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“The American people have deep and abiding
doubts ‘bout the official explanation of the assassin-
ation of John F. Kennedy put forth in the Warren
Commission Report ... By a 3 to 2 margin the
American people reject the main thrust of the War-
ren Report that the assassination was the work of
one man and tend to believe the killing was part
of a larger plot.” These are findings of a nationwide
poll just completed by Louis Harris and published
in the Los Angeles Times on Oct. 3, 1966, l

" The widespread attention being focused on the
issue of Kennedy's assassination and the national
debate that is now beginning to emerge on that
question is in large part due to decisions of two
major publishing houses to publish two books.
The two books are Inguest: the Warren Commis-
sion and the Establishment of Truth by Edward
Jay Epstein, a Harvard doctoral candidate, and
Rush to Judgement by Mark Lane, New York af-
torney and former democratic assemblyman from
New York City.

Four other books that have been published since
lnst May are: The Oswald Affair, by Leo Sauvage
— American correspondent for Le Figaro, a Con-
servative Paris newspaper; Whitewash, by Harold
Weisberg, a former Senate Investigator; The Second
Oswald, by Dr. Richard Popkin, Head ol the Phil-,
osophy *Department, at UCSD; Forgive My Grief,
by Penn Jones, Jr., a Texas country editor of the
Midloathian (Tex.) Mirror.

These authors do not speak with one volce on
all the topics to be tonsidered and their books are
decidedly different in approach, style, content, and
the position taken on some of the critical issucs.

Epstein's book, [or example, is the outgrowth of

‘Warren Commissio
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By David S. Lifton

a Master’s thesis done at Cornell University under
the auspices of Andrew Hacker, Professor of Gov-
ernment. He studied the Warren Commission and how
they functioned as a fact finding body, not
the assassination per se. In the process of this study,
he emerges as a critic of their major conclusion that
only one man fired all the shots at the President.
Epstein interviewed five of the seven members of the
Commission itself (Boggs, Cooper, Ford, Dulles, and
McCloy —but nol Warren or Russell), nine of the
assistant counsel, and J, Lee Rankin, the General
Counsel. From Epstein’s book, we are able to learn
much behind-the-scenes information on how the Com-
mission functioned, how they dealt with various spe-
cific problems. Whereas the other authors frequently
must infer from the Warren Report and its wording
what took place behind the scenes before the con-
clusions were arrived at, Epstein's book actually
fgllows the Commission attornies and their work the
way a sportswriter would follow a baseball team.

In all of the recent books, two junior counsels on
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the Commission have received prominen! attention
for their central roles in the controversy. Mr. Arlen
Specter, District Attorney for Philadelphia and Mr.
Wesley L‘'ITEBELER __ Asst. Professorof Law at UCLA
have emerged amidst the hundreds of figures in the
investigation because, unlike the seven Warren Com-
missioners, they were in direct contact with the case
and because they were primary sources for so much
of the key material in the Commission's Report.

Mr. Bpecter, junior counsel in Area I, formally
called *““the basic facts of the assassination,” was
principally concerned with determining the source
of the shots that killed President Kennedy. The Re-
port concluded that the shots were fired “from above
and behind the Presidential limousine." According
~ to the Report, this conclusion was based upon ““the
nature of the bullet wounds suffered by President
Kennedy and Governor Connally,”

The most important piece of evidence upon which
this *above and behind” conclusion is based is the
Naval Autopsy done at Bethesda Naval hospital.
The autopsy report is published in the Commission’s
Report as Appendix IX, and its summary section
‘concludes:” “The projectiles were fired from a point
behind and somewhat above the level of the de-
ceased.” Governor Connally, however, was also
wounded by a bullet fired from behind, and a mo-
tion picture film of the assassination which was ad-
mitted in evidence by the Commission clearly showed
that the first (non-fatal) hit of President Ké¢hnedy
and Governor Connally’s wounding both took place
LYin less time than it was possible to fire Oswald’s
rifle - twice. At firstiglance sthis. might indicate ap|
'second ‘ agsassin -w5m~ﬁrin§'-_at the.motorcade from =
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he proposed a solution to the above dilemma and :
took the testimony and evidence which purports lu';l
prove that his solution is valid: that one bullet went !
through both men. _i
¥  Mr. Lieb®® has been the™center of certdlmy
amount of controversy in more than one contexta
Specter’s single bullet theory was a way of climina-g
ting the problem of a second assassin firing from]
behind the motorcade. But there is another area,

