ fact is; 
that that rifle was owned by Oswald, “he! 
was in the Depository, the empty shells. 

were fired by that weapon, ‘the recov-! 
ered bullet was fired by that weapon. - 
The best evidence ‘thatthe rifle: was! 
capable of delivering the shots and that’ 
Oswald was capable of hitting the Pres- 
ident and Governor is that ‘it did and: 
he did.” , 

Specter challenges the time interpre: 
tations by the critics, saying: “The: 
would-be critics of the commission’ rez, 

port all make the same mistake in in-? 
terpreting the possibility of ‘fitting’ 
three shots in a 5.6-second time’ span’ 
because they count the first shot. ‘*.*" % 
“When you fire three times, the first” 

shot is not taken into account: in the: 
tisfrinrs “Sequence, 1 Look ‘at feansWay:! 

aim is taken and there is the first” shot! 

ThérsS-stconds pass while “ire~tor’ 
action is worked and the next shot is: 

fired, Then another 2.3 seconds: for the 

third shot. The three shots can be fired’ 

within 4.6 seconds range of time.” « ") 
Lane, Epstein and Weisberg also’ in-. 

troduce another element in challenging 

   

    

   

  

‘the capability of the Mannlicher-Carca- 
no: a fourth shot. Patently, the rifle, as 

tested, could not have delivered four. 
shots in 5.6 seconds. But where is their 
evidence? The commission considered 
such a possibility but found no credible 
evidence for more- than three shots. 

It might. seem that the commission. 
would find added support in the firing’ 
demonsiration by a British Royal Ma- 

rines sergeant appearing on a BBC tele- 

‘vision show Jan. 30, 1967. Lane “and 
Specter were there as participants in a 
debate about the controversy and’ saw 

the sergeant, using a Mannlicher-Carea- 
-no of the same vintage as Oswald's; 
aim at a target and get three Tounds 

off in 2.6 seconds. . 4 
By that measure, it could have’ been 

possible that separate rounds ‘could 
have hit the President and Governor in 
close ord¢r, But if that happened, more 
riddies are posed: if one bullet alone 
‘went through the President's neck, how 
did it vanish without striking anyone 
else or anything else? If the Governor 
was hit separately, what sort of wounds 
would he hi have suffered, and could shey, 

    

    

 



  

            

rue ‘Magic’ Batter . 
His TAS the bullet, in “an almost 

undamaged condition, which was 
‘ound in Parkland Memorial Hospital, 
where both the President and Governor - 
were taken. The commission says it is 

the bullet that passed through the Pres- 

ident’s neck {md struck the Governor 
in the chest, v@fist and thigh. 4 
Lane descrfbes it in a chapter en- 

titled “Magic Bullet.” Epstein calls it 
“The Stretcher Bullet.” “The so-called 

- ‘found’ bullet,” Weisberg says, ... could, 
“for example, have been planted in the 
‘hospital.” 

Experts put the bullet under scientif- 
ie tests which they said proved it was 
fired by the ‘Mannilicher-Carcano rifle. 

The 6.5mm. copper-jacketed bullet 
-weighed 158.6 grains. Its standard 

weight would be 160-161 grains. This 
would: mean that Bullet 399° lost be- 
tween 1.4 and 2.4 grains. Lane and Ep- 
Stein each cite three witnesses for their 
conclusion that Bullet 399 lost too little 
weight to have caused the wounds re- 
-ceived by Connally. 

One is Col. Pierre Finck, one of the 
‘autopsy surgeons, who ruled out the 
bullet “for the reason that there are too 

imany fragments described in Connal- 
ily's. wrist.” Another is Cmdr. James J. 

‘Humes, the chief autopsy pathologist, 

:who testified: “This missile is basically 
‘ntact; its jacket appears to me to be 
jintact, and I do not understand how it 
‘gould possibly have left fragments in 
‘either of these locations (wrist and 
ithigh)." A third is Dr. Robert Shaw, 
jwho operated on the Governor’s chest 

‘and who testified that there were three 
jgrains left in the Governor's wrist. 

These .conflicts were cleared up in 
‘other testimony, but the commission 
‘was remiss in not resolving the con- 

. flicts when they arose. 

Postage Stamp Weight 
HE CRITICS do not detail the spe- 

cific testimony regarding these 
‘fragments. What was it?. 

Dr. Charles F. Gregory, who treated 

the Governor's wrist wound, testified 
that X-rays disclosed “three metallic 

flakes” there, and he-added: “I would 
estimate that they would be weighed in 
micrograms, that is, something less 
than the weight of a postage stamp.” 
Not three grains, as Dr. Shaw said. 

Dr. George T. Shires, who treated the 
thigh wound, testified that no bullet 
{ragments were recovered from it but 

:that a small one, discernible on X-ray, 
‘remained in the. femur. He was asked 
‘its weight, and answered “Maybe a 
wtenth of a grain.” Si 

  

‘Critic Weisberg says (hat “the report 
mn ‘boo fragments ehse-tiert. 

Shires says there is still one in the 
chest.” But examine Shire’s testimony 
in Volume VI, Page 111, and yow=d3- 
cover that Shires said that any knowl. , 

edzeitfhad about damage to 
was “only hearsay from Dr. Shaw, 

that's all.” : 

Shaw, who treated the Governor's 
chest wounds, testified about this in no 

uncertain terms: “We saw no evidence 
of any metallic material in the X-ray 
that we had of the chest, and we found 
none during the operation.” Shaw had 
also testified that an X-ray made seven 
days after the shouting disclosed noth- 
ing except evidence of healing. 

Shaw was responsible for the state- 
ment. that there were three grains of 
metal in the wrist wound: But as he 
stated.in his testimony, he did “not 

accurately examine” this wound. That 
was Gregory’s job. 

None of the critics mentions, inciden- 
tally, that the discovery of Bullet 399 
was not entirely unanticipated. For it 

occurred to Gregory during the opera- 

ion that such a search should be made. 

Found at 1 p.m. 
'y ULLET 399 had atready been found, 

unknown to Gregory, when he 
said this. It was discovered shortly 
after 1 p.m., when the President was 
pronounced dead, on a stretcher in the 

corridor near the ground floor emer- 
gency rooms. 

At first, it was thought that this bul- 
let came from the President’s stretcher, 
and that fit in with the speculation that 
a bullet had hit the President in the 
back and exited during external heart 
massaye. Bul the autopsy was to show 
that this didn't happen. The commis- 

sion determined that the bullet came 
from Connally’s stretcher. 

Epstein here goes back to Col. Finck, 
saving that his testimony “cannot be 

dismissed merely because it collided 
with the hypothesis that Bullet 399 was 
found on Connally’s stretcher. Since 

Finck’s categorical statement that this 
bullet could not have caused Connally’s 

wrist wound was never challenged, dis- 

puted or corrected, it can only be con- 
cluded from the evidence that Bullet 
399 did not .come from Connally’s 
stretcher.” 

Epstein should turn to Volume V, 
Page 90, where he will find the testimo- 

ny of Dr. Alfred G. Olivier, an expert 
on bullet wounds. This exchange took’ 
place: 

“Q:-Do you have. an opinion: as to’ 
whether, in fact, Bullet 399 did cause 
the wound on the Governor's wrist, as- 

suming if you will that it was the mis-, 
sile pound on the Governor's stretcher, 
at Par ospital? -" 74: 

    

Olivier: I believe i it was, That is 

mirreoang a 
There also was ‘testimony’ from Drs,: 

Shaw, Shires and Gregory that . they” 
thought one hullet caused all of Con-: 

nally’s wounds. Shires ‘testified :that’ 
Drs. Robert McClelland, Charles Baxter. 
and Ralph Don Patman, concurred. : 

Which Stretcher?. 

HE CRITICS each say that because! 
of the movement ofthe’ streteh=: 

ers, it could not be determined: to: a 
certainty that the’ bullet came ‘from | 
Connally’s stretcher or~ didn’t come: 
from the President’s. Darrell Tomlin# 
sen, the’ Parkland Hospital engineer’. 
who found the bullet, could not identi! 
fy the stretcher positively. There were’ 
two stretchers in ‘the. corridor, -where ’ 
the bullet was found.” x4 

Epstein says: “Since “all stretchers’ 
were eventually returned to this area; 
ve be remade, the key question was: 
Wis Renaecy’s stretcher returned be-" 

fore or after the bullet was found? This’ 
question was never answered,” Not 50. 
Tomlinson ‘testified: that he “went, to: 

the elevator area around 1 P.M. cand, 
found a stretcher which had ‘some* 
sheets on it. He pushed it from ‘the! 
elevator into the corridor. Then‘ ‘he- 
took the elevator to the second floor,’ 
brought down a man -who picked’ up’ 
two pints of blood and returned with- 
him to the second floor, where Conmial-: 
ly was in surgery. He then made sever-? 
al trips between the ground floor and 
second floor before discovering the bul! 

let. : 
Nurse Diana Hamilton Bowron. testi- 

fied that she was in Trauma Room I 
with the President until his body was 

takten-orT the stretcher and plac 

   

  

casket. The ‘stretcher, she sald, was 
strippetorits sheets and th €é ted 
into Trauma Room 2, which was empty. 

Nurse Margaret M. Henchliffe gave 
similar testimony and was asked: |" 

“Is it possible that the stretcher that 
Mr, Kennedy was on was rolled -with 
the sheets on it down into the area 
near the elevator?” | =. 

