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A Critique

Warren Report

by Dwight Macdonald

No heroes and no style, but the American anti-lliad has epic scope (912 pages)
and more facts than you, or the authors, could digest: consider now what they add up to—
about Oswald, about law, about truth, about America

eport Of
The President's Commission On The A ination Of President
John F. Kennedy, United States Government Printing Office, 912
pages, $3.25, cloth.

This big handsome volume, with the Presidential Great Seal
stamped in gold on its dark-blue cover, is in many ways the best
book value in years. The sturdy, well-sewn binding and tough paper
stand up to hard use, such as in writing this review, like English
leather goods. The typeface, used in all G.P.O. publications, is clear
and workmanlike, as legible as it is homely. The G.P.O. has never
aspired to beauty, unless good materials and utility be considered
80, but it still maintains the old standards of book manufacturing
that have been abandoned by our cial publishers. Their
books look sleazy and flashy alongside this product of old-fashioned
craftsmanship in its Quakerishly sober garb—it doesn’t even have
a dust jacket and its typographical layout, if it can be said to have
any, must have been established once for all by some long-forgotten
Government Printer in a frock coat and wing collar. James Agee
once told me that he had tried, vainly, to persuade the publisher of
Let Us Now Praise Famous Men to print and bind it in the G.P.Q.
standard style, like a report on soil erosion. I scoffed then about
inverse preciosity, but now, after weeks of close contact with this
admirable product of the G.P.O,, I think Agee had a point.

And inside those austere covers what riches, heaped up with the
disorderly profusion of treasures in a bandit’s cave, or the layout
of The New York Times! It takes a bit of sorting, but the raw mate-
rials are here for the best detective story since The Sign of Four;
all that patient sleuthing (Oswald’s day-by-day, sometimes hour-
by-hour movements at crucial periods are reconstructed), all those
clues and false leads, and—a gold mine of savvy for future detec-
tive-story writers—all that precise information on such interesting
topics as paraffin tests (not reliable), polygraphic “lie-detector”
tests (ditto), the telltale microscopic structure of a hair, a bit
of paper, a few strands of cloth fiber, and, most fascinating of

all, the techniques of identifying bullets, cartridges, palm prints
(Agatha Christie never told me they were as revealing as finger-
prints), handwriting and photographs (which, I was also surprised
to learn, can be traced to the camera that took them as definitely as
bullets can be related to a gun). What happens when a test bullet is
fired into a skull (filled with gelatin in lieu of brains) is also de-
scribed, perhaps a little too graphically. There is enough data on the
lives of those two strange, depressing and very American person-
ages, Jack Ruby (27 pages) and Lee Harvey Oswald (201 pages),
for a novel and no doubt some main-chance fictioneer is now writing
it. But these densely factual pages are of most interest to the stu-
dent of American society. They tell him a great deal, perhaps more
than he wants to know.

The Warren Report is an American-style Tliad, i.e., an anti-Iliad
that retells great and terrible events in limping prose instead of
winged poetry. And what prose! The lawyer’s drone, the clotted
chunks of expert testimony, the turgidities of officialese, the bureau-
crat’s smooth-worn evasions. For the Homeric simile, Research;
for the epic surge and thunder, the crepitating clutter of Fact.

But Achilleus, gathering the fury upon him, sprang on the Tro-
jans / with a ghastly cry, and the first of them he killed was
Iphition. . . . / Great Achilleus struck him with the spear as he
came in fury / in the middle of the head, and all the head broke
into two pieces. / He fell, thunderously.

At 12 :30 p.m., Centrel Standard Time, as the President’s open
Ui pr ded at approgimately eleven miles per hour along
Elm Street toward the Triple Underpass, shots fired from a rifle
mortally wounded President Kennedy and seriously injured Gov-
ernor Connally. One bullet passed through the President’s neck; a
subsequent bullet, which was lethal, shattered the right side of his
skull. Governor C n tained bullet ds in his back, the
right side of his chest, nght wrist, and left thigh.

The heroes of our anti-epic are not Hector and Lysander “and
such great names as these,” not Diomedes, Agamemnon, Sarpedon,
Menelaus, not even Patroclus. They are that quintessence of the
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anti-hero, Lee Harvey Oswald, resentful underdog trying to give
meaning to his failed life by elbowing his way into History; Jack
Ruby, hero-worshiper of cops and Presidents, who killed Oswald
to avenge Jackie and the kids; Judge Joe Brown who presided over
Ruby’s trial chewing tobacco and occasionally leafing through maga-
zines on the bench; Police Chief Curry who led the fatal motor-
cade and whose appetite for publicity made his headquarters a
televised chaos which Ruby easily penetrated in his mission of ven-
geance; District Attorney Wade who tried and convicted “the
suspect” on TV during Oswald’s miraculous survival for almost two
days in the custody of the Dallas cops; J. Edgar Hoover, whose
G-men had efficiently kept Oswald “under surveillance” as a defector
to the U.S.S.R. and a pro-Castro agitator, but who neglected to tell
the Secret Service about it, and whose response to a reproof in the
Report was “Monday-morning quarterbacking,” accurate but some-
how inadequate. Not that there weren’t epic parallels, of a sort.
Chief Curry, or D.A. Wade, will do as Ajax, Shakespeare's Ajax.
Nor is the Commission’s Chairman, Chief Justice Warren, badly
cast as Nestor: honorable, respected, but a little slow, perhaps more
the Polonius type. Pretty as she is, Marina Oswald isn’t quite up to
Helen; Cressida maybe. The one hero who is definitely missing,
among the authors of the Report, alas, as well as among the unheroes
they celebrate, is that man of many counsels, the clever Odysseus.