forward and to the right of the motorcade, where;
many people thought shots had come from. This’
is known as the Grassy Knoll. Liebeler interviewed;
many, but not all, of the important knoll witnessesz
Epstein also consistently presents him in the rol¢
of devil’s advocate on the Commission. A :‘.t:ct'mn"
of Epstein’s Chapter 8, called, “The Liebeler Mem-—
orandum,” describes how he submifted a twenly-z
six page memorandum after seeing Chapter four?
of the Commission’s Report, entitled “ The Assassin™y
in galley proof form. Epstein writes that at that lateg
date (Sept. 5, 1964) Liebeler “was disconcerted by}
the quality of the writing. Liebeler said that thes
chapter glossed over the evidence that Oswald was,
a poor shot and had accomplished a difficult feat,}
and created a fairy tale that Oswald was a goodj
shot and had accomplished an “‘easy shot,” Called®
to Washington to deal with this new criticism, ';\'()r-:
man Redlich is said to have replied: *“The
Commission judged it an easy shot, and I worig

The leader of the na-
tion, a charismatic
and symbolic figure,
was murdered. The
nation was given a
“dramatic official” ex-
planation. But this ex-
planation is uncon-
vincing to many inde-
pendent investigators
of the assassination;
there are a great num-
ber of unanswered
questions forcing open
the case-book so firm-
ly slammed by the
Warren Commission.
This issue of INTRO

is devoted to an over-

view of the skeptical
literature concerning
the official version of
the events surrounding
John F. Kennedy’s
death and a prologue
to a series of Bruin
articles probing this
profound shock to the
national conscience.




for the Commission.” -
T

On Nov. 23, 1964, the twenty-six volumes of
testimony and evidence of the Warren Commission
were made public, In-depth criticism could now bes
gin with the major question being: Are the conclug
sions of the Warren Report accurately and logically*
based on the testimony and evidence contained in®
the twenty-six volumes? The twenty-six volumes
are not easy to work with, nor easy to read. Come
menting on the slight criticism the Report met iof
the eight weeks before the release of the twenty-sixg
volumes, Dr. Popkin in The Second Oswald writesn
“Some of the early critical questions . . . based o
the Report itself and what it failed to resolve . . 7
were swept aside by faith — faith, first of all, that,
these matters must have been settled by the mass’
of data in the twenty-six supplementary volumes.
of testimony, depositions and documents. Thesa
twenty-six volumes seemed to be so imposing, and]
were, in fact, so impenetrable, that they resolved;
most doubts. Finally, as Dwight Macdonald pointed
out, if the critics of the Report and of the evidencai,
in the twenty-six volumes supposedly supporting.
it managed to reveal how tendentious, one-sided,?
and inadequate some of the solutions were, the
ultimate faith of the public rested on the integrityz
of Justice Warren and his fellow commissioners,;
and the capabilities of the FBI and of the Cory
mission lawyers. It was just too implausible that
such irreproachable talent could have doctored the!
case or have come to the wrong conclusion.” !

i A

The first fifteen of the twenty-six volumes contain,
testimony, depositions, and affadavits of the 552
witnesses. The remaining 11 volumes contain much
raw data. According to Dr. Popkin, x

“The documents are not properly indexed i
or identified,” and their undifferentiated

presentation mixes vitally significantdata |
with “a bewildering collection of junk.” H

An example of such trivia included in these exhibit]
volumes is Commission Exhibit 672, appearing un]
page 330 of volume XVII. Here are microphoto-!
graphs of Oswald’s pubic hair. (Inasmuch as hair|
and fiber analysis was done on a blanket in which!
Oswald allegedly stored his rifle, perhaps the F B1
thought it might bear on the question of whether or{
not Oswald took his rifle to bed with him at night. )i

This massive collectiod of material probaf;!:,j
contains most — if not all — important clues role
vant to the case. What is open to question is the
interpretation of this material. Do the conclusions!
of the Report accurately reflect the evidence? Or to;
pose this question in a manner reflective of tha
Commission's critics: was there more than ond
assassin involved in the killing of Kennedy?