“No Sir. ” 

“Are you sure of that?" . 
“) arn positive or that.” , at 
Nurse Doris Mae Nelson testified 

that she was standing near the ‘en-: 
trance to Trauma Room 2 when‘ ‘the! 
President's stretcher, clear. of sheets, 
was moved intoit. - Me Bee 

" Exh{bit 392, containing Parklan ‘Hos! 
pital records, has a statement’ saying 

that the President was taken out of the 
hospital in a casket about 2 p.m. Testi- 
mony from the doctors and hospital. 
personnel says the President remained 

on the stretcher until his: body ‘was 

plitedinthe casket. Wesley freneter, 
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Ba 
x Net passing through the President's 

who has gone further Inte (ms qaes {re a 
tion, says he has siner Delormip end peng 

nurse Vieris Nelson that the time was 
closer to 2:10 p.m, Either way, it would 

t be long after the bullet was discovered. 
If there was one way to explode the | 

single bullet theory, it remained in the 
results of the autopsy report, which 
will be exa ed in detail. If Lane, 
Epstein or Wglisberg can demonstrite 
that this repoft is at fault and that the 
President-never suffered a back-to- 

‘front neck wound, out goes the theory 
-—and, along with it, the case against 
‘Oswald as the lone assassin. 

  

| The Autopsy 

HE Warren Commission 
‘did make a mistake. It 

had compassion. 

There was some evidence that could 
have been made part of the record but 
was not: X-rays and photographs taken 
at the autopsy of President Kennedy. 

Had these photographs been intro- 

duced as commission exhibits, the com- 
mission might have felt bound to pub- 
Yish them, as it did other nonsecret ex- 
hibits. 

In the heartsick atmosphere after the 

~ assassination, there were those who felt 
that this was unnecessary; that the 

evidence could be locked up for histor- 

jans of the future and that the sworn 
testimony of autopsy surgeons would 
_be sufficient now. 

- But who could have reckoned that 
there would be the Time of the Critics? 
“Who. could have anticipated that the 

commission findings would be painted 
with suspicion? 

The critics have constructed their 
case by selecting parts of testimony 

and parts of evidence from the Warren 
Report. Some of their work has been 
clever-—and some absurd. 

What could be more absurd than the 
way they see the holes in the Pres- 
ident’s suit jacket and shirt? Neither 

Lane, Epstein nor Weisberg challenges 
the. Warren Report evidence that there 

- was a hole in the jacket “53s inches . 
o@low the top of the collar and 13% 
inches to the right of the center back 
seam of the coat” and a.hole in the 
shirt “5% inches below the top of the 
tollar and 1% inches to nee right of 

the, middle of the back-of the shirt.” 
FY “evidence is compatible with a 

  

vavrineitts below the nek, ays 
in his book. Weisberg lowers the hole a 
few inches by describing it as “six 
inches down from the collar. Not in the 
neck.” He drops the key words “top 
of.” 

Epstein publishes photographs which 
show the garments on a hanger. The 
holes can be seen clearly. “These pho- 
tographs . . . were omitted from the 
Warren Report and the 26 volumes of 
supporting evidence,” he says. He got 
them from the National Archives. But 
other pictures, not nearly as dramatic, 
are in the evidence, and the testimony 
is quite precise. 

Seeing the holes through the eyes of 
Lane, Epstein and Weisberg, it might 
seem that the bullet which made them 
could not have hit the President in the 
base of the neck. But put a jacket and 
shirt on any grown man with reasona: 
bly well-developed shoulders, measure 
5%3 inches below the top of the collar 
and a bit to the right of the seam, have 
him raise his right arm slightly as the 
President's was and mark the spot with 
a pencil point. Where does this touch 
the body? The base of the neck, 

The Compassionate Decision 

ME PRECISE LOCATION of the 
President's wounds is described in 

&e autopsy report. But the decision 
fot to introduce the autopsy X-rays and 
photographs contributed to today’s con- * 
troversy. Who made the decision? 

There are two major versions, both 
af which the writers of this report 
leaned from members of the commis- 
sion staff: . 

1. “Chief Justice Earl Warren, who 
was chairman of the commission, is a 
very humane and sensitive man. Out of 
deference to the Kennedy family, espe- 
cially to Mrs, Kennedy, Caroline and 
John-John, he decided it would be 
awful if they were introduced as 

evidence and then published. He first 
determined informally that this 
evidence was not absolutely necessary 

because the autopsy pathologists could 
testify as to details,” said one. 

2. “There were members of the staff 
who out. of trial experience felt that the 
Xuan photos were vitat—toc? 
uments in presenting evidence. There 

wisaictling that the Chief r 
the value of this evidence but that the 
decision to keep them under seal came — 
from Sen. Robert. F. Kennedy, who was 

than the Attorney General. It was Bob- 
by’s decision,” said another. 

Neither the Chief Justice. nor the 
Senator will comment about this or any 

other aspect of the Warren Report. The 

only thing Sen. Kennedy has said pub- 

licly was a statement he made in 
Palend qiend that he was satisfied that 
‘Oswald was the assassin. 

  

  

' Boswell, who is now in private practice* 

vommission staff members Joscoh A. 
Bal-anidWesley J. Liebeler have said 
they felt from the beginning that the’ 
X-rays and photographs should have. 
been introduced. And in interviews , 
with 11 of the 15 counsel and four of ; 
the 10 staff members, the writers have, 
“learned that a majority now feel that! 
the secret label should be removed be-' 
cause of the doubt created by’ the, 
erities. 4 

None thinks that ° -the commission’ 
need be re-established. One suggestion! 
was that some nongovernmental body,: 
such as a group of university pres-| 
idents or a law society, should select! 
forensic pathologists to view and ana-} 
lyze the evidence. Several agreed with: 
the idea expressed by one former as, 
sistant counsel: 

“I think they should be open 1 to any| 
qualified expert who wants to see; 

them, whether he is chosen by a “col! 
lege president or Mark Lane himself.’ i 

Seen and Authenticated — : 
HILE THE AUTOPSY X-rays and. 

photographs were not introduced : 
formally, that does not mean that they . 
were not seen—and that they did not: 
show the wounds as described in the: , 
autopsy report. The critics make the: 
point that the photographs were hand-' 
ed undeveloped to the Secret Service! 
and that they were transmitted that: 
way eventually to the care of Rover 
Kennedy. 

Albert Jenner, an assistant counsel, 5 
says he saw some of the autopsy photo-: 
Graphs. Arlen Specter has stated that: 
he saw at least one purported color’ 
Photograph. They also were examined’ 

and authenticated last Nov. 1 by four; 
men intimately connected with the au: 
topsy: 

Cmdr. James J. Humes, senior pathol 
ogist at Bethesda Naval Hospital; 
Cmdr. J. Thornton Boswell, chief 
pathologist at Bethesda; Capt.. John. 

Ebersole, the radiologist who took the’ 
X-rays, and John T. Stringer Jr.,.a 
medical photographer at the National 

Navy Medical Center, who took the, 

photographs. Bee 

“We authenticated each item,” says 

  

“As Dr. Humes looked over my shoul: } 
der, I initialed each of the color and. 
black and white photographs. Capt. 

Ebersole initialed each of the X-rays 
There are various views “OE, all” ‘the: 
wounds, as_ we described them,’ “and! 
some of the photographs were taken. 505 
that the President's face is visible.” ee 

The National Archives says ther are, 
26 color and 25 black and white photo’ 
graphs and 14 X-rays. 7": 

Mark Lane says’ on Page 60 of the: 
hard-cover edition of his book: “The X-" 
rays and photographs were tak&Wirem’ 
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Dr,, Hume: and pinen fe the Seeret 

Servicer ii eer the phclovraphen cre _ 

seized belore they were developed. 

’ Humes testified that not even he had 
seen the photographs ostensibly taken ; 
to assist him and the other doctors.” 

The Burned Draft’ - 
ANE, EPSBEIN and Weisberg see 

something? highly suspicious Sin 
Humes's statement that there was an 
autopsy “draft I personally burned in 
the fireplace of my recreation room.” 

In two of three references to this, 

‘Lane drops the word “draft.” On Page 
86, it becomes “his admission that he 
destroyed original notes relating to the 
autopsy.” On Page 385, Lane gavs-_“'De- 

: _stioyéa evidence included. the original 

notes prepared and then burned by 

ir: Fttimes after the autopsy. 
Epstein says Humes “destroyed by 

burning certain preliminary notes relat- 
ing to” the autopsy. Weisberg writes: 
“If the commission had any questions 
about the burning of any kind of histor- , 

ic papers, especially undescribed ‘pre- 
liminary draft notes,” the transcript 

does not reveal it.” 
..No one seems to wonder why Humes 

need have told anyone about it since he 
did it in the privacy of his home. If he 
wanted to conceal something, would he 

certify that he burned a preliminary 
draft he had writlen of the autopsy 

report? - 

The Entry Dot 
OSWELL CONTRIBUTED to the 

controversy regarding just what 
the autopsy sketch shows because it 

was he who placed a dot—indicating 
the entry of a bullet—in an inexact 

spot. It is below the shoulder and to 
the right of the spine. 

The critics treat this sketch as a star 
exhibit, and on this dot they have stood 
pat. They claim it as proof that there 
was.a shallow’ back wound, and not a 
‘neck wound. And that would mean that 
the throat wound was an entrance 
wound. And that would mean another 

firing position and another assassin. 

The sketch is a standard form—NMS 
PATH & 1-63—and has.the outlined ana- | 
tomical form of the male body in front 
and rear views. It was one of the work- 
ing papers.during the autopsy. 

’ Lane, Epstein and Weisberg are in 
error in -saying that the markings on 
the outlines were made by Humes. Bos- 
well has cleared up this question. He 

“ made the marks. He admits that .the 
‘ dot is not precise. 