But the greatest hero of all, oddly, is here. The late President
Kennedy will more than do for Achilles, strong and handsome and
all-conquering (except for the House Rules Committee), a prince
among men. But his Myrmidons, the scores of Secret Service agents
whose job it was to protect him, were in the American style: “Under
established procedure, [they] had instructions to watch the route
for signs of trouble, scanning not only the crowds but the roofs and
windows of buildings”—execept, it seems, the sixth ficor of the Texas
School Book Depository. Somehow the established procedure didn’t

. quite work out and the President got killed. Achilles’ Myrmidons
did better, but then they were Greeks,

However, the Warren Commission did not undertake its enormous
labors in order to write an Iliad or to provide materia)l for novelists
or detective-story addicts or students of American society. “The
President directed the Commission to evaluate all the facts and

- circumstances surrounding the assassination and the subsequent
killing of the alleged assassin,” states the Foreword, which later
comes to the real point: “Because of the numerous rumors and
theories, the Commission concluded that the public interest . . .
could not be met by merely accepting the reports or the analyses
... [of the F.B.IL, the Secret Service and the Dallas police, ete.]. Not
only were the premises and conclusions of those reports critically
reassessed, but all assertions or rumors relating to & possib]e'con-
spiracy . . . which have come to the attention of the Commission,
were investigated.”

The Commission’s task was one of exorcism, to lay to rest once
for all those “numerous rumors and theories” that flittered and
chittered in the twilight of those two strange days in Dallas, a twi-
light rendered even murkier by the incompetence of the local author-
ities. As is well known, and not surprising, Europeans generally
assumed that Oswald and Ruby could not have achieved their mur-
ders all by themselves and for personal—and irrational—motives;
nor could they believe that the confusion in the Dallas Police Head-
quarters and the many contradictory statements that issued from
that Bedlam were evidence of bungling rather than of conspiracy.
Their own police forces are more professional, more “sérieuz,” as the
French say. And their assassinations have typically been the work
of conspiratorial groups, with clear political aims. But of the seven
previous attempts on the lives of our Presidents, successful (Lin-
coln, Garfield, McKinley) and unsuccessful (Jackson, the two
Roosevelts, Truman), five have been the work of solitary cranks of
dubious mental balance, one (Lincoln) of a political conspiracy, but
limited to half-a-dozen fanatics acting on their own; and only one
(Truman) in the European style—it’s significant that the party
behind it was Puerto Rican and not American.

It is surprising, however, and not so well known that the Ameri-
can public also seems to have had doubts as to Oswald’s be-
i ing & lone killer. A Gallup poll shortly after the assassination found

that only twenty-nine percent thought Oswald had acted alone, while

+ fifty-two percent thought “some group or element” was also in-
' volved, What group precisely was rarely specified for then as now

there was a complete blank on the most modest kind of evidence

)

connecting the two killers to any accomplices. Still the fact was that
a bare majority of Americans and a decisive majority of Europeans ’
thought there was something fishy about the case and that the au-
thorities (“they”) had either overlooked or were covering up some
kind of political conspiracy. So on November 29, 1963, President %
Joh inted the G i whose Report was issued ten

months later.

o

Its most striking aspect is the quantitative. The 912 pages are
distilled from some 25,000 interviews and re-interviews by the F.B.I. 7
which were submitted to the Commission in 25,400 pages of reports
plus 1,550 interviews by the Secret Service (4,600 pages) plus the
testimony of 552 witnesses, 94 of whom appeared before the Com-
mission while the rest were questioned by the Commission’s legal §
staff or submitted sworn affidavits. There were two unsworn state- :
ments, those of Mr. and Mrs. Lyndon B. Johnson, Peking papers
please copy. Eight weeks after the Report, the Commission pub-
lished the complete testimony of its 552 witnesses in 15 volumes plus
11 volumes containing photographs of 8,154 Exhibits ranging from
President Kennedy’s coat and shirt (the rips in the coat made by the
frantic doctors and the great patches of bloodstains that blot out
the shirt’s jaunty stripes were, for me, more moving and horrible
than anything in the testimony, even Jackie’s narrative) to the Com-
plete Works of Lee Harvey Oswald (every scrap of paper covered
with his wretched handwriting and even worse spelling seems to be
preserved here for history) and snapshots from his family album
(“Me and Marina with Uncle Vasily and Aunt Lubova,” also known
as Exhibit 2623) and Jack Ruby’s (Exhibit 5300-A ; “Me and Two
of the Girls in front of My Nightclub™).

The efficiency with which the data were distributed was also im-
pressive. The purchaser of The New York Times on September 28th,
the day after the Report was released, got for his ten cents the nor-
mal paper plus a 48-page section which printed the full text of the *
Report and generous selections (18 pages) from the Appendices.
Those with a dollar to spend could shortly buy a Bantam paperback
of the Report plus all the Appendices. “The first printing for 700,000
copies of this 800-page edition . . . has been made available just
eighty hours after President Lyndon B. Johnson released it,” Ban- -
tam crows. “This establishes a new milestone in book publishing.

A force of over 150 skilled men and women . . . accomplished this
gigantic task by working in eight-hour shifts around the clock.”

It’s all very American: the collection of data on the scale of an in- *
dustrial operation followed at once by their democratic dissemina-
tion—a price range from the Times’ ten cents to the $76 the G.P.0.
charges for its 26 volumes of complete testimony and exhibits.
Nothing up our sleeves, you see, the Establishment tells the Unestab-
lished, we just want you to have All The Facts so that you can make
up your minds intelligently. There is some cant in this line but also
some political health. “It’s fantastic, really absurd to publish the
complete record of such a delicate investigation,” a French jour- 3
nalist said to me recently. “Can you imagine it happening in Rus- !
sia?” I couldn’t (nor in France), but what makes this somewhat X
grudging tribute notable is that it came from a writer who has 3
made an intensive study of the Dallag mysteries and who doesn't
think the Warren Report clears them up. “My politics are simple,”
he added. “I don’t like to be considered an idiot. So I'm against the
Report because Mr. Earl Warren must consider me an idiot.” His
contempt for the Report is almost as great as his contempt for some %
of its critics, notably such mongers of conspiracy theories as Joachim £
Joesten (Oswald: Assassin or Fall Guy?, Marzani & Munsell, $3.95)
and Thomas G. Buchanan (Who Killed Kennedy?, G. P. Putnam’s
Sons, $4.95).