What gives the present debate its angry overs
tones is that the Commission’s own twenty-six
volumes contain the very evidence which the critic
claim gives the lie to the thesis that one man fir

all the shots, gnd that Oswald i3 gyilty;,Shoure
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 critics” arguments be valid, the Commission
st admit incompetence, that it reasoned
y, or interpreted inadequately the material
ore it. And the difference between two critics
on many of these issues is sometimes simply
E## difference between one who assumes incom-
petence is the answer, and those who charge
deliberate cover-up.

: When the Report came out, Murray Kemp-
' of wrote an article in the New Republic called
Warren Report: Case for the Prosecution.
Kempton accused the Report of attempting

“to elevate the implausible to the
probable. That is the kind of thing
we expect, not from judges, butfrom
prosecutors of the better sort. In this
instance we begin to see the Warren
fac Report not as a judicial finding but
“ as a presentation of a highly respon-
sible prosecutor of theevidence gath-
ered for him by a police force. It is
to test such cases that we have an
adversary system of criminal jus-
tice; with the best will in the world it
is hard for courts to function with-
out minatory presence of a defense
counsel.”

_Joachim Joesten, author of Oswald, Assas-
“%fh or Fall Guy, writes about the Report in a
i critical essay accompanying the revised edition
of his book:

§ £
L “As a brief for the prosecution, the
0 Report is extremely able, reflecting
%" the talents of the Commissioners,
i their staff, and their mastery of the
€  essential skill of the prosecutor: to
"i"‘ present to the jury a convincing
i chain of evidence, never giving any
i1 qualification or doubts, however
= glight. Another technique is to so
present the items of evidence as to
make a tenous thread seem as
strong as a clothes line.”

L
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1578 In the introduction to Mark Lane's Rush
To Judgement, Professor Hugh Trevor Roper
7 [writes: “What most dismayed me, on reading
the Report . . . was the evidence. . . of a subtle
(3 but discernible process: the process whereby a
pattern was made to emerge out of the evidence,
[y #nd having emerged, seemed to subordinate
e evidence to it. The Report of the Warren
|1%rnmission is an advocate's summing-up.
e fact that the advocate believes his own
mersion is not relevant: advocates often do.
Before judgement can be given, the advocate
gf, the other side must also be heard . . . When
th sides have been heard, and not before,

“ygasterity may judge.”

Challenging the “summing-up”, Edward
Jay Epstein has pointed to many flaws in the
» Gommission’s Report, and he argues that inept-

ss is primarily to blame; the Commission
['?ﬁomeys were hurried. If it is true that no man
mastered all the FBI reports, for example, then
) one man was able to master and get a
birds-eye-view of what is now available to
1ié critic and to any citizen who chooses to
ay 76 dollars: the complete material to read




vately published. It is, tmfortunately. somewhat

= dmethe 26 volumes. hard on the eyes because the pages are photod
iy graphic%hy reproduced copies of typewritten
5 . . : pages. is book is extremely well researched,
érlrtligaé;ntssscs?g? t\j:rzfﬁb:;;‘::?%odg:mmﬁ? and has an excellent chapter entitled: Oswald’s

- = v G : Governmental Relations. Bluntly, this chapter
[ A fheir Report is in error on major poiats, then deals with evidence that Oswald was an agent
énign and innocent reasons explaining how for fomss Rtaet a0 i
S ever apeeasi cin ouly b prshared ot Popkin's hook: The Secend Gawald, fa. i
{Ftein also puts Iorward another explana- S b it et ouesthucay b9
material in enty-six volumes. Some of it

a%n which views major conclusions of the is strictly speculaﬁvg but intriguing informay

I arren Report as expressions of Political tion. Nevertheless, this doesn’t start until Cha
th. According to this explanation, the ter 5, and is brought out in the process. The
jCommission as an organizatign and the attor- first 50 pages of the book contain good up-to-
¥ neys as individuals tended to operate on two date synopsized material on the theory that
i ﬁﬁereht levels. there must have been more than one man

{1

. 3“3 Noting that there was a dualism of purpose
on the Commission, Epstein writes: ““If the ex-
plicit purpose of the Commission was to ascer-
L-m and pose the facts, the implicit purpose (s
was to protect the national interest by dispelling., 3
rumors . . . These two purposes were compat- |
ible so long as the damaging rumors were,: .
untrue. But what if a rumor damaging to thel'm;
national interest proved to be true? The Com-_ .~
mission’s explicit purpose would dictate that'™ic
the information be exposed regardless of the™
consequences, while the Commission’s implicit alt
purpose would dictate that the rumor be dis-
elled regardless of the fact that it was true.
n a conflict of this sort, one of the Commis-
_sion’s purposes would emerge as dominant.”