“The dot was just meant to imply 
where the point of entry was,” he ex- 
plains. “The notes describing the-point 

of entry are near this mark, and give 
' precise -“iiredsurements giving t t 

  

wation of the wound.” 

- “possrfiallmark of the crities? general 
scholarship that in zeroing in on this 
sketch, none of them points out that 
although the dot is wrong, the descrip- 

tion is clear: 14 centimeters down from 
the right mastoid process, which is the 
bony point behind the right ear, and 14 
centimeters in from the right acrom- 
ium, which is the tip of the shoulder. 
joint. That point, on a man of Mr. Ken- 
nedy's size, is at the base of the neck. 

And so the critics plunge ahead, con- 
structing their case against the Warren 
Report. 

A Few Errors 
ERE’S EPSTEIN, 

descriptive sheets: 
_“On the front diagram, the throat 

wound is just below the collar line; on 
the back diagram, the entrance wound 
is much farther below the collar line. 
Thus, although Cmdr. Humes testifed 
in March that the entrance wound was 
above the throat wound, during the au- 

topsy he marked the entrance wound 
below the throat wound.” 

Wrong. Humes didn’t make the mark, 
And Humes’s testimony conformed ex- 
actly with the written descriptive de- 
tails on the diagram. 

To Lane, that errant dot is proof of a 
below-the-shoulder back wound. He 

constructs a conclusion that the com- 
mission recognized this but had to 
evade it because it would upset the 
lone assassin conclusion. 

Epstein says there is other evidence 
that a bullet never went through the 
President’s neck from back to front. 
For this conclusion, he turns to the 
autopsy itself. 

“The fact that the autopsy surgeons 
were not able to find a path for the 
bullet is further evidence that the bullet 
did not pass completely through the 
President's body,” Epstein says. 

One of the things on which he bases 
this is Humes's testimony that patholo- 

gists were unable “to take probes and. 
have ém_satisfactorily fall Toug 

any path at this point.” But Epstein! 

lea¥es“vatHumes’s statement ‘that "at- 
tempts to probe in the vicinity of this 

wound were unsuccessful without fear 

of making a false passage.” 

The path was determined during the 
autopsy through recognized pathologi- 
cal procedure in which it was discov- 
‘ered that there was bruising of the 
apex, or tip of the lung; bruising of the 
parietal pleura, or membrane lining of 
the lung cage, and bleeding near the 

strap muscles between which the bullet 
passed. 

The hole at the back of the We Wes 
| chatatreisite of an fatty wound, Th 
  

handling the 
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_ 2 at the,throat did not then have the 
| cuaractcristics of an exit wound be- 
cause it had been used in Parkland; 
Hospital for a tracheotomy when doc-' 
tors were trying to give the mortally’ 
wounded President an air passage. - ‘ ~j 

But Lane, Weisberg and Epstein’ 
‘won't buy that, not when they have the ; 
BI summary report of Dec. 9, 1983, to 
play with. 
A Two FBI agents,’ James we Sibert! 
and Francis X. O'Neill, were in the au- 
topsy room. So were some Secret Serv 
ce agents. The FBI summary report, 
which was not published in the Warren’ 
Report or its supporting volumes— 
thereby providing other fodder’ for the, 
eritics—said, in part: 

“Medical examination of the Pres, 
ident’s body revealed that one of. the. 
bullets had entered just below “his! 
shoulder to the right of the spinal col-' 
umn at an angle of 45-60 degrees down- 
ward, that there was no point of exit 
and that the bullet was not ‘in the, 
body.” 

Lane says this report had to be the’ 
correct version of the autopsy finding. ! 

ut as J, Edgar Hoover was to explain, : 
later: rao 

“The FBI reports record oral state-, . 
ments made by autopsy physicians ' ‘ 
while the examination was being con- ; 
ducted and before all the facts were!: 
known. They reported that Dr. James J. : 
Humes, chief autopsy surgeon, located |; 
what appeared to be a bullet hole in): 
the back below the shoulder and: 
probed it to the end of the opening | : 
with a finger. The examining physi-. 
cians were unable to explain why they: 
could find no bullet’ or point of exit.. 
Unknown to agents, the physicians“ 
eventually were able to trace the path 
of the bullet through the body.” 3 

A Convenient Focus). *- 
NE TECHNIQUE which the critics | 

used to discredit the autopsy re- 
port is what might be called reverse: 
English. It is what they did in focusing: 
on what happened when the President 

was taken to Parkland. Again they 

show how they picked and chose to get 
what they did: an entrance wound, at 
the throat... BG 

Lane needs this to support his. ar: 
gument that there was a shot or shots 
fired from the grassy knoll—the greens? 
ward parallel to the presidential -mo-, 
toreade—rather than solely -from" Qs: 
wald’s perch ‘on the sixth floor of ‘the! 
Texas School Book Depository. 

“Although every doctor who had scen: | 
the throat wound prior, to the trache-. 
otomy and expressed a’ ‘ contemporane-? 
ous opinion had said that -it. Was’ a. 
wound of entrance,” Lane says on Page: 
53-of his book, the commission chgse 

‘to % these as’ erroneous conch- 

  

      

 



        

sions stemming from a doctor's ehverve- 
tiohs To Tie press. Let's ser. 

Dr. Chartcs J. Carrico: Lane doesn’t 
name him as one of the doctors saying 
there was an. entrance wound atthe 
throat, but Carrico was the first doctor 

to see the President. In a written re- 
port dated at 4:20 p.m. on the day of 

the assassir.afgon, Carrico described the 
wound as a Jsmall penctrating wobind 
of the neck in the lower 1. 3. ” 

“Penetrating” in medical terminology 

can mean either entrance or exit. In his 
. testimony, Carrico said further that 
““not having completely evaluated all 
thewounds, | traced out the courst-ti 
“the bullets,” this wound would have. 
been ‘compatible with either &nirance 

‘or exit wounds depending. upon the 
isize, the velocity, the tissue structure 
' and so forth.” . 
i 
: Dr. Malcolm Perry: he performed the 
‘tracheotomy, so he saw the wound be- 
‘fore it had been touched. In a press 

conference in which he had the burden 
\of trying to answer most of the ques; 
itions (“It was bedlam,” he later testi- 

ified), he was quoted a, paying that the ~ 
{throat wound was an entry wound. ; 
t Asked about what questions he was 

iasked and what replies he made, Perry 
itestified: 

“Well, there were numerous ques- 

‘tions asked; all the questions I cannot 
remember, of course. Specifically, the 
:thing that seemed to be of most inter- 

‘est at that point was actually trying to 
.8et me to speculate as to the direction 
‘of the bullets, the number of bullets . 
vand the exact cause of death. . ’ 

“The first two questions I could not! 
‘answer, and my reply to them was that ; 
‘I did not know if there were one or two: 
bullets, and I could not categorically | 

‘state about the nature of the neck 
wound, whether it was an entrance or 

‘Jan exit wound. Not having examined 
‘the President further, I could not com-. 
‘ment on other injuries.” 
' Or. Charles- R. Baxter: -he helped 
with the tracheotomy. On Page 52 of 

his book, Lane writes: “Dr. Charles R. 
‘Baxter told commission counsel that ‘it 
would be unusual for a high-velocity 
missile’ to cause an exit wound possess- 

_ident’s throat wound.” 

‘ But Lane left out most of the sen- 
tence on Page 42, Volume VI, which 

was a reply Baxter made to a question. 
‘If says: “Although it would be unusual 
for a high-velocity missile of this type 

to cause a wound as you have de- 
scribed, the passage through tissue 
planes of this density could have well 
resulted in the sequence you outline;   —_ [a wound of exit. ” 

  

ing the characteristics of the Pres-— 

namely, that the anterior wound does 

“Dr. Ropald C. Jones his report_ de 

scitbed—“tHe wound av an enir 
wound. He testified as to his reasons 
for-this belief, and Lane quotes his tes- 
timony from Page 55, Volume ViI—up 
to a point, an important point. In 
Lane's book, Jones says in part: 

“You'd expect more of an explosive 
type of exit wound, with more tissue 
destruction than this appeared to 
have.” Three words were then dropped 

after “have.” They were “...on super- 

ficial examination.” 

Lane docsn't mention that none of 
the doctors knew that there was a 
wound at the back of the neck. 

A Hidden Hole 

ANE AND WEISBERG also empha- 

4 size that the little entrance hole on 
the back of the President's skull was 
not seen by the doctors. Lane’s treat- 
ment of this deserves a close look. 

“These . eight physicians examined 
the right occipital-parietal area; each 
testified that he did not see a bullet 
hole which the commission said was 
there,” Lane writes. Then he gives this 
version of the questioning of Dr. Wil- 
liam Kemp Clark, director of neurologi- 

cal surgery at Parkland Memorial Hos- 
pital: 

“Q: Now, you described the massive 
wound at the top of the President's 

head, with. the ‘brain protruding; did 
you observe any other hole or wound 

. on the President’s head? 
Dr. Clark: “No, sir; I did not.” 
And that is where Lane stops, but 

not Clark. His answer was: 

“No, sir; I did not. This could have 
easily been hidden in the blood and 
hair.” 