Our heroes, and our villains, have often used this factual, prag-
matic approach, so congenial to the national temperament : the early
muckrakers like Lincoln Steffens (The Shame of the Cities) and Ida
Tarbell (The History of the Standard Oil Company) : Brandeis' in-
vention of the “sociclogical brief” with which in 1908 he successfully
defended before the Supreme Court the Oregon ten-hour law, sub- i
stituting socioeconomic data for legal reasoning on the grounds that .
“There is no logic that is properly applicable to these laws except
the logic of facts,” a proposition dubious philosophically, since facts
have no logic, but effective practically—Constitutional law was never :
the same again; Al Smith's rasping battle cry when he was the re-
form governor of New York, “Let’s look at the record!”; the late
Senator McCarthy’s exploitation of Facts (“I hold in my hand a
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letter dated . . .”) which later proved to be non-Facts—the letter

- sometimes was a blank sheet of paper—or even anti-Facts, or lies;

the mountains of Facts, sometimes surpassing even the Warren Com-

ion’s hoard, ted by the great Congressional investi-

) _gatlons from the Pujo Committee’s hearings on the “Money Trust”

-in 1913 down to the late Sensator Kefauver's patient, masterly in-

¥estigation of monopolistic business practices. Vice-President

: .;I\lxon summed up the American attitude when he cried out, incredu-

‘;iously, to a'mob of Peruvian students who were stoning him: “But
uion't you want to hear fects?”” The rocks continued to fly.

0 now we have the Warren Commissioners, neither heroes nor
(villains, putting their trust in a saturation barrage of factual ammu-
«wition. N t they have their little weak-
| pesses. A%and
= sc%ﬁ%:ﬁmMWr

gre ey subtle essences, full of mystery and metaphysics, that
‘f:hxnge their color and shape, their meaning, according to the con-

gext in which they are presented. Thmmﬂwb\e_rrtreﬂted
's!lﬂ,h/g‘}ianﬂrinm and the gtandard of judgment should be ROt Now

. anany Fac e can mobilize in support of a position bu: ill-
3fll ly one di between them, hiow objectively one uses them
uth, which s sometAing different from, though no

to ajll;wi—L
“_m'_e}tad-m..tmi‘qnct%._,__
. Another aspect of Facts is that there can be tooc many of them.

‘)I‘his the Warren Commissioners don’t seem to understand, perhaps
yhecause they are representntlve Americans. A great defect of
thexr Repo; ered as Ixterature or as argumenta-
“kitcherrstove is omitted, but not the Facts, recorded on page 670 at
the taxpayers’ expense, that the New Orleans house Mother Oswald
bought in 1941 (a) cost $1,300, (b) was Jocated at 1010 Bartholo-
mew Street and not at 1011 or 1009, (c) had a backyard, and (d)
was in a neighborhood that, “according to John’s recollection . . .
v.as not as pleasant as Alvar Street.” It is also recorded that in this
perlod “the family kept a dog named ‘Sunshine.’”
In Edgar Allan Poe’s The Purloined Letter, a blackmailer steals
n letter and hides it in his house; the Paris police spend weeks sys-
tematically going over every room and its contents with probes,
microscopes, ete., but fail to find it; Poe’s Dupin, first and greatest
of fictional detectives, reasons that the blackmailer, a clever man,
’Would have anticipated such a search and would have decided the
est way to hide the letter was not to; Dupin finds it in plain sight,
“Yhrust with ostentatious carelessness into a cheap card rack “dan-
glmg by a dirty blue ribbon” from the study mantelpiece. Ameri-
r@ans have a similar technique for concealing by revealthg:

2“ ish so at only the most acute and
iligent reader can find the needle of Truth in the haystack of Facts.

'he plethora_of_unedite: acts In the new: 0 e New
Wow@@r our sociological studies, impene-

rably thick with tables, case histories and masses of dispensable

i 1'ilﬂta Or the Wan'en Report. I don” oment imply that these
fanyt ing. Merely that this isThe effect of their labors,
: W

For Instance, the Report ha elvé pages on § trip to
Mexico two months before the ination and his ful

wefforts to get travel visas at the Cuban and Soviet embassies: a cru-
‘cml point, and the Commission’s patient sleuthing establishes to my
atisfaction that while Oswald was full of conspiratorial zeal, he
ailed to infect the Cuban and Russian embassies with it so signally
“-Yhat neither gave him a visa, while the Cubans threw him out. But
*4t could have been done in half the space had they left out the kind of
esearch trivia—Minifacts—one finds on page 305, as: ‘A hotel

“"at the restaurant because no empty tables were available [they ex-

. "plam everything] but that neither spoke to the other because of the
nguage barrier.” The Commission has gone Sherlock Holmes' dog-
at-didn’t-bark-in-the-night one better, or worse: their dog not
nly didn’t bark but also had no significance. Or: “Investigation of
®the hotel at which Oswald stayed has failed to uncover any evidence
7 Ethat the hotel is unusual in any way that could relate to Oswald’s
“vnsxt " The hotel didn’t bark either. Or: “Oswald’s notebook which he
" Eearried with him to Mexico City contained the telephone number of
Sthe Cuban Airlines Office in Mexico City.” Aha! But then not aha:

¥ B“however . . . a confidential check of the Cuban Airlines Office

uncovered no evidence that Oswald visited their offices while in the
city.” There is also quite a lot on one Albert Osborne, “an elderly
itinerant preacher,” whom, “two Australian girls” said, Oswald had
sat next to on the bus to Mexico City but who denied it; however,
“Osborne’s responses to Federa] investigators on matters unrelated
to Oswald have proved inconsistent and unreliable,” so “the Com-
mission has attached no credence to his denial”; however-however,
or however squared, “to the other passengers on the bus it appeared
that Osborne and Oswald had not previously met,” and “extensive
investigation” revealed no more Oswald-Osborne meetings, and so,
after “investigation of his [Osborne’s] background and activities,”
the Commission found “no basis for suspecting him of any involve-
ment in the assassination.” So much, and too much, for the Reverend
Osborne. On turning the page, groggily, one is confronted with a
full-page map of “Lee Harvey Oswald’s Movements in Mexico City”
(where nothing happened), with eight Points of Interest labeled,
beginning with: “Bus terminal of Flecha Roja bus line, Calle Heroes
Ferrocarrileros No. 45.”” Just what one wanted to know.