_ When information was brought to the Com-

. mission indicating that Lee Harvey Oswald. -
- was a paid Informant for the FBI (by Texasma:
b4 fficials who_also purported to have his infor-aas

=& mant number and know how much he was

paid), Rankin responded as follows: We d
have a dirty rumor that is very bad for the
Commission, the problem and it is very dam*®
aging to the agencies that are involved in i
and it must be wiped out insofar as it is pos
sible to do so by this Commission.

Other issues handled in some depth by EpE2

stein include how the Commission handled the The Werren Commission Report, and books by its
allegations that ()sw;‘dddwas a confidential in- critics, has stirred interest on this campus, as evi-
formant for the FBI, and why it was that many v s St e
witnesses in the area of the grassy knoll were denced by fh? Citizens Committee of Inquiry" fable
never questioned by the Commission. on the SU patio.

Mark Lane’s A Rush to Judgement is tanta-
mount to a defense brief for Lee Harvey Os-
wald. Whereas Epstein's field work and re-
search centered around interviewing members
of the Commission, Lane did extensive and
interesting field work in Dallas, interviewing
many witnesses not called by the Commission.
There are certain places in the twenty-six vol-
umes where the Commission attorney question-
ing a witmess has been criticized for going “offt
the record”, or for curiously changing the sub?
ject. Lane interviewed witnesses such as thi$
(both on film and on tape) and picked up

shooting at the motorcade.

Penn Jones' Forgive My Grief is a collection
of articles first run in his paper, the Midloath-
ian Mirror. Jones has devoted much time to
on-the-spot investigating in Dallas, and hfs
done quite a bit of work investigating deaths
peripheral to, but possibly connected with, [he

i, assassination of President Kennedy. The N
jizvember issue of Ramparts magazine will gt
i@ considerable amount of space to his ﬁnd'm%
One of his most important discoveries conce

where the Commission left off. (His film bears! q B eeting which took place on Sunday after-
the sa}me title as his book and is to be released "" Ipn' N%)v. 24, 1963,pat Rul;i;.s '?tg‘nﬁ'tma}ni
soon. . This is the

Weisberg’s Whitewash and Sauvage's 'I‘h'é "Iﬁo(ﬂy- a;te;fi‘zsn];‘:,?f_md Osw = "
Oswald Affair are two additional books which 2BW Tima

‘Oswald Affair, by Sauvage is a presen-
“E&fior*af a defense brief. He is not as organized
as! L#nej=nor as in-depth as Weisberg. Sauvage
speridé/@‘considerable portion of his time attack-
ing olHemikritics by name and, having accused

deal with all aspects of the assassination, un’
like Epstein, who, for instance, mainly concen!
trates on the Commission's theory that one
bullet went through both men. Weisberg's book

was the first comorehensive book and is pri- . othergrbfispemila narealing & theoswme!
1 ummmw;m el I e
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..},‘-'I'hcre is corollary to the thesis that e
‘i.ijrren Report is a prosecutor’s brief, which™
may help to explain the reaction of the several ©
Commission attorney’s who have appeared in
debate, been interviewed on TV, and issued
statements for the press. i o
As risag
N

! g’

4 David S. Lifton became interested in theg -
validity of the Warren Commission’s cony
clusions in the Spring of 1965, At that limc,
he was shown that the Zapruder moton pic-

‘! ture film, accepted in evidence by ithe Warreds

! Commission, showed that President Ken-d
nedy's bead was snapped violently backwardsy [

i and to the left against the rear seat of his !