None of the seven other doctors saw 
such a hole, but none said there was no 
such hole. And there is good reason—a 
reason the critics elect to ignore: 

The President remained on his back, 
with great care taken not to move his 
head, all the time he was at the hospi- 

tal. Why wasn’t the President turned 
over? Carrico testified: 

“This man was in obvious extreme 

disfress“and any more thorough inspec” 
tion would have involved several min- 
utes ; several—considerable 
which at this juncture was not avail- 
able. A thorough inspection would have 
involved washing and cleansing the 
back, and this is not practical in treat: 
ing an acutely injured patient. You 
have to determine which things, which 
are immediately life threatening, and 
cope with them before attempting: to 
evaluate the full extent of the injuries; 

“Q: Did you ever have occasion’ to 
look at the President’s back? sf os 

“Dr. Carrico: No, sir. Before—well, in 
tiene fo treat an acutely injyred_sEe 
tie have to establish an airway, 

    

equate ventilation, and you have to 
establish adequate circulation—Hettre 
this was accomplished, the President's - 
cardiac activity had ceased and closed 
cardiac massage was instituted, - which 
“made it impossible to inspect his backs : 

. Was this done after the President : 
died? No, Not one doctor ever said this 
was done. Why not, Carrico was aske dx, | 

“I suppose nobody: really had é! 
heart to do it”. a fh 

  

   
T HAPPENED in a small: 
park called Dealey Plaza," 

. named in honor of a famous 
Dallas publisher. 

    
Its central landmark used to be ’a 

bronze statue of that citizen, George B. 
Dealey, Now there are others: the yel- 

  

low brick mass of the Texas School - 
Book Depository and, close by, an em- 
bankment now called “the grassy 
knoll.” 

. Some saw a rifle in a building win- 
dow. The Warren Commission decided 
that it was from there the assassin 
fired. 

Some saw a puff of smoke on the 
grassy knoll. Critics have decided that : 
it.was from there an assassin fired. . 

The grassy knoll is a slope running 
southwesterly away from the Texas- 

School Book Depository. There is an are: 
cade on its ridge, then a picket fence,” 
shoulder high. The knoll runs along the 
north side of Elm Street, on which Mr. - 
Kennedy was slain. It ends at a rail-. 
road overpass which Elm Street foes 
beneath. . 

Several men on the overpass ‘saw 
smoke near the fence as the President 
fell. If the smoke came from the assas-.: 
sin’s rifle, Mr. Kennedy could not have: 
been shot in the back, as the autopsy 
doctors decided. It is as simple as that: " 

  

he was facing obliquely . toward . the. 
knoll. ONE 

If he was shot from the knoll, the | 
throat wound must be one of entry. Con: 
nally could not have been shot in the: | 
back by the same bullet, even though: 
doctors said he was. Lee Harvey, Os: 
wald would not have been a Jone assas 
sin. . wt a 

. The commission gave ‘Tess attenti 
to the knoll than it did to the. overpass < 
It Furéa“out the overpass in favor o 

om 
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te tate as Depost tory 

many Te TDotee deans th. net GHP 

the overpass saw a rifle being fired 

from there. No one saw a rifle fired 
from the knoll, either. . 

Yet the knoll abides. It does so be-' 
cause critics stress what people saw 

and heard there. They hdve not, how- 

everything that people 

   

ever, stress 

heard.or sav@ithere. Or did not heaf or - 
see. 7 

A Puff of Smoke 
ONSIDER S. M. HOLLAND. He was 

standing on an overpass above Elm 
: Street as the motorcade approached. 
The grassy knoll was slightly to his left 

in the foreground. The Texas School 
‘ Book Depository, from which the com-" 

the shots were fired, was miss i 
“also slightly to his left but behind the 

presi ential limousine. ee D 

Holland heard a noise like a fire- 

eracker, “I looked toward the arcade 
and trees and saw a puff of smoke 

come from the trees.” That is what Hol-’ 

land told sheriff's deputies right after 

;the assassination, and that is how Mark 
ane quotes him in “Rush to Judg- 
‘ment. ” 

But there is more io the sentence, al- 

though Lane docs not include it. It 

reads: “...And I heard three more 
‘shots after the first shot, but that was 
‘the only puff of smoke I saw.” 

If one puff of smoke suggests that 
‘someone shot'2 gun from the knoll, 
‘what does the absence of three subse- 
‘quent puffs"suggest? Lane decided not 
to raise the question. 
Epstein wrote “...Six out of seven of 

these witnesses on the overpass who 
gave an opinion as to the source of the 
shots indicated that the shots had come 
from a ‘grassy knoll.’ They did? 

The six cited are James Simmons, 
Austin Miller, Thomas Murphy, Frank 
Reilly, J. W. Foster and Holland. This 
is what they say in the Warren Report 
volumes: . 

Simmons (paraphrased by the FBI): 
“He advised that it was his opinion that 
the shots came from the direction of 
}the Texas Schoo! Book.Depository.” 

Miller: “It sounded like it came from 
‘the, F would say from right there in the 

car. Would be to my left, the way I was 
looking at him, over toward that in- 
cline, the knoll.” 

Murphy: “These shots came from a 

spot just west of the Texas School Book 
Depository.” 

- Reilly: “The shots came from that 
‘park where all the shrubs is up’ there, 
to: the. north of Elm Street, up the 
slope. ye 

Foster: “It (the sound) came from 
hackie-tfe Corner of Elm and Boiistex” 

din'’s Tair ) 

  

“Streets.” The Deposi!ry is at the cor- posits "y cor 
“ nePorttrfand Houst:: 

Holiand, who also picked the knoll, 
testified that he immediately ran to 
that area. He saw no one suspicious. 
Those are the six who “indicated the 

shots came from a ‘grassy knoll.’ Two, 
actually, picked the Depository area, 
One who indicated the knoll also 
thought the shots sounded like they 
came from Mr. Kennedy's car, 

Snioke Abatement 
BESIDES HOLLAND, Lane says that 

six others on the overpass saw 
smoke, Austin Miller is one. In an affi- 
davit Nov. 22, 1963, he said he saw 
“smoke or steam” coming .from the 
knoll area. When Miller was later ques- 
tioned wy commission counsel, Lane 
writes, Miller was “dismissed before he 
could mention the crucial observation 
contained in his affidavit.” 

Actually, at the end of his interroga- 
tion, during which he indeed did not 
mention any smoke, Miller was asked if 
he could add anything “that might be 
of any help to the commission or to the . 
investigation of the assassination.” 

Miller: “Offhand, no sir, I don’t recall 
anything else.” 
Maybe he forgot the smoke, maybe 

not. But it is hardly accurate to convey 
the impression that the commission 
turned Miller off before he could give 
testimony against the Depository 
theory. 

Lane goes on. “Clemon Johnson told 
FBI agents that he had observed ‘white 
tmoke.’” That is all he says about Clem- 
mn Johnson. But Johnson's full state- 
iment as paraphrased by the FBI was: 
“Johnson stated that -white smoke was 
observed near the pavilion arcade but 
he felt this smoke came from a eet 
c¥treabahdoned near the spo al- 
las policemen.” Who, does it seem, is 

dismissing what? Ce 
The other four who Lane says saw 

smoke--Richard Dodd, Walter Wind- 
born, Simmons and Murphy—were in- 
terviewed by him in 1966. Whatever 
they told Lane then, only Simmons 
fmentioned smoke to the FBI when 
questioned during the assassination in- 
vestigation. 

Simmons said he thought he saw “ex- 
haust fumes” of smoke near the em- 
bankment in front of the Depository. 
He ran toward that building with a po- 
liceman, first looking over the knoll 

fence. Two years later, the “exhaust 
fumes” by the Depository have become 
“a puff of smoke” near the fence. 
Whether they saw smoke or not, it 

apparently did not aid Dodd or Wind- 
orn in placing the source of the shots. 
hey told the FBI they couldn't fell 

where “they came from, ~ 
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200 Missed It * ets 

ERE E THREE other aspects of 

smoke not dwelt upon by Lane or 
Epstein in connection with the knoll; | 

© There was a steam pipe in the area. 

*AFBI tests showed that the alleged 
assassination rifle produced only a 

“small amount” of smoke when fired:! 
modern military gunpowder is Smoke- 
less, : , 

® None of the approximately 200 as. 
sassination witnesses questioned other. 
than the four on the overpass mentions: 
seeing any smoke anywhere. . 
“Many other persons scattered 

throughout Dealey Plaza, through which’ 
Elm Street runs and the knoll and De-. 
Pository overlook, placed the origin of 
the shots on the knoll,” Lane observes.’ ! 
And so they did. 

Jean Hill did. Billie Joe Lovelady did. 
William Newman did. John and Faye’ 
Chism did. Roy Truly did. At least 34’ 
people did, although it is difficult to 

_ pinpoint from some of their statements. 
It is also not always easy to Pinpoint’ 

the more than 60 ‘witnesses who 
. thought the shots came from the Depos- 
_ itory, such as: 

F. Lee Mudd—‘ ‘From the direction of : 
the Depository.” 

Charles Hester-—“It appeared to be a 
building on the corner of Eln and 
Houston Streets.” 

Charles Brehm—“One of two build: 
ings on Elm and Houston.” . 
Marion Baker—“High up, pretty, sure 

from the Depository.” ‘ 

T. E. Moore—“From a high area” 
Allan Sweatt—“Vicinity of Elm and 

Houston.” 
... Or the 15 people in the motor-. 

cade itself who thought the shots came 
from the “right rear.” : 

Some Other Witnesses 
INCE ALMOST NONE of such wit- 
nesses is mentioned in Lane’s book, 

perhaps that is why he felt no need to. 
mention others whose testimony is 

helpful in locating the source of: ithe. 
shots. o 
-Such as Mrs, Earle Cabell, the Dallas’ 

Mayor’s wife, who looked toward ‘the 
Depository at the sound of shots. and’ 
“saw a projection” in an upper window: 

Or Bob Jackson, a press photographer, 

who also looked up at the. Depository, 

and told colleagues” in‘: a? ? motorcade. 
press car, “There is the gun!” Or James: , 
Crawford, _ who looked up. ‘at: the: “sound: 

  

  

    

floor of the Depository” and’ told : a 
friend, “If those were ‘shots,: they ‘came’ 
{rdtr“tifar?window,”. and” ‘then advised, 

10 

 



, police _ in 
he Saw in the window, 

‘Epstein thivks there is “compelling” 

evidence that shots were fired from. the 

. Depositery—put faults the ex commissien 

for not looking more thorou; hly into 
thépossibllity of the knoll, He-as 
why the commigsion did not call the ten 

witnesses who #tood between the kno} 
and the PresidgAt’s, car, because nine o 

them “thought the shots had come from 
the knoll directly behind-them.” 