The Commissioners seem to have a thing about buses. Although
I realize that in selecting Exhibits it is better to err on the inclusive
side since what may seem trivial may later turn out to be important
—since Facts take on meaning only from the context, and the right
context may not have occurred to anybody at the time the Exhibits,
or Facts, were chosen—still, leafing through those eleven volumes
left me with the feeling that no remotely conceivable context could
give significance to many of the Exhibits. Nos. 372 through 380,
for example, are devoted to a Dreiserian brooding on the intimate
details of the bus that Oswald took after the assassination. In No.
373 we get “Diagram of Cecil McWatters’ bus,” in 375 “Photograph
of a side view of Cecil McWatters’ bus,” in 379 “Photograph of the
interior of Cecil McWatters' bus, taken from the rear,” which is
logically enough followed by 380 (“Photograph of the interior of
Cecil McWatters’ bus taken from the front”). We also are able to
decide for ourselves—nothing up the sleeves, you see—by inspec-
tion of No. 372 (“Sample of punchmarks made by Cecil McWatters’
punch”) whether Cecil McWatters, practically a family friend by
now, did or did not punch the transfer that the Dallas police found
in Oswald’s pocket. Personally, I'm convinced he did.

'_.rhe structure of the Report may be described cinematically. The
first chapter is blishing” long shot which summarizes the
evenmmjn%mﬁﬁm’romm

"Oswald all by himself kil esident Kennedy and Officer
Tiphit mﬂm“
in closer, to middle-distance shots, at first narrative (11; The Assas-
sination; III: The Shots From the Texas School Book Depository;
IV: The Assassin; V: Detention and Death of Oswald) and then
expository (VI: Investigation of Possible Conspiracy; VII: Lee
Harvey Oswald: Background and Possible Motives; VIII: The Pro-
tection of the President). The latter half of the volume consists of
eighteen Appendices which are mostly close-ups of areas we have
already seen at a distance: medical reports; identification of guns,
bullets, cartridges, handwriting, etc.; a Brief History of Presiden-
tial Protection, etc. The most interesting of these close-ups are
Appendices XI, X1V, and XV.

XIV (“Analysis of Lee Harvey Oswald’s Finances from June 18,
1962, through November 22, 1963”) gives monthly tables of Oswald’s
income and expenditures. Assuming it’s on the level—faking would
have been almost as difficult as digging out the real figures, I should
think, and also quite dangerous—Appendix XIV disposes of at
least one of the “rumors and theories” : that Oswald was maintained
by subsidies from the Cubans, the Russians, the Chinese, the F.B. I,
or the C.LA. The tables show that Oswald didn’t earn much, but
that he spent even less.

Appendix XV, on “transactions” between Oswald and the Depart-
ment of State and the Immigration authorities, explains why the
Kremlin let Marina out (under Stalin, Russian wives of foreigners
were almost never permitted to emigrate, but the policy was liber-
alized under Khrushchev) and why the State Department gave
Oswald a new passport and a travel loan of $435.71, although when
he had defected he had tried to renounce his American citizenship
and become a Soviet citizen, He failed in both attempts: in the for-
mer because, characteristically, he messed up the complicated pro-
cedure—it’s not as easy as one might think to resign from the

(om0
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U.S.A.; in the latter because the Russian authorities were under-
standably leery of him. After thinking it over for half a year, the
State Department decided that, since he had failed to denationalize
himself, he was still a citizen and his passport must be renewed. The
travel loan was routine; almost any American stranded abroad with-
out funds can get one, it seems. Oswald paid it back—in conscien-
tious installments of $9.71 up—before he shot the President.

Appendix X1 is 38 pages of photostats of reports by Captain Fritz
of the Dallas police, F.B.]. agents Hosty, Bookhout and Clements,
Inspector Kelly of the Secret Service, and Postal Inspector Holmes
on the interrogations of Oswald. Why Inspector Holmes was in-
cluded is not explained—that Oswald rented post-office boxes under
a false name seems the only connection—but it was fortunate be-
cause his account is the most intelligent, with Inspector Kelly
second, Captain Fritz third and the F.B.1. agents in the awkward
squad. Captain Fritz’s opacity is more personal than official and so
his report gives us a few glimpses of reality. But Messrs. Hosty and
Bookhout are professionally stupid; their thinking has become so
bureaucratized that it excludes unofficial reality, i.e., real reality.
In their report Oswald doesn’t say, he admits. When “he ad-
mitted . . . to having resided in the Soviet Union for three years”
is shortly followed by “Oswald admitted to having received an award
for marksmanship while a member of the U.S. Marine Corps,” one
begins to wonder about this “Marine Corps” and its so-called “marks-
manship awards.” Maybe some kind of cover?

But the quality of these reports isn’t the point. The best of them
add little to what we already knew, but Oswald was an uncooperative
witness, either clamming up or recklessly lying whenever the ques-
tions brought up hard evidence tying him to the assassination, and
perhaps here we have all the meat there was in the approximately
twelve hours of interrogations.

er

Did they, too, fail to recognize this was a au'ly important m

mrnlnnn‘!nn or
much t efe festimony, which
was not published yntil I was in the final stages of this article, I ran
- across owing:
4 Mr. Ball: Did you have any tape recorder?
! Captain Fritz: No, sir. . . . We need one, if we hd one at this
time we could have handled these conversations far better.
Mr. Ball: The Dallas Police Department doesn’t have one?
Captain Fritz: No, sir; 1 have requested one several times but

so far they haven t gotten me one,
\!l;dr Ba 't uestlon “Why didn”
ebody think o )
simpl d. I conc

