1S is a ctismrbmg book; and lhough the reactions it

nvukes are, in many ways, variegated, free- -floating and
to pin down, the disturbances may be found on at least

d _ Ieyels
first, the book brings back
wiul memorics of Nov

i;t,zgern Ld

“Kennedy was a

man with
‘whom many
S Americuns, es-

= pecially of my
',‘.gr:cratmn

[
'@Hﬂnnhcd, Jei=
}‘,%er overtly or
ubtly. He was 2
: ung, hea - Mk
4 - witty, nch poWﬁ;{u!

i, :"m"ﬁxd charisma, of course,
uj":md 1o borrow a phrase of un-
L er generalion, he- haﬂ._
ﬁn MPI\ “it”. We were young:
=r ““thought we were handsome
1!lm'l witty, longed to he rich
'v_ﬁand powerful, - His assassina-
= was. therefore, in' the
~“Words of the Warren Report.
% crubl and shocking act of
~Wiolence directed™ not alone
minst” John Kennedy, the
n, but az,ainsl all of us who
ed him.

% T'HAVE memories of that
%@y as I suppose most Ameri-
£ eans do, which, to me, are

* particularly ironic, When the
r 3ﬁllmg occurred, I was in a
. judge’s chambers in the Crimi-
nal Court watching a “girlie”
“film in preparation for prose-
cuting an_obscenity trial that
“was to shorily begin. The mor-
connection between that ex-
ience and the obscenity
= committed in- Dallas at the
‘Same time need not be
bored, That night, with the
alleged murderer in custody
the air filled with cries
his life, T dehvcrrd an ad-

1
~ which have led to conclusions

- which-may be stated summar-
b1 ﬁﬂv hcte' The Warren Com-
ission, while dmng a massive,

*mt do a complete ]obz The
;ilqpart has holes; it does not
S  all questions which
| meed answering. ‘It fails, prob-
= ﬂﬂy unnecessarily, to quell
bts that could have been,
H'-‘M must now be, quelled.
-‘gf’@n the-other hand, while the
E ission may have been
imhy of roshing to judgment,
’la'lhe ﬂtlc of Mr Lnnes book

Controversial s pilofagmph taken before the doorw
of the assassination, Was the man ii
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impnes, the author 15 as guiity
‘bl”lltemptmg to rush us—his
readers—io g judgment in a
Mmanner which may strike one

'!lUSH TO Judgment" is
tacterized by its author and
sher as a “critique™ of the
rren Commrssmn Report.
i Gritique i an improper ward,
- in ,_. Vview, for it implies. a

ay of Texas Book Depasitory at mne
the circle Lee Harvey Oswald?
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"not tha

of gtyupmtm ‘of the de-

_r.timihaL case

regard lhﬁm dg
,Fo&me pmswutor and ;;.1 e

nh;Jay .

Cvery little “eredible evidence to
,show that-Lee Harvey Oswald
‘killed Kennedy; or that Jack
Ruby acted alone in killing
Oswald,  One may begin to
douht that the-police of Dallas.
and m‘aew, that " the Federal

est in th mvmgano/‘ nd,
unfortunatety, recourse to the
report” in an effort to rebut
these allegaﬁnas i ﬂ;ﬂn:l

report nself. the. teader ‘who
turns to the report to mtm lhe
o i‘

mgtj# bu:messcd.

The Zﬁvoh.‘nmes of mﬁnony
heard by the commission.
which form the basis of the
conelusions ‘of its report, are
not generally available. One
reader in a thousand can or
will consult “them. And it is
not the function of a review
to qua.rre! with the conclusions
of the hook in detail; time,
space and purpose preclude
this. Nevertheless, I have
chosen an example ‘which to
me. on first reading, seemed to
be a particularly strong point
of Mr. Lane's, An annlysu of
Gt wmw to illustrate my.
fears that Mr. Laneﬂmnl"y_m_
of the report, and the Oswald-
R‘ﬂ?y k}mﬂgsv 15 nﬂt faﬂ b\no
‘in fact, kinky, :

THE COMMBSION ched
in partial support of its con-
clusion that Oswald Killed Ken-
nedy by shooting a rifle from -
the sontheast, sixth-floor win-
dow of the Texas Book De-
pository, a man whom Lane
calls its “star witness” and a'
person “on whosc identifica-

Yoo Vanhaad

mn ﬁﬂ cnmmmuu FCauTy

His _identification is, of
course, subject o the legitimate
criticisms,  which Mr. Lane
makes, that he knew, at the
time of the lineup, lhu}()mnld
‘was in custody for the murder

~of Patrolman Tippit as Wﬂl
nal

‘wald was involved in a ‘mn-
spiracy, the threat ¢ ered o

e e =t -..-f:ﬂ__ 1
= [R. LANE is not con-
tm{‘%%ndmm He attempts
lo uhderm;ne ‘the cmdibmty of
by saying that he had’
poéfeyesight and was not wear-
ing his glasses at the time he
pmoﬂedly saw Oswald in the
A reference to - tb,g
record, "however. shows th
annau testified that, at -
time. nly for

credit ROWIand’s lesumony on
Iwe staled‘

IN nomm defense,
Mr hmc cites Rowlaml as

POI"S- Here the commission, in
my judgment, falls down. For
the FBI agents who took Row-
“land’s early statements were
“not called to rebut this. More-
over, says Mr. Lane, and with
some justification, exaggera-

tion nr fmmhm of

timony o ﬁamm]afed whject
in the xbﬁenee bf aay mguve

: ‘to falsify testimony about such

=05wald was not lb: killer, Mr

‘Lane cites. the testimony of an
“18-year-old eyewrtness. Arnold

an event. And Mr. Lane is cor-
[gect in pointing out, as the
‘commission does not, that Mrs.

Rowland qualified her assess-
ment of her hushand's credi-
bility. b;c addmg that he exag-
gerated only to make Jnmmlf
seem a better “student” or

“salesman” than he was, Most