_ If the commission did not call them, 
it, did have their statements. This is 
what they said: 

A. J. Millican: He said he heard three 
“shots from the Depository area, two 

-:, from the arcade and three more from 
| sthe arcade but farther away: 

mo Charles Hester: He said “the shots 
‘ssi. sounded Ike they: definitely came from 

in or around the Depository building.” 

Abraham Zapruder: “I thought the 
shots came from in back of me. Of 
course, you can’t tell when something is 
in line—it could be from anywhere.” 

i] Mary Elizabeth Woodward: She told 
| the | FBI the shots came “from possibly 

“ behind her” or from the overpass. 

aeareh grou came bones 

  

    
   “However, because of the loud echo, 

the could not’say where the shots had 
' [come from other than they had come 

3 from’ above her head.” 

4 Mrs, Hester: She was standing near 

the overpass approximately in line with 
; Mr. Kennedy's car and the Depository. 
She said she could give no position for 
‘the shots other than to tell the FBI.that 
she believed she and her husband were 
in the line of fire. 

The other four of the nine that Ep- 
stein said identified the knoll did, in- 
deed, think the shots came from there. 
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Further Disagreement 

PSTEIN CONTINUES: “Eight wit- 

a4 nesses were standing across the 

street from the knoll: all eight said 

they thought the shots had come from 

the knoil.” 
Actually, four of them did. One said 

: she couldn’t determine the source. Two 

‘ thought the shots came possibly from 
the Depository area. One said they 
eame from one of two buildings at the 
corner of Elm and Houston; there are 
three buildings there, one the Deposi- 
tory. ” 

In the second chapter of his book, 

Lane writes: “Twenty-five witnesses are 
known to have given statéments or affi- 
davits on Nov. 22 and Nov. 23—the day 

‘ fof and the day after the assassination 
. —about the origin of the shots. Twen- 

ty-two said they believed that the shots 
came from the knoll.” 

The ,commission volumes reveal that 
23 ple did give statements to law af- 

ficials on those two days. ‘Nine ‘ered tre 

      

, 12 cited the Depository and two 
i. .cartetrrnat it could hav: ‘.cén either, 

There is a witness mentioned in an- 
other context by Lane whose testimony 

has some relevance as to where the 
’ shots came from. He is Lee E. Bowers, 

who was working in a signal tower in 
the railroad area behind the knoll: His 
testimony is in Volume VI. 

Bowers: “The sounds came from ci- 
ther from up against the School Book 

Depository Building or near the mouth 
of the triple underpass.” . 

Q: “You were not able to tell which?” 
Bowers: “No, I could not.” 
Q: “Well, now, had you had any ex- 

perience before being in the tower as to 
sounds coming from these various 
places?” 

Bowers: “Yes. I had worked this 
same tower for some ten or 12 years, | 
and was there during the time they 
were renovating the School Depository 
Building, and had noticed at that time 
the similarity of sounds occuring in ei- 
ther of those two locations.” 

Bowers’s testimony doesn’t rule out 

. the knoll. It doesn’t rule out the Depos- 
itory. It does help those investigators 
trying to explain why witnesses to the 
assassination gave conflicting opinions 

as {othe sound of the shots. 
was helpful in this regard to Lane or 
Epstein, trey didn’t mention it. 

Why They Ran = 
PART FROM what witnesses heard 

or did not hear from the knoll, Lane 

attaches significance to what they did 

there, 

“Many officers said that as soon as 

the shots were fired, they ran directly 

to the knoll and behind the wooden 

fence and began to search the area, 

some passing the Book Depository on 

the way.” 

Why did people converge on the 
knoll? The Hesters ran toward it to 

seek shelter from the gunfire. Patricia 
Ann Lawrence, who had been standing 
at Elm and Houston, ran “along with 
the crowd” to where the President's car 
had been when he was hit, So did Mrs. 

Charles Davis. “I just ran along with 
them,” said Danny Arce, 

Curtis Bishop, on the overpass, saw 
people “running in every direction.” 
Geneva Hine, on the second floor of the 
Depository, saw people running east on 
Elm, away from the knoll. Ralph Wal- 
ters, a deputy sheriff, ran toward the 
overpass, where he had last seen the 
presidential limousine, “We couldn’t get 
any information.” 

L. S. Smith, another deputy, ran to- 
ward the Depository. A woman said the 
shots came from the knoll, so Smith 
ran there, John Wiseman, a deputy, ran 
to fH , where he saw porite“irav- »_ Where te Saw Ponce’ Wav- 

eg 
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‘School Book Depository.” 

; Curley ran toward the railroad yards; 

     

    
   

   

     
    
   

     

   
   

      

        

   

    

    

  

   
   
   

   
     

   

  

    

  

   
    
    
    

  

    

    
   

  

    
   

    

   

          

    

    

Cc ible with a motorcycle. Then a 
woMai Pointed to the Depository ; 50 HE, 
ran there, : 
Deputy W. W. Mabra saw people run." 

ning toward the overpass area, “so 1 
ran that way.” Motorcycle patrolman 
Clyde Hayzood drove toward the over- 
pass area “because people were point. 
ing. Then a man mentioned the Depos-‘ 
itory, and at 12:34 p.m., four minutes’ 
after the assassination, he radioed the: 
police dispatcher: 4 

“I just talked to a guy up here who’ 
was Standing close to it, and the best he: 
could tell, it came from the Texas’ 

Deputy Allan Sweatt couldn't tell. 
which way to run because one man told: 
him the shots came from toward the’ 
knoll and another said the Depository. ' 
A colleague with him stayed at the De-} 
pository while he ran toward the knoll: 
Deputies Jack Faulkner and A, D. Me-) 

behind the knoll because they saw, 
other officers running there. Officer’ 
D. V. Harkness went to the railroad; 
yards because’ he saw “everybody hit.’ 
ting the ground” there. im 

  

Search Was Fruitless - 
cE: OTHER WORDS, people were run-’ 

ning in many directions for many | 
reasons. Most of the sheriff's deputies | 
had been in front of their office around © 
the corner when the shots were fired’ 
and ran in the directions they did be-: 
cause of what bystanders told them, be-' : 
cause they saw others running that way: 
or because of where they thought the’ 
sounds came from. 

Undeniably, the knoll area was. 
widely searched by officers immedi-. 
ately after the shots. And what was. 
found? 3 

“We didn't see anything there,” said 
Deputy Luke Mooney, who thought the 
shots came from the knoll. 

Bowers said he had seen three out-of- 
state cars driving around the parking 
area behind the knoll just before the 
assassination. Two drove off before the‘ 
shots. Lane mentions this. And the’ 
third? Lane leaves it near the knoll’ 
and leaves the reader to _ conjecture! 
what the driver might or might not: 
have fone there. erases > 

ist I saw of him, he was paus-; 
ed : 
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* 9 Just shou! In—-jual above the assur. 
1 eget ere Lane hey thie quate ary 
' ‘ywers, He deesn't have this one. “He 

‘ft this area just about 12:25 p.m.” The 

* -sassination occurred at 12:30 p.m. 
Bowers also said he saw two men 

~atehing over the fence about the time 
‘{ the shots, ro arouses Lane’s sus- 

  

‘eions, Not, hovgpver, to the extent of 
centionitig that Bowers saw “at least’”’ 
one of them etill there as police began 

.nning out over the area. 

Patrolman Charles Polk Player 

-earched cars in the Jot for two hours. 
ite didn't report finding anything. Sev- 

_ tal hoboes found in freight cars were 
-juestioned. “Holland saw muddy foot- 

- prints on’a car-bumper. Had an assassin 
stood there?” No one had seen one. No 

“fle was found. Nothing.... 

/ : After searching the knoll area for a 
ee : «hile, Seymour Weitzman went over to 

, ' help et the Depository. On the sixth 
: floor, behind some boxes, he found a 

ifle with a telescopic sight. The gun 
sad been purchased by someone named 

‘. Hidéll whose handwriting was identi- 
cal with Lee Harvey Oswald's. 

Weakening the Case 
‘TWO PERSONS said they saw a rifle 

being fired from the sixth floor of the 

Yepository. One was Howard Brennan. 
‘To weaken the case for the Depository, 

it 1s Important for the critics to weaken 
Brennan's testimony. 

Epstein says Joseph Ball, a commis- 

fon lawyer who investigated the iden- 

tity of the assassin, “had several reasons 

‘to doubt Brennan’s testimony”: Bren- 
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Depository window during a re-enact- 
ment of the assassination; Brennan’s 

' failure to identify Oswald on “promi- 

: nent-points” of his clothing; Brennan's 
“major error” in ‘testifying that the as- 

: sassin was standing while firing, and 

.»j “the fact that Brennan had lied at the 

“= police lineup.” ‘“
- 

Epstein notes, correctly, that Bren- | 

nan testified that the: assassin was 

. Standing in the window as he shot. He 

‘does not note that Brennan also 

' thought that three onlookers a floor 
beneath the assassin were also standing. 

