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Professor A. L. GOODHART, Q.C.

an authority on law on both sides of the Atlantlc'_
finds ll’r’rle substance in the crltlcrsms

IF the Warren Commis-
sion had allowed Mr;
I.ane to contest the evi-
Fdem.e before judgment
ere would have been no
fieed of his book.” So
writes Professor Trevor-
Roper of Oxford Univer-
va in an introduction to
m lark Lane’'s “Rush to
dgment,”” one of two
er books about the

% Kennedy

s assassination

published in  English
=editions last week.

20 Mr. Lane, a New York
er, had claimed to act as
sel for Oswald before the
mmission,  having  been

uetamed by Oswald's mother.

oglisle Commission, in refusing
application, emphasised
dhat it was an mveshganng

l Fga wan s;ﬂ mf sm

318 “.hgim  yavel o sympbon
ath mlﬂ “easibaF? —ums i

I(s mallﬂous

ibody, so that the aaversary
stem of an ordinary trial
"a’oukd not be suitable;

umln support of his claim to
crepresent the dead Oswald,
r. Lane in his book cites the
knglish law. After saying that
W the denial of counsel to the
ydeceased - was an act both
-mprecedented» and unfair,"” he
"-'Wntes
{,:, “In England the rule of law
sisis peshaps better understood
and role of counsel better
pre ed. A Ruyal Commis-
! gaged in hearings to
etern‘ilﬁe the innocence o#
ilt of one deceased as ‘a
tter of course provides that
unsel for the family may par-
ipate fully and without reser-

is statement is both utter
ense and completely false.
e never has been such a
1l, and there never has been
h an appointment.

Similar question

tion, and such counsel would:
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; A similar question did arise
England in 1962, when a
bunal was appointed under
¢ Tribunals of Inquiry (Evi-
ce) Act, 1921, to hear the
bsall Affair. Vassall, a cleex
the Admiralty, had ' be
victed, of. $pying for the”
Ssians,o. and,g.there were
y rumours cpncerning the
ours that he: was said to
{ received from high
t?; officials.. - After the
12 ad “been raised ‘in
aflizment by Mr. Gaitskell,
¢ Leader of the Opposition,
hd Prime Minister ( . Mac-
an) announ the a pmnt~
ent of a Tribupal with Lord
afdclife as chairman, saying
ndt the flow of rumour had
g passed the point of toler-
hen the hearings began,
rald Gardiner, Q.C. (now
d lg;nculbr) applied’ that /

entation to take pér:
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in all sessions should be
accorded to Mr, Gaitskell; simi-
larly Lord Carrington, First
Lord of the Admiraity, applied
for full representation as he was
impliedly one of the accused.
Both applications were refused
by Lord Radcliffe, who pointed
out that this was an investiga-
tion at which the applicants
could give evidence, gut that
they could not claim the right
to cross-examine the other wit-
nesses. This  was obviously
good sense because otherwise
all the other witnesses would be
entitled to -ask for the same
representation; the result wculd
be chaos.

The ruling that Mr._Lane had

no right to represent the dead
Oswald and cross-examine all

MARK LANE
Three tests of confidence

the other witnesses did not, of
course, prevent him from pre-

senting to the Commission any

evidence he wished, especially
in regard to the existence of the
alleged conspiracy on_ which
the whole of his book is
based, He did so on fwo
,occasions' when giving evxdg

+¢ In his. mirodur.hon. Prof,
Trevor-Roper says: * We ha
to admit that we lack con
dence in the evidence s.abmjued
to the Commission and the
Commission's handling of it.”
Others may take a different
view when they compare Lane’s
statements in this book with
the Report and the transcript of
the evidence. e
The Commission concluded
that the President was killed
by two bullets fired from a
sixth-storey window in a build-
ing which the motorcade had
just passed. The assassin was
. Lee Oswald, who an hour
a.ter killed Polic Officer
ppit, whe was patro[lmg the
streets in a car in search of
anyane resembling the ciescnp-

ek

Two days after his arrest
Oswald was shot dead by Ruby,
tur there was no evidence that
the latter acted with any other
person in the killing,

Mr. Lane disputes all these
conclusions. There is, he says,
compelling evidence that the
President was struck by two
bullets, one fired from the
building which hit him in the

-back of his head, and another

fired from a knoll in the
opposite situation 100 yards
away which entered the front
of 'his throat. The official
autopsy which said that both
bullets entered from the back
had been intentionally falsified.
The killer in the building was
not Oswald, but some unidenti-
yicd man who had been placed
there by unidentified com-
spirators with the connivance
of the Dallas police. The man
who shot Tippit was some
unidentified man acting for the
i!as poh;:e who were afraid

dﬁ disclose. some.

failed to say

Prof. Trevor-Roper's‘ays that
“ there is no evidence at all to
explain how or why the Dallas

- police instantly = pounced on

Oswald,” but he fails to state
that the police radio alert had
described the assassin as being

. “white, slender, weighing about

165 pounds, about 5t 10in.
tall, and ‘in his early thirties."”