/ limousine at the instant of impact of thi -

« fatal shot. As a graduate student in the
Engineering School this one fact seemed?®
anomalous inasmuch as the Warren Repori! ¢

~econcluded that Oswald fired the fatal shot &

. from behind and above the motorcade, yeyq

~ the left-rearward head snap indicated a right- I

© front shot source on the grassy knoll. )

He bought a set of the 26 volumes and

i proceeded to study the case in depth hunting**

1 for evidence either overlooked or possibly i
misinterpreted by the Warren Commission. i
He spent six weeks on the staff of Humpnrts,,‘
magazine this summer. While there, he dis
covered the whereabouts® of Officer Tippir'_“

' in the final moments before he was shot, /!
something no one on the Warren Commission
bothered to determine. A major area of interest; | [

_ for Lifton is working with photographs, taken 1

;. during the moments of the shooting, in an__

. atempt to find indications of other gunman

" firing at the motorcade.

) He does not believe that the Warren Re-
port was written by men who were party to
any conspiracy to suppress the truth. He
thinks the Kennedy assassination is, today,

" an unsolved crime, and that the Warren
Report simply represents an  erroneous
answer, ineptly arrived at.

-ahy
301 In each case, these men have responded to
ithe most widely published arguments in a
rather odd manner. To a man, they have
ysushed to the defense of their Report, sometimes
taepeating the same statements which are care-
-dulbyishewsy id;ibel ingereor i) ’EIworks of the
o vireretiedngs Ealdiita wadieon

- m:gd‘g ‘tﬁtics. s
g@m&&%f the ¢

‘tered so badly und e
Dlﬁlent_ Why? * 2

o - :
v adThe Warren Report is suppoised to re %
( resefy
'gﬁgﬁtrulh as far as it could be dutermine!d.
#ffHHCs purport to refute the major conclusiong
g 35 the Commission. They raise serious issues®
i B;zer:—t:\iii to gw pé(:;li'ary community, they hayen
v ewe wide ¢ i > e
ufﬂxorably. y and, on 's.:ldnu. q
6l 2Reviewing Inquest for th V
B ahevi nqu e New Y
S;ﬁllot Frerf:t)nt-hmlth wrote: “[nquestt;:';r?;ems
i'what r‘nu'alvl_:luw_ be termed a new and prelimi-
3 n(d :n\_es:ngatmn into the assassination of*
1St Lint Kennedy : - - A Pandora's box, per-
»aps, C;L_g{}‘;hcre_xt Is — it has been opened,™’
; Eh‘_lrl Goodwin, formerly Assistant Special -
egr:se‘ 'Igo President Kennedy writes in Book -
eek: we cannot deny this book, then the =

vestigation must be re-ope " e
iy o ] pened . . ." Max_
R elgner wrote: “I have just read a book whi:ﬁ%

Thust admit, shakes for the first time the belicf
%ﬁi&:i‘gi: h%geug Lh;:; report of the Warren Com-
qqu?i: ’ 00K is Inquest. , ., mn
1 . Finally, Senator J. W Fulbrigh i

& . W. t refe

[‘;q,_pot!n l!nquest and Weisberg’s bogk mﬁtﬁfmﬁ
pates: . .. Two books make it clear that the
iolimission’s evidence was riddled with inter-
"2y Inconsistencies and that the procedures of!
“g:g‘_Coz}lmmsmn were far from Hawless while
p1308e of the FBI were — in some respects —
Tﬁgidnagmably sloppy . . .» !

iny Their unanimous reaction raises seri
questions as to the alleged objectivi?y bf)?(?ﬁ-:
men (t)}?e the Commission. The reactions sugg g
that ese men regard the Warren Repo PS
-gnncluswns as some sort of client that hag sy
e_thdefeqded at all costs, This is inconsistent
.‘;nhn their task as defined initially by President
ohnson when he formed the Commission. He
said then that their job was to determine the
truth as far as it could be known. J

It is as if their case which th ad init
\t;?(n- s now up for an appeal, aeg ali)p(f:‘:lmxha?ci
deb?.isle&}e ft(l')xem of a serious reconsideration and

1 the court of public opinion. The lone
assassin finding has been challenged. Oswald’s
g:.ut is being challer_:ged. Serious questions are

l!lu::g raised regarding a possible confidential
relationship between Oswald and the U =
government. Published arguments purpori to,
show that some of the chief evidence accepta
by the Commission is fraudulent. i