They weren't; they were kneeling. So 

; must the assassin have been, .to fire’ 
' through the window. A small point, a 

  

’ include in “Inquest.” . 

l. At a police lineup the day of the as- 
i Sassination, Brennan said he could not. 

assas- ' poSnively-identity Oswald as 

    

nan’s “difficulty seeing a figure” in the ~ 

: gmail rebuttal—too small, evidently, to. 

C 

  

“our months later, he iold the com- 
sont could. We sais) KRe-irmt 

done so earlicr because he feared Com- 
munist reprisal. Epstein uses this dis- 

crepancy to attack Brennan's credibility, 

He doesn’t mention that the commis- 
sion agrees with him. 

Because Brennan declined to identify 

Oswald positively at the lineup, the 

commission said it “does not base its 
conclusion concerning the identity of 

the assassin on Brennan’s subsequent 
certain identification.” 

Tangible Corroboration 
HE COMMISSION, however, does 

not question Brennan's credibility in 

Saying that he saw a man firing a rifle 
from a Depository window, because 
near that window were found not only 
a rifle and shells but fingerprints of - 
Lee Harvey Oswald. 

Jt might also be noted, although Ep- 

stein does not, that while on Nov. 22. 
Brennan said he could not make posi- 

tive identification, he did then say that 
man No. 2 in the lineup “most closely 
-resembled” the man he saw in the win- 
dow. 

No. 2. 

There is also more to Epstein’s alle- 
gation that Ball was “extremely du- 
bious” about Brennan’s testimony. 
“Epstein says that I told him when 

we reconstructed the episode that Bren- 
nan ‘had difficulty seeing a figure in 

the window.’ I never said that. In the 
first place, we didn’t have Brennan at 

the reconstruction to see whether he 
could see. We had him there so that he 

could mark positions on a photo. Ep- 

stein quotes me as being ‘extremely du- 
bious.’ Inever said that. It didn’t hap- 

Finally, tthe critics question _Bren- 
Han S avility to sce anything. <__. . 
“Perhaps poor eyesight accounted for 

Brennan’s inability to identify the man 

at the window,” says Lane. “Brennan 
admitted that his eyesight was ‘not 

good’ when he testified before the com- 
mission, 

Brennan indeed, so testified. He said 
this was so because his eyes had been 
accidentally sandblasted. That happened 
two months after the assassination. 

i In a footnote on Page 90 of the hard- 
cover edition of “Rush to Judgment,” 
Lane mentions the injury. Seemingly, 
there the matter would rest: that Bren- 

nan testified he was farsighted up until 
an injury two months after the assassi- 
nation and that thereafter his eyesight 
was “not good.” 

| Yet by.Page 269, Howard Brennan has 
become .“weak-eyed Brennan, who 
claimed. he saw Oswald in a window.” 
After 170 pages, maybe the author had 

t ttén when Brennan*.. became 

Lee Harvey Oswald was man 

    
d.” Or maybe the reader” 

B. | _| 
inna dD 

  

‘THE WARREN, , COMMIS. 
SION never “said:.’ Lee! 

Harvey Oswald, alone, mur-| mur-| & 
dered John F. _, Kennedy; 
period, : 
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It actually said: “The” ‘commission has! 

found no evidence that Oswald was in-/ 
‘volved with any person or group in a: 

conspiracy ... If there is any such evi-| 
- dence, it has been beyond the reach of | 
all the investigative agencies and re-! 

sources of the United States and has [& 
not come to the attention of the com; Fi 
mission.” ; : 

There the matter has not rested. aq 
_ In New Orleans, District “Attorney! * 
Jim Garrison has claimed to ‘have; 4 
found what the commission did’ not: i 
conspiracy. On the bookshelves of the; 

i Nation are volumes that claim the! 
same: that Oswald was innocent; that; 
he was a fall guy; that he was involved; 
with Jack Ruby or Bernard Weissman. 

r the FBI or Communists or Texas oil! 
terests or racists. . op 
A court of law will decide i in New or-! 

-teans. But the other versions of con-! 
Spiracy are not and quite possibly never: 

will be before a judge and jury, other: 
than the jury of public opinion, 9 <":~.! 

The Warren Commission unfortu-: 
nately did not answer all the questions. - 
Some are probably unanswerable. But: 
Some are not questions at all. They are. 

innuendoes—false scents that confuse’ 
the hunt for truth... a 

: What other construction.can one ‘put, 
for instaneo, on. Mark Lane’s innuendo . 

might have been a connec. : 
tion between Jack Ruby and the right? 

‘wing of Dallas? z 
The commission made an houiby: ra 

hour study of Ruby's actions from‘ Noy. 
: 21 to Nov. 24, 1963, to dete: rma Hes 
was involved i ina plot. ~~ 
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cent, ” Lane writes in 
ment.” “An objective. ‘a 
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“Contrary fy the eomnitssion 3 

summit Tinmiation says Lanm eel 

did not neti ty visit with a young lady 

who was job-hunting. Commission Ex- 

    

, ; *hibit 2270, an FBI report of an inter- 
' ; View with Connie Trammel, the young 

    

  

      

lady in question, divulges the fact that 

Ruby drove with her to the office of 
' Lamar Hunt, son of H. L. Hunt.” 

Lane drops Zhe matter at that point. 

Ruby is left at the office of Lamar 
Hunt, whose rich father is a strong sup- _ 
Porter or witraright causes. The reader 

9 ush to Judgment” is left 

what he may of this suggested link be- 

tween Ruby and the Dallas rigntwhig. 
For clarification, however, he might 

'. turn to a commission exhibit. Not 2270. 

Try 2291. 
It also is a statement by Miss Tram- 

mel, now Mrs. Penny, to the FBI. In it, 
she says she once had a long talk with 
Ruby when she and some classmates 

from the University of Texas visited his 
Dallas strip club. Ruby asked if she, 

wanted to work for him. She didn’t. But 
Ruby kept asking. The last time was 

! Nov. 21, 1963. 

. During that phone conversation, Miss 

Trammel méntioned that she was seek- 

ing a public relations job at a bowling 

aliey that she had read Lamar Hunt 

owned. She had an appointment to see 

him that very day. She said she didn’t 

have a car. Ruby offered to drive her to 

the bank building where Hunt had his 

, office, since he had business to transact 

at the bank. 

“During the trip... to the bank, Ruby 

seemed impressed with the amount of 

money that Lamar Hunt had made,” 

(Miss Trammel told the FBI, “and had 

mentioned that he knew most of, the 

prominent people in Dallas... but did 

not know Lamar Hunt.” 

Ruby left her at the ground-floor ele- 

vator. He never ‘did get to go up and 

meet Hunt. Miss Trammel didn’t get 

the job. But the reader might get a 

clearer picture of the Ruby-Hunt “asso- 

ciation” from Commission Exhibit 2291 

than from “Rush to Judgment.” 

The Club Meeting 

ONSIDER THE alleged meeting in 

Ruby’s Carousel Club Nov. 14, 1963, 

between Ruby, J. D. Tippitt, the police- 

man the commission says was shot by 

Oswald, and Bernard Weissman. Weiss- 

man was the young Easterner who had 

arrived in Dallas Nov. 4 and had helped 

place an ad critical of President Ken- 

nedy in the Dallas Morning News the 

day of the assassination, 

’ Lane himself told the commission 

‘about the meeting. He declined to re- 

veal his source for the story because 

the source had not gives him permis- 

sio! 
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te ‘om Dut,” he wrote in hi- hook, “if the 
comimssior” had wanted nisa anne, it 

need only have asked one of its- wit- 

_ nesses, Thayer Waldo, a reputable jour- 

  

nalist. Counsel, however, did not ask 

Waldo about the meeting.” 
Not in so many words, for how was 

counsel to know what Waldo knew 

since Lane had refused to tell the com- : 
mission about Waldo or any other 

source? But at the end of Waldo’s inter- 
rogation, which covered other matters, 

counsel did ask if he could add any in- 
formation about anything else. Waldo 

said no, he couldn't. 
. The commission did inquire into the 

Carouse! meeting with other witnesses. 
One was Larry Crafard, a carnival 

worker hired by Ruby to do odd jobs 

around the club. The commission vol- 

umes have a statement by Crafard in- 

twhich he told the FBI he recognized a. 
picture of Weissman as a man he had 

seen at the club “on a number of occa- 

sions.” 
"Lane has this quote. He does not 

(mention that Crafard also told the FBI 
he had & “ery vague recollect 
having heard Ruby mention the name. 
Weissmiam, that he believed 
was a Dallas detective whose first name 
may have been Johnny and that he 

“could have my recollection of a Mr. 
Weissman mixed up with someone else.” 

Lane does not mention that Crafard’ 
thought Weissman was a “white male 
American” 38 to 43 years of age. Ber- 
nard Weissman was a white male Amer- 
ican who was 26 in 1963 and who, if he 
had been at the Carousel on “a number 

of occasions,” had nonetheless been in 

Dalias‘only ten days. 

The Three Tippitts 
ANE REPORTS that several wit- 

nesses said Ruby knew Tippitt. One 
whom he cites was Dallas Police Lt. 
George C. Arnett. What Arnett actually 
told the FBI was that he did not recall 
to what extent Ruby may have known 
policeman Tippitt but that “he does not 
believe he was more friendly with Tip- 

pitt than the average officer.” 

Arnett, in other words, did not say 
positively whether Ruby did or did not 
know Tippitt. 

Lane says Crafard and Andrew Arm- 

strong, Ruby’s bartender and handy- 
man, both heard Ruby say he knew Tip- 
pitt when he learned that the police- 
man had been shot. Lane does not say - 
Ghat Armstrong also told the FBI: 

“From what I gather later on, Mrs.. 