This was an almost exact des- -

cription of Oswald. Finally Mr.

Lane suggests that Ruby Kkilled .

Oswald so as to prevent him
from giving evidence to prove
his own innocence.

| The question of confidence
on which Prof. Trevor- -Roper
rightly insists can be best
answered by referring to three
major points dealt with by Mr.
Lane in his book, and compar-
ing his presentation with the
transcript of the evidence pub-
lished by the Commission.

The first point concerns Mr.
Lane's own. evidence in regard
to the alleged conspiracy. On
March 4, when Mr. Lane first
appeared, he said : “I would
likg to request that this portion
of the hearing, in any event, be
opened to the public.” The
Chief Justice answered that he
had the same right “as any wit-
ness would have to request
that,” (Of the 552 witmesses
who gave evidence he was the
only one who asked for this
form of publicity.)

Mr. Lane began with a

togsaphsdviici

- to investigate a **

=’tq’m:ld a Right-wing carpet sales-

‘srman from New York named

leat the Prnfessnr :

oy Bris If you can tell
thy comp CcOncerning a - you
ﬁlnf hevsaldadad

been doctored by some news-.
‘papers although this did not

concern the .Commission. He
then requested the Commission
series of most
unusual coincidences,” the sug-
gestion being that the Dallas
police were responsible for the
murder of a number of poten-
tial witnesses, two of them in
California.

He then stated that * the
reporters from foreign coun-
tries'" had been surprised that
the airports had not been
closed, roadblocks placed on the
streets, and all trains stopped
and searched after the assassi-

~nation. What such a complete

embargo on all movement
would have accomplished when
no one knew what to search for
was not explained.

It was not until nearly the

end of his “testimony™ that
Mr, Lang said that he had been

informed that a week before the -

‘assassination Patrolman Tippit

Weissman, who later published
an insulting advertisement con-
cerning the President on the
morning of the assassination,
had met Ruby at his Carousel
Club.

When asked for the name of

‘his informant Mr. Lane refused:

to give it, as he had promised
him not to disclose it. He said,

however, that he would try to

obtain his permission as soon
as possible, Nothing further
happened for nearly four

months, although the Commis-.

sion sent repeated ‘requests to
him.

Mr. Lane refused
informant’s name

Then,
Commission was drawing to an
end. Mr. Lane left for England
because "I felt it important
that somehow the American
people be informed about what
is taking place; and I found that
practically the only way to
inform the American people is
to speak in Europe.” The Com-
mission was, however, so anxi-

ous to have him testify that it

offered to pav for his return
passage. He accepted this, but
when he appeared before the
Commission in June he again
refused to give his informant's
name.

The Chief Justice then said:
*We have every reason to
doubt the truthfulness of what
you. have heretofore told us. . .
ho gave

yisitor

as the work of the

vyou have performed a ;ﬁ
to this Commission. But un
you do you have do.ne noﬂn&b
but handicap us." Mr.

replied that he was prepared o,
give “ information,” but nobbﬁ
sources. This must be the figst!
time in history that a Chief Jus<
tice of the United States -hag’
deliberately accused a lawyu!
telling an untruth. :

Mr. Lane has now gx
further information _in . this
book. He first heard of -the
meeting from a journalistiwhd
had obtained his informati %
from a ‘‘widely respected
‘to Ruby's f—-aﬂ&hﬂ
The visitor went there fret
quently becaiise ‘one of"the
dancers was his girl friend. She
became pregnant. As he w
married man he did not
his visits to attract attention..

