
r its use of sie Comite date: e study ie A eisherg, a | 

the pie ings disclosed that L noi 
ident John F. contain all ae Ce a Pee at. ns 

jnation of President John. F. 
Rend in Dalia on Noverber 

. This es! Reem Sur- 
= ‘view of the fact that 

- Qitestions je 3 

ran an adequate effort fried 
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e. “the most odious event in 
national history."* 

s the result, no doubt, of his 

= ees cy ino 
rhetoric, Weisberg was unable 
to find a publisher for his manu- 
Seript and was reduced to pub- 

“fishing it at his own expense. 
‘Far more fortunate was Edward 

way Epstein, a young graduate 
‘student in political science at 
‘Cornell (now working for his 
doctorate at Harvard), who par- 

ed a mastet’s thesis on the 
arren Commission into.a high- 
*suceessful hook, Notwith- 

2 Nae its “occasional ava- 
i¢ dryness, the book has 
distinction of being the first 

ue of the Warren Commis- 
sion Report. which has made a 

impact on American think- 

Sart 

eat the femtae ft: a 
staass of controversial detail, 
baeatein wisely limited himself 
<a key questions and ham- 

d them home in a way 
ag made it difficult to ignore 

ee ist purpose, he telis ua, 

tion concerns what he 
as the irreconcilable split: be~ 
tween the commission's func 
tion, “which was to ascer 
the facts," and its “ul 
purpose,” which was “to 
the national interest bg 

been no conflict between | 
tion and basic purpose—in « 

truth in any of the rumors 
sprang up after the as: 
tion—there would have 
difficulty. Since this Cae 
tunately not the case, in og 
stein’s view, the commission had — 
to make a choice, and it allowed 

by the desire to dispel rumors 

Connally, Cnare 
from. standard academie™*prn> 
cedure Epstein neglects to give 
credit to any of the earlier, 
studies in which this question 
was taken up. aven though the 
problem of the number and 
source site shit has hecoma 
a major ie in ae 
investigation and has 
treated by several Bieifen' Se 
fore Epstein, among them W 
berg.) 

The Number Of Shot. 

Warren Commission that ” Oo 
three shots were fired and that 
they all came from. the ‘oe 
floor of the Texas School Book 
Depository building in which 
Oswald worked, ‘This conclusion’ 

in turn fatally undermines tnes 
Commission's finding that 
wald was the sole assassin and 
opens wide the door to specula- 
tion as to further assassins, with 
the inevitable corollary of a con= 
er Epstein refrains, low. 
ever, from pursuing the question 
beyond this point, contenting 
himself with showing how 
three-shot. hypothesis forced it to 
select and interpret the cndaiees 
ie cortes order to Payee its con: 

Fen members of the Commis- 
sion (but not its chairman) and 

2 number of its staf! members, 
mlthough there have been criti- 
cisms of Epstein's use of thix 
wapierial, his account of how the 
Commission operated is a valu- 

le contribution to Roo frienaey 

Lane's Book Impressive 
“=Prohably the heat-known eritie 
@f the Warren Commission, from 
‘the moment of its establishment, 

heey “Mark Lane, a New 
| lawyer who originally 

entered the case as tha attorney 
retained by Mrs. Marguerite 
Oswald, Lee Harvey Oswald's 

_ mother, to defend her dead son 
before the Commission, and who 
continued to devote his full time 
to the case even alter Mrs. 

ie tans bot soe pe Lane's an es~ 
alma defense of Oswald, 

the same ground as 
-and (in part) Epstein, 

riched by far greater de- 



ugh Lane, unlike Mele 
erally preserves an a 

d pe in scoring his 

ition of the evidence. Ale 
ugh he is careful to avoid 

- accusations, 

das the areas 
likely to yield a solution 
pmystery. aye 

a lively interest in the 
Nowhere have interest 

lation heen more in- 
. han in France, and noone 
thas done more to influence 
French thinking on the subject 
than Leo Sauvage, a aye 
newspaper cnr 

A ho made a first-hand 
study of the assassination and 
its consequences. It is good, 
‘therefore, that Sauvage's hook, 
first published in France in 
1965,.has now heen made avail- 

an excellent. American 
lation. (The author tells us 

at an American edition was 
nearly ready for publication in 
September, 1964, but was with 
@eawn by the publisher immedi- 
ately aller the release of 

effective contrast between Amer- 
fean ‘ideal standards of public 
conduct and the not infrequent 
japses of which officials have 
heen guilty. * 

The Attack On Walker 
Like Lane and Weisberg, 

Sauvage attempts to exculpate 
Oswald, but he goes further 
than either: in offering an alter- 
native explanation. His sug- 
gested solution is a conspiracy 
hy white racists, angered by 
Kennedy's sponsorship of meas- 
ures to improve the position of 

the Negro and seizing on Oswald 
as a convenient scapegoat, ~ 

In their effort to establish Os- 
ald's innocence Sauvage, Lane 

and Weisberg tend to deal just 
as cavalierly with the facts as, 

-in their view, the Warren Com- 
mission did,__A. crucial problem 

the evidence li Oswal 

of the 
‘Warren Commission _interro 
gated at length, and who knew 
Oswald as well as any. of his 
acquaintances- in the Dallas 
area, told the commission that 
he had accidentally stumbled 
onto evidence of Oswald’s guilt 
a few days after the’ attack on 
General Walker was made, 

Oswald Not Cleared 
In addition, we have the sheet 

of instructions which, according 
to Marina, Oswald left with her 
for guidance after his expected 
arrest for the assassination of 
General Walker, Evaluation of 



any-of the critics have accorded. 
it. (Sauvage carelessly bases 
description of it on a ‘second- 
hand reading which is 
strably incorrect.) 5 

crime, than in providing one of 
their own. In’ particular, fe : 
have so far failed completely in 
their efforts to separate Oswald” 
from. the assassination. It! is” 
hardly possible for a deactey 
observer, to read through «the 
voluminous testimony ‘on Os- — 
wald’s ality and hack- — 
ground provided by a host of 
witnesses in the Hearings with- 
out reaching the conclusion. that | 
in some way he played a key 
role in the assassination, even 

The Situation Now 
Where, then, does the problem. 

stand at present? The work of 
the Warren Commission has 

Gace presentation of one 
possible ‘hypothesis among sev- 
eral, but it is unlikely to assign 
the Commission as black a mark 
as its critics would wish. Espe-_ 
cially by its courageous decision | 
to publish its Hearings, the Com- 
mission demonstrated that its 
fundamental commitment was 
to the truth, and. for this it de- 
Beryes full recognition. 

Since the Warren Commis 
sion's work has aroused well- 
founded criticism, should it 
reply to its critics, ar should a, 
new Government-sponsored in- 
vestigation be undertaken? Both 
suggestions have been made, but” 
it seems coche ena ; 
Purpose would» be served: by: 

ing along these lines. 
Epstein's demonstration of the 
basic dilemma which cont ds 
the Warren Commission 
retain: ils validity for the work 
of any other Goy ot 
appointed body of investi, 
The search for tha truth from 
hera on can best be left to pri- 

dent Kemmedy may emerge, 
ROBERT i SLUSSER, 

— Assovigta fessor of History 
“+ The-Tohny Hopkina University