Grant (Ruby’s sister) told me it was a 
different Tippitt that he knew. In other 

words, there was two officers that had 
the name of ‘Tippitt” _— 

} 

Cc tually, there were three, and Ruby 
dit-kntw-one of them. He said h 
a detective, Gale Tippitt; who worked 

in Special Services. Lane’s book has 

this; it mentions that Gayle Tippitt said : 
his “contacts in recent years with Ruby, 
have been infrequent.”. .- 27 te 

That is taken from Committee “Ex! 
hibit 1620, in which Gayle Tippitt also 
said that in the 1950s, he “became very 

well acquainted with Jack Ruby.” Lane 

does not quote that part. of Exhibit 

1620. 
Lane writes that the commission 

might also have interrogated Harold 

Richard Williams. Williams told Lane 
he had seen Ruby and a policeman he 
identified as J. D. Tippitt in a patrol car 
when he was arrested in November, 

1963. : fess 
Lane warns his readers. that” Wil 

liams’s testimony “should be assessed 
with a degree of caution” since he was 
not a witness and under oath. He might 
aiso have told his readers, but didn’t, 
that Tippitt was stationed in the Oak 
Cliff section of Dallas, all the way 
across town from where Williams said. 

he was arrested. 

   Selling Carpeting — oOs % 
WO WITNESSES said that on ‘Nov.’ 

14, the night of the alleged meeting, 
Weissman was in their home trying to 
sell them carpeting until 9:30 or 10 p.m. 
Mrs. Tippitt said her husband was a 

homebody: devoted to his family. Lane 
says the commission should have asked 
her what Tippitt was doing the night of 
Nov. 14 and asked Weissman what he 

did after 10 thatevening. _.*:> 
’ Lane says the question was “never 
even posed” to Weissman. It may not 
have been posed to his liking. but, 

eissman was asked by commission 
“counsel: “Did you at any time “while” 

you were in Dallas ever have a meeting 
_With or sit in the Carousel Club with 

officer Tippitt?” ‘ 

“No,” he answered. He said he had 

never been in Ruby's club and didn't. 

know him. 

Mrs, Tippitt was less exact. She said : 

she had never heard her husband men- 

’ tion being in Ruby’s club. ee 
The point is not so much whether 

such a meeting could have taken place. 

The point here is that Lane, who pre- 

sented the rumor to the commission, 
did not present all the evidence to his 
readers. For instance, neither Weiss-: 
man’s denial nor Mrs.. Tippitt’s lack of; 
knowledge of the meeting Js presented’ 
Anhis book.” :,- : ws wes 

But what if, evidence to the contrary,” 
“such a meeting did take place? Wha 
was TE ose? Lane: doesn't FigeEae 
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bne. Nein dort ait, ertdence jn te Cc. sald’s finances after his return from 
Wacee SONG : 

Nor is there evidence in the volumes 
  

:* to indicate a conspiracy in New: Or- 

      

Jeans. The commission and the FBI in- 
vestigated several of the people .who 
have figured in Garrison's.case. They 
found no consgiracy. ~ 

This is not deny the possibility of 
one. It’should/be mentioned, however, 
that the indictment against Clay Shaw, 
a New Orleans businessman, says he 
conspired with Oswald to assassinate 
‘Mr. Kennedy. But it does not say the 
assassination was the one that took 
place Nov. 22, 1963, in Dallas. Nor does 

} it say it wasn’t. Garrison has said he 
doesn’t: want to get involved in “seman- 

’ A ties” over wording. 

A Tardy Accuser 
wT SHOULD be mentioned that the 

chief witness against Shaw so far is 
& man who first contacted Garrison two 
days after the District Attorney said 
the case was solved. The witness testi- 
fied, after being given “truth serum” 
and undergoing hypnosis. 

It should be mentioned that another 
witness reportedly said he was offered 
a bribe by the District Attorney’s office 
to give “favorable ‘testimony. The wit- 
wness’s lawyer said that a lie detector 
test verified the bribe attempt. 

Garrison has said he has evidence 
that Oswald was working for the Cen- 
tral Intelligence Agency. Others have 
said that Oswald was working for the 
BI for $200 a month after his return 

~ from the Soviet Union. 
That rumor apparently came from a 

Houston reporter, Alonzo Hudkins. 
Hudkins has since told Charles Roberts 

f Newsweek that he believes J. Edgar 
oover’s deriials that Oswald was an 
BI informant. But Epstein takes the 

commission to task for relying solely on 
‘ - the word of an agency investigating it- 

self. 
\ Why, he asked in “Inquest,” didn’t ‘the 
commission on‘its own interrogate Hud- 
kins and his reported source for the 
story, Dallas Deputy Sheriff Allan 
Sweatt? It is a legitimate question. But 
it is also legitimate to ask how Epstein 
can state that “no efforts were made by 
the commission or its staff to investi- 
gate the rumor itself.” That simply isn’t 

true. 
The commission did investigate in 

some detail reports of money orders Os- 
wald reportedly received while in Dai- 
las. The story turned out to be baseless. 
She commission did inquire why FBI 
agent James Hosty’s name was in Os- 
wald’s address book. Oswald told his 
wife to take it down after Hosty had 
.visited her at Ruth Paine’s, where she 
was living. 
i The _commission did investigate, 
through t e Internal Revenue Servi 
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‘ne Soviet Union. His known and as- 
sumed outgo remarkably approximated 

_his income down to the cash balance he 
had when arrested. ‘ 

The Plot Against’ Oswald 
NOTHER CONSPIRACY rumor: 
Ruby entered Dallas Police Head- 

quarters to shoot Oswald not by acci- 
dent but by design, In accord with 
some superplot, the assassin had to be 
assassinated. One incontestable fact of 
time, however, must be considered. 
The exact time of Oswald’s transfer 

depended on when police were done 
questioning him, At the time that was 
decided, Ruby was driving downtown to 
send a money order to one of his strip- 
pers. 

The time when he handed the money 
order across the Western Union coun- 
ter was punched by a time clock: 11:17 
a.m. Oswald was shot at 11:21 a.m. It 
takes several minutes to walk from 
Western Union to the police basement 
where Oswald was slain. 

A commuter catching’a train would | 
scarcely cut his corners so finely. 
Would a man engaged in a superplot do 
80, particularly if he knew in some 
unexplained way that his only chance 
would come at 11:21? 

The superplot was running a very 
tight schedule elsewhere, When Oswald 
dashed in and out of his rooming house 

a half-hour after the assassination, 
Lane says a “rather mysterious” inci- 
dent occurred. A Dallas police car 
stopped, honked twice and drove off, 
said Earlene Roberts, the housekeeper. 

Dallas police said there was no patrol 
car in -the vicinity at the time. Lane — 
says the investigation consisted of 
nothing more than the statements of . 
police regarding car and officer assign- 
ments. One might ask who would know 
better than police the whereabouts of a 
police car. 

Lane notes commission evidence that 
a patrolman drove Car 207 to the De- 
pository “just after 12:45 p.m.,” gave 
the keys to a sergeant and remained in 
the building several hours. The log of 
Car 207 should, however, include this in- 
formation, which the report provides— 

and Lane does not. 
.* Police Car 170, driven by 

tances of hers, often honked outside the 

house, Mrs. Roberts said.-When she saw 

Uné-car was 207, she told the FBT, She 
went back to looking at television. 

© Patrolman Jimmy Valentine had 

Car 207 that afternoon. He was at head- 

quarters when he heard of the assassi- 

nation about 12:45 p.m. He drove to the 

Depository ail the way across town 

through heavy traffic. This wotld put 

—_— a 

    

  

, : when Oswald dashed into the 
r ouse scveral miles BWay. Val- 
entine turned the keys over fo. a ser- 
geant. 

This does not mean, Lane ergues, 
that the car couldn't have been driven . 
by other officers, Mrs. Roberts saw two 
fn the car. But the men would have had 
to get the keys from the sergeant, who. 
said he didn’t release them until 3:30 
p.m., drive through traffic around the 
Depository to the rooming house in sub-" 
urban Oak Cliff, honk twice and drive’ 

  

away again. 
And for what purpose? I ‘Lane doesn't 

suggest one. be 

Guns to Cuba 

    

NOTHER CONSPIRACY: Ruby was. 

- Involved in Castroite activity. Lane’ 

quotes at length the testimony of 

.Nancy Perrin Rich. 
She said that in 1962, she and her! 

late husband met several times in Dal- 
las with others, including an Army: 
colonel whose name she did not recall’ 
and some one named Dave C.—“I think - 
it was Cole, but I couldn't be sure.” Mrs. 
Rich’s husband had asked $25,000. to 

shuttle a boat carrying guns into Cuba 
and refugees out. Negotiations stalled. : 

“A knock comes on the door and who’ 
walks in but my little friend Jack 

Ruby,” said Mrs. Rich, who had been a 

bartender at the Carousel Club, “Ruby 

had a bulge in his pocket. He went into 
another room and returned minus the 

bulge.” Mrs. Rich assumed that the 

bulge was payoff money, although she 
never heard that money had changed   hands. 