Mr. Lane felt in homoun
bouad. . to. respect his wi
even' though no reference to
girl friend need have been-m
before the Commxssmn 1o Eng-.
land" Mr. 'Lane would ‘haee
been sent to prison if he' Had
refused  the  Commission's
demand for an answer. qu

The second point relating t
confidence is raised by M
Lane's chapter entitle
“ Rypy's: Testimony " in whi
the ovisit of the Commissica
to Ballas to interview Rubyzis
des(fnhed Mr. Lane _

a‘
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EDWARDJAY EPSTEIN it
An * mcrednble suggetﬂnn H

to let Ruby testify, Whensat
last he did, it was manl.fm
reluctant to question him .ib 2]
This statement is litetafly"
true, but its implication \
the Commission was trying;to,
hide something is comp! egelr._,
false.,. E v e r y compeisnts
lawyer knows that whem smi
accused ' person  has ‘hesabs

_arn:sted he must not be asked !



.W,‘i’n- m, therefore, went out.
i his \;n?ioﬁ to press Ruby. fgﬂ;
answer’ became.vas he sa:d.ﬁ

uilty of murdering Oswald and

Ld been. sentenced to deau;&;;:
_but his new lawyer wis :

~to prove that Bnby was. gui
gﬁr of manslaughter ‘as =l§e 1
Cacted without premedzm

ari ‘under an overwhelmi

? ion. It was this that R
[tepéated again and agm zgﬂ‘
; M'} Lane argues that _{ed
ould  have been  cross-s
m@rmmed by the Oommnssmu.m
hich failed to make “ the pro~iit
efforts,”” He says' that  ther?

g egregious omission of #l.

s, is that he (Ruby) w
-gsked wln:therj fZ hz

3 16 Ru.by had answered l‘hu’a
sitt the affirmative he would havesis
1 "siﬂ his ‘own death warrant !

€Ca e it would hnve prov

d have been contmxy o 7

rzbe ; numples on which

¢f Justice has insisted in tb,;-r

I tec_qt Supr&me Court  -cas xﬁ
m

oncerning the  protecti
used . persons | a:gm_ins.tw
ﬁlimfary mtermggtihns. " by

r{je-detectur testl

ually mls!eachng Ls .M:
[ang’s statement that Ruby
hought that “if he told all he
new to the Commission he
snmuﬂd lose his life in the Dallas:
mil.™ Tt is true that Ruby did
y that he wauld lose his life !
Dallas, but it is clear that he¥
as talking about the 1
‘A 'by the John Birch Society,

? w .he ﬁd.,. lle‘-— {

E Chief Warreu, your Me s ﬁ!.nl
ger in this uty, T your
ow' that? " v ioah

l'm? The whole pomt of ]

At tnnon was that he wan

ashington to be giver "
etector test which wor
reve that he had told
when he said that he ha

mlsaﬁon S &

t!st‘agggqy'Re_i

been adiet:e: hwyﬁr,_
a “Mr., Lane. @i nuin g
B 'nle third test of conﬁﬂemg % . ]
1-be found in Mr. Lane'sd e because, 3¢
ter “The Testimon “ofil) Mf‘ Macmillan sach 'ﬂh
ncy Perrm Ru:h‘ wl'uch bllﬂ ting the Vassall Tribu

; !.h' ecked  rumounrs n_tnjé

= but ‘there .wns
* about the mnney

[ that mommLRuBy ent |
i ﬁgﬂ.bﬂe had a b e
i ere his breast packct-. L Wi
‘befThe Colon:

. another ‘room, ané~whm

 When wsemmﬁc!mrd _
Epstein’s - ‘book, “ lnquest,
we find that he agrees with |

tion was by no maaﬁs ok
ive g even thorough.

“Mr. Epstein, who is a you
‘research student much
ested in psychology. has
ingenious explanation for what
he considers to be the t’n .
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r. Eard War,l‘n (left), U.S. CHief Justice, handmg thb m n Report to President Johnson two ::"

wﬂ[y the bﬂ““““ of "M{Onf Al i A AR 1 -a0s algnis & mmiot 000.00° =
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ALdid not; theretore, exst.

_ In his introduction, of
I8Rovere, when referring to trg
revious books on the War
fReport, says that “ most of t
published attacks on it wert
& ransparently  malicious ¢
6 jenorant.”” There seems to;ﬁé
no reason why the pres
books should not he included
dn dbemiamencatenory. 1ol bus1dd
HISESITY

separate one, but neither grofp
held that the other must
wrong. It was a choice bet e
two possibilities. The * erucial
conflict,” - which Mr. Rovere
says that Me, Epstein ‘‘ broug!
to light here for the first tim
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