7 (Th,emm
rew back a
lineof i

ion
impottant, the F.B.1, and the Secret Service. And BLH_SQIDLIDJ*
thl_s_lw)_t_t only time such a conclusion may be drawn from the

ve discredited the
Warren Report,

udging the Report as a literary work, I find the style and the
form are not well calculated to produce the desired effect on the
reader, i.e., that he is getting at last the definitive account, complete
and objective, of what happened in Dallas. What was wanted was a
tightly organized presentation of the “hard” evidence (ballistic and
other identification tests, dates and places and documents) plus a
tough-minded evaluation of the “soft” evidence, mostly eyewit-
ness testimony, which would not try to conceal or explain away
places where it contradicted whatever general theory the Commis-
sion had formed. (It was proper, indeed necessary, that it should
have such a theory since it couldn’t have made sense out of the facts
without some hypothesis providing a provisional context to which
; they could be related ; but when a fact collides with a theory, it is the
T latter that should be altered.) Something like the early Sherlock
2 Holmes, Or that laconic, understated, and deadly clear work two
young English booksellers, John Carter and Graham Pollard, pub-
lished in 1934 which concealed under its demurely drab title, An
Enguiry into the Nature of Certain Nineteenth Century Pamphliets,
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that these reports, writte, in part from memory, in some ¢

dmﬁmmm
or mmﬁlﬁmﬂ know of who doesn’t have a large, left-handed political ax to grind.
cawmw ETVICe agents present . On a very different level are the books of Mr. Buchanan and Mr.
dxd@ﬁ_’&ﬂe_o__ﬁm_}gg_megord Were they as inél ops 7 oesten, or the articles and speeches of the New York lawyer al’ld

a cargo of high-explosive research that blew up the reputation of
Thomas J. Wise, the highly respected “dean of English bibliog-
raphers,” exposing him as the fabricator and marketer, in his youtli,
of some fifty bogus first editions.

No, thig is not what the Warren Report gives us. Its prose is a‘t
best workmanlike but too often turgidly legalistic or pompously offi-
cial. It obscures the E) oints of its case, and many are very

der_a

given samples_above, Its tone is that of the advocate, smoothing

away or sidestepping objections to his ‘‘case’” rather than EFE‘
impartial judge or the reséarcher welcoming all data with detachet

curiosity. Its structure is clumay, coj ed and Tepetitious.
wald's bio. €, 18 scattered in three places.
“Chapter VI (“Investigation of Possible Conspiracy”) has 79 pagés
of it under ‘the subheading, “Background of Lee Harvey Oswald>
which is at once followed by the 50 pages of Chapter VII bearing ah
almost identical title, “Lee Harvey Oswald: Background and Pod-
sible Motives,” and finally the 72 pages of Appendix XIII: “Biog§-
raphy of Lee Harvey Oswald,” Why this obsessive returning €o
Oswald, why the disproportionate space devoted to him—almost &
fourth of the Report? The Commissioners build in a Romanesqlie
style that seems needlessly massive, but their Oswald buttress is $

4

thick as to suggest to the cynical that the builders may have f
their fabric was weakest at that point.

3
r.l.:xese defects don’t necessarily invalidate the Report's concly-

sions: a sound theory may be M.Lm.]m,itge
may arrive af a_correct decision. The publicists who have insisted

that Oswald was framed or was part of a conspiracy naturally give
sinister explanations of the Report’s one-sidedness. The most if-
formed and rational of them is Leo Sauvage, the American corré-
spondent of the Paris daily, Le Figaro, whose book on the assassina-
tion Les Editions de Minuit is about to publish. He is the only one'l

politician, Mark Lane, who, like them, expounds the conspiracy
thesis far less reasonably and far more tendentiously than the War-
ren Report argues the opposite case. Or Bertrand Russell, who
according to I. F. Stone, calls it the American Dreyfus Case, Wlth
Lane cast as Zola, and has smeared the Warren Commissioners th
such charges as that Congressman Ford of Michigan was “a leader
of his Jocal Goldwater movement” when in fact Mr. Ford nommsted

omney at the Republican Convention in the hope of stopping Gold-

ater. “Demonology,” Mr. Stone, hardly a supporter of The Esta
Izshment, calls it in the October & issue of his newsletter. Thege
djehards wouldn’t have been convinced by the Warren Report if
Jehovah had descended in Person and had the Recording Anggl
ngrave it on tablets of stone before their eyes. They often refer
o Murray Kempton's article in the October 10th New Republic,
which is indeed much the best evaluation I've seen, and especial‘;y
to his conclusion, with which I agree, that it is essentially a bri
for the prosecution. But

seems Nor do they say much abouf an ear 1er

sentence: “It is 0 believe [after reading the Repor
Oswald did not kill John F. Kennedy, and that he did i

thisanshi does infec

ef

uote the full sentence: “in .
sum, hi i i an immense and almost indig-
putable st: rosecution. 'most indispu ™

Repo; and lt won't tio
to, pretend othermse In two ways. The P: ’s < accep!
ing or r i to What the
Commissioners want to prove. And The Establish: dr

the refiexive instinct of people in office to trust other officials mo;e .

thanGutsiders, and 1o ¥1085 over THEIT MMREKE
Mr. Kempton has noted the Report’s tendency to “tidy up its ca;e
with evidence that is not evidence . . . to convince the unpersuaded

by the desperate sort of carpentry which trims every piece to make . .

it neat, even though the whole is untldy " He gives two exxmgleg'
the escal, of t glimpse of a man firing
a rifl -ﬂ he School Boo OTy

effly thirties, and although when he first saw Oswald in_the polize

lineup, Brenfian would only say he mig

info & “positive identification” of Oswald, although all he coul te]]\ :
the police at the time was that the man was white, slim, and in hig~.
e the man. Late% B
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came positive, exp]ammg that on that wild first day he had feared

who tarily elicited her agreement that the killer was "s]ightlyh\

it wasa ifacy whose agents migh

' fnmxlummdjdanm\e;wmm}m
,cOLMwM
Oswﬂuam“emwx_n__r__macmwmﬂ His other in-
stance is the Report’s claim that Oswsld’s firing three accurate*

rounds in under eight seconds was not fantastic luck but quite

expectable, although his marksmanship record in the Marines was 1

mediocre, and although three crack shots, firing at a moving target

- at the same angle and distance, didn’t do much better, and some-
times worse, than Oswald had.