Negotiations improved, put ‘Mrs. Rich 
finally “grabbed my old man and 
cleared out” when she thought she 
recognized a new participant as’ Vito 
‘Genovese’s son. She based this en his 
resemblance to a photograph she had 
seen of the Mafia chieftain. «~~ ” 

Commission counsel Leon Hubert 
then asked Mrs. Rich if Dave C., who 
she said had been a bartender at the 
Dallas University Club, could be one 
Dave Cherry. “That's it,” she replied. 
Lane wonders why this potentially cor- 
roborating witness was not called to. 
testify. “The FBI’s summary of an in- 
terview with Cherry was in the commis- 
sion’s possession, but Cherry was not 
called as a witness,” he says. - 

Indeed, Cherry was not. But the FBI 
“summary,” which Lane does not quote, 
might explain why. In it, Cherry denies 
knowing any colonel “who..was sup- 

posed to have been running guns into 
Cuba.” He did know Nancy Perrin Rich, 
who he said had been barred from the 

- club and who he thought was “mentally, 

deranged.” oy . 
Also in ‘the: commission’ ‘reco 

statcmentby Dallas detective Paul Ba 
-burn, who knew Mrs.’ ‘Rich and 

   

   



a psychopathic liar svho et great 

1 psn of telling wiht tabet te sry 

there is » report of an iuteaview walk 

J attorney Cy Victorson, who represented 

Mrs. Rich on a vagrancy charge? He 

' * caid she told stories “so ridiculous that 

| no one could possibly believe them.” 
i Lane does not ask why Paul Rayburn 

“5; og Cy Victorsdn were not calicd by the 

| gommission, did not use their sta- 

ments, either’ After all, they did not 

discuss Raby or gun-running. 

A Deal for Prisoners 
CQAYS LANE: “About so clandestine 

an operation as smuggling weapons 
to Cuba and evacuating exiles, however, 

:+ one would expect to find corroboration 

‘* only with the greatest difficulty, if at 

    

all.” He indicates that he found it in - 

Robert McKeown. . 

weet - McKeown had been arrested in 1958 

eG for conspiracy to smuggle guns.to Fidel 

, |! Castro. McKeown told the FBI that in 
1959, a man who identified himself as 

Rubenstein (Ruby’s original name) had 

| tro to release three of his prisoners. 

ns Three weeks later, McKeown said, a 

‘ -+ gman asked him to write a letter, of in- 

‘troduction to_Castro_because he had 
“| ‘gome Jeeps to sell Cuba. The deals 

' never Game to pass. a 
& McKeown told the FBI he “fecls 

strongly that this individual was in fact 
Jack Ruby. . .” Lane quotes this. He 

does not quote another part of the state- 

ment in which McKeown “remarked he 

fue *is not certain that the above-described 

“oof telephone caller from Dallas or the 

! 

    

man who personally appeared ... was 
identical with the Jack Ruby who killed 

Lee Harvey Oswald.” 
Lane takes a partial quote to show 

strong identification of Ruby by Mc- 
Keown rather than a whole one which 

| shows something less, He. need not 
shave. Ruby said-he once was interested 

in a Jeep deal. He thought, though, that 

the intermediary’s name was Davis, His 

wister, Eva Grant, told the FBI she be- 

lieyed her brother had an option on 

soo eight war surplus Jeeps some time 

around 1960. . 
This could be corroboration of Mc- 

‘Keown, but is it of Nancy Rich? And if 

. one interprets it as such, where does it 

i all tie Ruby into an assassination super- 
plot? Do surplus Jeeps in 1959 and an 
unverified meeting in 1962 add up to as- 

Sassination in 1963? 

An Anti-Castro Plot 
NOTHER CONSPIRACY: Oswald, 

the admitted Marxist who wanted 
fair play for Cuba, was ‘actually in the 
‘antic Castro underground. 

The source of this was Sylvia Odio, 

      

  

  

a anti-Castro Cuban. On Sept. 26 or 27, 
1963, two Cubans or ‘Mexicans t 

  

phoned him offering $15,000 to get Cas- + 

Sept. 2 

, apartment in Dallas with a third 
_iSoirMtkoduced as Laon Oswald, she 
said. The men told her ihey had re- 

cently come from New Orleans’ and 
were friends of her father, a prisoner 
of Castro. 

The next day, one of the men, who 
said his name was ‘Leopoldo, phoned 
Mrs. Odio and said he wanted to intro- 
duce Oswald into the Cuban under- 

ground. Leopoldo said Oswald had been 
in the Marines, was an excellent shot 
and felt that “the Cubans didn’t have © 
any guts .. because President Kennedy 
should have been assassinated after the 
Bay of Pigs and some Cubans should 
have done that...” 

After the assassination, a stunned 
Mrs. Odio recognized pictures of Lee 
Harvey Oswald as the man who had 

come to her home. So did her sister. 
The commission maintained that Os- 
wald could not have been in Dallas 
Sept. 26 or 27, He was in Mexico. 

“... The issue was never resolved,” 
wrote Epstein. That is debatable. 

Records show that Oswald crossed 

into Nuevo Laredo, Mexico, between 6 
a.m. and 2 p.m. Sept. 26. Two passengers 
on a Houston-Laredo bus said they saw 
Oswald on board shortly after they 
awoke at 6 a.m. Sept, 26. 

The commission said there was 
strong evidence that Oswald had left 
Houston on a bus for Laredo at 2:35 
a.m. that day. It noted that a bus had 

left New Orleans, where Oswald had 
been living, at 12:30 p.m. Sept. 25, arriv- 
ing at Houston at 10:50 that evening. 
Oswald made a phone call to a woman 

in Houston that same evening. It can’t 
be determined whether the call was 

local or not. 

- The Only Ticket : 
PSTEIN SAYS the visit to Mrs. Odio 

occurred “the day before he (Qs- 
waloyrtrrin his trip to Mexico.” This 
disregards Mrs. Odio’s ae She 

said the Visit occurred Sept. 2 

_ Oswald had already crossed the border 

—or the 27th, when he had reached 

Mexico City and registered at a hotel. 

Were someone’s dates wrong?. Ep- 

stein doesn't mention that there is a 

conflict between him and the testimony. 

He does not mention a commission 

statement from E. P-Hammett, a Hous- 

ton bus ticket agent. Hammett told the 
fFsi- that in late September, a man 

4 ‘strongly resembling” a photograph of 
Oswald asked him about bus travel to 
Laredo and Mexico City. Epstein does’ 
not. mention that the man eventually 
bought a ticket to Laredo. Epstein does 
not mention that it was the only such. 
ticket sold that night to Laredo or that 
it was the only one of its kind sold from 

eee trough Sept. 26. 

    

  

js Oswald had been in Dallas on the 
25th, he could have caught a bus from 

there to Alice, Tex., in timé to be on 
the Houston-Laredo bus on which he 
was seen, But no tickets for Laredo 
were sold by the bus line connecting 
Pallas and Alice between Sept, 23 and 
26. 

’ He could, ‘the commission concedes,: 
possibly have driven the New Orleans-. 

Dallas-Alice route, although the Warren. 
Report says it “would have been diffi-, 
cult.” Tight scheduling again for the, Bu 
rerplot. . ie on 
fl Ultimately, the FBI located a Califor-. 
nian, Loran Eugene Hall, who said he 
had called on Mrs. Odio in Dallas in’ 
September with two other men. The: 
two denied it. Hall later altered Aisi 
story. tit 

In its report, the commission “sal a 
at the FBI had not completed its in-; 

vestigation of Hall at the time the re-: 
port went to press. Yet it concluded in: 
the report that Oswald had not been at 
Mrs. Odio’s that September. we : 

“Is it too fastidious to insist that ¢ con-" 
clusions logically follow, not precede, an an! 
analysis of all evidence?” Lane’ asks,” 
The point is well taken. 

i 

   

  

4 Commission Choice . 
ESPITE THE vast scope of the ‘War.’ 

ren investigation, the Odio matter* 
has given the critics ammunition tos 
charge the commission with haste, with | 
lack of thoroughness, , 

Haste? Quite possibly, although the” 
commission denies it. But thorough-‘ 
ness? Who was thorough in detailing - 

the Odio investigation? The commis-. 
sion? Or Epstein? vs . 

The Hall evidence neither proves : nor: 
disproves the commission conclusion: 
about Mrs. Odio. Epstein says the mat-: 
ter was never resolved. But, in effect, it. 

was, as much as it ever can be. The. 
commission was faced with a choice:, 
the testimony of Mrs, Odio and her sis-_ 
ter against the evidence that they were 
mistaken. It chose the evidence.° , 

Yet it was the commission that pre-. 
‘sented all the evidence pro and con’ 

about Mrs. Odio. The critics did not. It 
was the commission that presented all © 
‘the evidence about Lamar Hunt and 
Ruby, about Nancy Perrin Rich, about 
Jeeps, about McKeown, about Oswald's 
finances, The critics did not. 2 0:55 t-. 

One may interpret what the commis: 
sion found, and the critics have —, 
abundantly. But while, as of this date,‘ 
there may be doubters, books and spec-: 
ulation, the critics have yet to produce 

thar oneesgential of proof: eviderice, 
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The swearing in of Lyndon B. Johnson by Judge Sarak T. Hughes aboard Air Force One. 
  

 



 
 

 
 

 



  

  

The original of /Frame 230 of the Zapruder film clearly shows ‘President Kennedy wounded. The = = . 

speed of the movi 
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€ camera is important to the “single 
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    bullet theory”—and to critics of the Warren Report, > 
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Se = 2 sae This photo of the Texas School ‘Book Depository is Warren’ Commis. ' sion Exhibit 477, It shoics a twhite-hatted man ai the spot from which: Steamfitter Howard L. Brennan says he watched the Kennedy motor- cade. He marked the picture while testifying to show the window (A) where he saw a man with a rifle and the fi{th-floor window (B) where hésuiw*people watching the presidential Procession, eS 

    

        

  



  

  

     
. Above are three 

Co , of the men who have 
i written books challenging 

the Warren Report: Leo 
Sauvage (“The Oswald 

Affair” ), Mark Lane (‘Rush 
- t0 Judgment” ) and Edward ‘| 

- Jay Epstein (“Inquest”). , 
At right is Bullet 399, which 

_ figures largely in their 
“criticism of -the inquiry, _ 
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