There are other examples of The Prosecutor’s Brief and/or The
Establishment Syndrome. To cite a few:

o The murder of O ippit is usually considered the weakest
. link in the chain of evi inst Oswald. "The testimony is even

mote confused and contradictory than jn thé assassinaiion

- President a though (or perhaps because) there were more eyewit-

- messes, three to the murder itself and seven to the flight of the killer.

The Report claim: < identified” Oswald,

an exaggeration since some did so nfter seeing him on TV and oth
weeks [ater from photogTaphs. ere 0S¢ extraordinary

fineups staged by the Dallas pohce A taxi driver, William Whaley,

.for example, mit;;e_wsnuwentlﬂcﬂmn" of Oswald as having
taken his cab right after the assassination. “You could have picked

him out witho him,” he told the Commission, “by 3
listening to hi was bawlin; iceman, m
him it wasn’t right toput hig in line with these teen-agers [Oswa

heavy” (but “not too heavy”) and that his hair was “uh, yeh, uh,
just a little bit bushy, uh-huh”; then testified before the Commission
that the man was the slim, non-bushy-haired Oswald and denied
she had ever spoken to, or heard of, Mark Lane; then later, when a
Commission lawyer played for her a tape recording of the phone
call that Mr. Lane, a New York rather than a Dallas type, had
presciently made, admitted it was her voice and explained she had
thought she was talking to a local cop and so had been confused when
she was asked about a call from a New York lawyer. Not the most
solid of witnesses, even in the discreet prose of the Report, and much
less s0 in her unexpurgated testimony. At the opening of one ses-
sion, she is evidently so agitated that Mr. Ball, the Commission’s
lawyer, tries to soothe her: “Take it easy, this is just—" Mrs. M.:
“1 am very shook up.” Mr. B.: “This is a very little informal con-
ference here.” She pulls herself together. “I had came, I come one
block, I had come one block from my home,” she begins, pinning
grammar to the mat on the third fall. But a few more questions
reduce her to chaos: “Now you have got me all mixed up on my
streets.” She is also frightened: “And I was scared, which I was
scared of everybody. . . . I don’t want to do something wrong.”
r identification of Oswald as a lifeline that will save

aloni€ @_supreme Court justice. Mr

evén when she thought he was a cop. Apropos of her plckmg Oswald
out of the lineup, “I took my time,” she tells him proudly, adding,
“Of course, I was passing out all the time. Tich character foT a

was twenty-four] and all of that. . .” The Commission’s comments
are: (1) Whaley was mistaken about the lineup: he said there were
five teen-agers plus Oswald in it but in fact there were only three
(which the nonofficial mind might think made it all the worse) ; (2)
“Whaley believes that Oswald’s conduct did not aid him in his
identification ‘because I knew he was the right one as soon as I saw

novélist, oné would think, but an alarming witness. Not at all. She
saw what she was supposed to see, and the Report makes a stately
bow of appreciation: “Addressing itself solely to the probative value
of Mrs. Markham’s contemporaneous description of the gunman and

{ her positive identification of Oswald at a police lineup, the Com-

mission considers her testimony reliable.” “Probative” is one of

him’”; (8) “The Commission is satisfied that the lineups were conz— its most useful euphemisms: it means the testimony doesn’t stand

ducted fairly.”

The Dallas police are let off easy all through the Report—officials
of a feather stick together—as its passing over their failure to make
a record of Oswald’s interrogation; its blandness about their letting
their prisoner get killed right in headquarters (“The Abortive
Transfer” is the wonderful title it gives that episode) ; its blaming
the press and TV almost as much as Chief Curry for the bedlam in
the corridors, which Captain Friiz testified had upset Oswald and

made it harder to interrogate him, and which was responsible for .

‘enabling Jack Ruby simply to stroll in and shoot Oswald. It's not that
the reporters didn't behave badly but that the Report pictures Chief
Curry as helpless under their pressure. But of course he could have
cleared them out any time he liked. Only he didn’t like. As he told
the Commission : “I didn’t order them out of the building, which if I
had to do over I would. In the past, like I say, we had always
maintained very good relations with our press, and they had always
respected us.” His men also cherished “good relations with our
press,” i.e., publicity, especially on television. Watching the screen
those two days I came to expect anybody in uniform, from patrol-
man to chief, to begin to talk the minute a camera was pointed his
way, nor was I surprised to notice that at the moment Ruby darted
out with his gun, the tall, ten-gallon-hatted deputy whose wrist was
chained to Oswald’s, the better to guard him, was looking with a
bemused smile in the other direction, where the cameras were.

’Bxe three_evewitnesses to the Tippit murder who testified be-

fore the Commission were Domingo Benavides, a truck driver, Wil-
liam Scoggins, a taxi driver, and Mrs. Helen Markham, a waitress.
They must have heen disappointing, though.the Report maintains
its usual composure. Bepavides said he couldn't make a positive
identification; Scoggins did pick Oswald out of “a linetp of four
persons,” which sounds like the teen-ager farce Whaley had de-
seribed ; also, the lineup was a day later and Scoggins “thought” he
had by then seen a picture of Oswald in the newspaper. That left
Mrs. Markham, and the Report makes the most of her. Mrs. Mark-
ham’s testimony is vivid: “He fell to the ground and his cap went
a little way out on the street.” She is also definite; the trouble is
she is differently definite at different times. She first told reporters
the killer was short and stocky, with bushy hair; next made a “posi-
tive identification” of Oswald, who was slender and thin-haired, at
one of those lineups; then was called from New York by Mark Lane

up by itself but with all that other testimony in the same direc-
tion, it’ll do. Sometimes two or three “‘probative” eripples seem to
course, e Witnesges, the Bantam paperback edited by The Ne'
York mmwmwgeﬁm But
nothing from Mrs. Markham. Journalists are sometimes smarter—
than Commissioners.
mewmmuwwﬁ
gallant. In his introduction to The esses, Anthony Lewis
‘describes Chairman Warren as “a friendly, grandfatherly figure
to . . . Marina, but a relentless questioner of other witnesses.”
Exactly, They can’t ough of Marina’s testi reat her
with a reswmw
seribed her—that seems to me excessive. She is a far better witness
than QOswald’s mother, not a high standard, but the Commlssxon s
softness towa and_har
also due to the fact that the former thinks Oswald guilty while the
latter doesn’t. Marina seems a little too eager to please, as when she
told a story of Oswald’s planning an attack on Nixon which the
Report shows couldn’t be true because Nixon wasn’t in Texas
anywhere near that time, Vice-President Johnson was, how-
ever, and when asked whether it might have been he, Marina
replied, & la Markham: “Yes, no. I am getting a little confused
with so many questions. 1 was absolutely convinced it was Nixon
and now after all these questions I wonder if I am right in my
mind.” The Commission decided her evidence was “of no probative
value.”

George and Patricia Nash, of Columbia University’s Bureau of
Applied Social Research, spent some time in Dallas primarily looking
into the Tippit murder and published the results in the October 12,
1964, New Leader. They found two eyewitnesses who had not been
questioned by the G ission: Aecquilla Cl who saw two
men near Tippit's car just before t&mm'g‘ht,
who ran out of his house at the shots—his wife put in the first phone
call to the police—and saw a man looking down at Tippit “ a while”
and then running over to “a grey, little old coupe” and driving off in
it. The Nashes, who admire the Report, admit that Miss Clemmons’
story was “vague” (as Mrs. Markham’s, I wonder?) and that Mr.
Wright’s man may have been just a passerby (Wright saw no gun)
who didn’t want to get involved. But Wright's story, which is
coherent and detailed and which he is posi- (Coniinued T pmpe-dsd.
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-.panies produce gasoline on 8 narrow
1. profit margin, the only way the over-
c-all price can be substantially cut is
--to cut the tax. And this can only hap-
£ pen by means of legislative action.
. (“If you care,” the oil companies say,
- “write a letter to your Congress-
- man.”’}

¢ Failing the unhkely event of legis-
= latlve tax cuts in the ne:r future, the

pattern throug the

Y

—nmronava bs:lsim- e‘niiunl ‘ﬂ dﬂm !nsaml
It

sidafassrmisy
Afdustry-is o:t in o’ tigid pat-
tern. Taxes have been rising steadily
and probably will continue to do so;
octane numbers have also been climbs
ing steadily, but probably will nof
continue to rise much; gasoline res:
tail prices are droppmg slightly bni:'j
steadily; volume is growing, but not;

in pace with the increase in the numsy -

ber of automebiles.
The oil companies all employ a s
of economists, Small wonder. Ht

fAA CRITIQUE OF THE WARREN REPORT

' (Continued from page 63) tive about
(“I saw that man drive off in a grey
" coupe just as clear as I was born”),
‘ . Wasas worth hearing as the ones the
* Commission did hear on the Tippit
murder. But of course it didn't fit:
¢ Oswald couldn’t drive a ear, and the
witnesses who did fit, and were heard,
all testified the killer ran away on
" foot.
The Report states thnt the man
* who on the night of April 10, 1963,
" took & potshot at the ultra-right Gen-
" eral Walker in his Dallas home was
% QOswald. Apart from Marina’s story,
“ there is one solid bit of evidence: a
 note she said Oswald left her before
~ setting out that night giving her in-
* structions about rent, money, disposal
% of his personal belongings, etc., and
- endmg “11. 1f I am alive and taken
: pnsoner, the city jail is located at
. " The handwriting was iden-
< tified s his and, from internal evi-
! dence, the date of the note was placed
% around the time of the attack on
- Walker. She also gave them photo-
“ graphs of Walker's house that were
identified as taken by Oswald’s cam-
© ers. With so much evidence, it is
curious the Commission doesn't go
* very much into the circumstances of
° the attack, and especially curious it
" couldn’t find room among its 552 wit-
i nesses for Kirk Newman, & fourteen-
* year-old boy who told reporters he
“ had seen “several men jump into an
“ automobile after the shooting and
" gpeed away.” He may have been mis-
* taken, or perhaps there was an inno-
~ cent explanation (services were in
* progress in a church next door}, but
{ all we know iz that his testimony
- dldn’t fit.

o

Such are some of the defects of the
Warren Report. They can be ex-
t‘ plamed as indications either of a
° by the C: M
b to cover up, for raisons d'étet, a
broader conspiracy; or of a profes-
= sional deformation of intelligence, I
" believe the first explanation extreme-
- ly unlikely, for reasons to be con-~
sidered later, and the second extreme-
1y likely.
The trouble with the Warren Re-
i port is that it was written by lawyers.
- All seven of the Commissioners grad-
Y uated from law school and made their
¢ early careers as lawyers. It could
9. hardly have been otherwise: the vast
majority of our political and govern-
mental Establishment were trained
v as lawyers; from the early years of
the Republic, much over half our Sen-
- ators and Congressmen have been
¢ lawyers; this is a legal-minded coun-
-:try, at least on its top levels, and
1 while one or two non-lawyers might
z:have been wedged into the Commis-
« sion had anybody thought about it—
-iand nobody did because legal train-
ing is thought of as the normal prep-
--aration for public life—a distin-
-;guished and representative group of
--Americans like the Warren Commis-
3:sion was bound to be overweighted
-iwith lawyers simply because of their
~numerical preponderance in our Es-
-tablishment. Very well. The General

Counsel, J. Lee Rankin, was natural

a lawyer likewise his fourteen ﬁb
sistant Counsel. But to & non-lg

it seems disproportionate that
should have needed no less than fifs
teen of these Counsel—it’s plural, 1§
fish, or sheep—to advise the Com
smn, all lawyers themselves, on le

while it required only twelve S
Members to conduct the nonlegal 8-
pects of the Commission’s work. HoA
ever, as the Foreword explains, those::
fifteen Counsel didn’t just adviie’
about libel and torts and the Consti
tutional aspects of shooting the Prés:
ident and the rights of a dedd
defendant, if any. They “undertook
the work of the Commission witl’
wealth of legal and investigative
perience and a total dedication to fhe
determination of the truth.” The-y_
did the job, in short. “The Comm‘ﬁ-
sion has been assisted also by hig]
qualified personnel from several F
eral agencies,” namely the Staff, wh
are thus relegated to the “also-il
sisted” level. Not that it would have
made much difference had the St
been on top, since seven of the twels
were also lawyers. And of thné
seven, three were to become li
clerks to Justice Warren, Judge ff 3
dina, and Justice Matthew Tobri

and the year before one had been J
tice Harlan’s law clerk—that is, am
bitious young chaps who were not
ing to step out of the lines drawn'b;
their chiefs. So of the thirty-fou
persons—Commissioners, Counselal
Staff—who were important enoughi#e £
get their names in the Report, just:

five were not lawyers, three beingi{.

from the Internal Revenue Serviee
and two being “Air Force historial

A layman might think those f
law clerks could have been repla&di
by, say, a psychiatrist (plenty of

over 200 pages on Oswald's twist®
life, including a suggestion Marin@k}
rejection of him as a husband
night before the assassination migh
have been an immediate motive, & it
might—but an expert opinion wotils
have been interesting), a detective
or two, maybe a political journafist|
(Lippmann? Reston? Kempton? Ko
vere?) or a real historian, not from
the Air Force, who knew somethi
about extremist politics, Left n
Right (Richard Hofstadter? C. V.
Woodward? Daniel Bell?). Or Erlel
Stanley Gardner, less for his detee
tive stories than for his work 4
The Court of Last Regort, just the
kind of resourceful defender of
legal underdog that the dead Oswald;
needed. av
The lawyers were in charge, s
ever, twenty-nine to five, and Aley
messed it up. Wits in the capitalieall
Earl Warren “the Washington of ¥
Supreme Court” and certainly.shis.
rectitude was as important toidhs
Commission as Washington’s walgts
the infant republic. But, like W*
ington, his character is as solid as¥is
intellect is not, and the Commisdid
could have done with a Disraeli efn
Metternich to supplement Mr. Wi

analysis practiced in the Repo: (Ji

g mation. Our “adveunry

13 & Craf]

@IA show thls profess)onal defor-
system
~works well enough in trials, where a
ough balance of truth can be arrived
t by the dialectic clash of prosecu-
tion and defense, but the Commission
'aced the unprecedented problem of
defendant who couldn’t defend him-
self, making the “adversary” dialectic
impossible. They took the fact-find-
ing-agency-committed-to-truth line,
but they seem to have doubted, as well
they might, their ability to cleave to
t and so, three months after they be-

Bt i A

resenting such a client. But I think
a less lawyer-like Commission could
have hit on something between the
extremes of Mr. Craig and Mr. Lane:
an energetic but responsible Devil's
Advocate who would have asked the
important questions that were not
asked. Erle Stanley Gardner would
at least have been an improvement an
President Craig of the American Bay
Association.

The American legal mind is often
subtle and complex, but its “adv

sary” training pushes it toward ap

n their lubogg,__tdhfey_x%t:;;;_ Either/Or solution which treats
ide objections and “in fairness Facts not as ever-changing pointers

salleged assassin and his family .~
Craig, President

T CqUESTEL Ty BTTEY 2, Lralg, Tresident
of the American Bar Assoclatlon, to

Tvesti n_and

;even more vaguely. € and

his “fEsociate™(mames—not- given)

swere made free of all data in the
MmmIs31on’s_files, plus o) rtunity
0 cruSs-€xamine witnesses, to recall

point-

___qiMx.&mz_s.nmm*&o
*complete testimony, though I found

ne wot m-
ner’; light. has he left any
mpress on the Report, whose index
doesn’t list him. So I suspect this is
:a lawyer's idez of “making the rec-
.ord” and that, after appointing the
‘antasmal Craig to watch over Os-
wald's interests, the Commission felt
i7free, morally and in a public-rela-
#ions sense, to go to town for the
wprosecution. The suspicion hardened
fwhen I read, “Thig_procedure was
igreeable to counsel for iwald’s
hexridowi, Snd YEmEMUEreT thet Os.
Yowald’s widow was & leading witness
or the prosecution. QmMcﬂaI_,
“fwho insisted he was framed, was the

:mne the procednre should have been

isively snubbed b;' arl Warren, I
ympathize with the Chairman: if

#:Mr. Craig was King Log, Mr. Lnne
would have been King ’Stork

dsocate, and | can el The pub-
icity eireys, the confuswn. the wsste
5 of 31 %15 ﬂa Ee Een given szngus §e-
re the Commission as lawyer for
,smmm—,ﬁs;i
esses are even more “shook up” thnn
Wrs Markham's. Cf. pages 336-340

f The Witnesses, in which she ac-
ses, out of a clear sky, Marina, Mrs,

The sky remains clear after Coun-

toward an ever-changing hypothen;,
but as uniformed troops to be stra-
tegically massed so as to overwhelm
the enemy by sheer numbers. The
lrony is that a much shorter Report,
goncentrating on the “hard” evidence
jnstead of relying on great accumula-
ions of often dubious testimony,
ould have been more effective thgn
e present one because it would have
presented a shorter, and stronger, de-
fensive front. But lawyers are always
out for total vlctory—l attribute the
Commission’s “adversary” bias
against Oswald simply to the faet
that the prima-facie case against him
\Wwas so strong. But—another irong+-
it was just this insistence on total vie-
tory that caused the Report to defepd
every position when it would hawe
een tactically shrewder to abandopn
the more vulnerable ones. Why net
admit that Mrs, Markham was a peer
witness, that the Dallas police lineups
were absurd, that a record shomld
have been made of the interrogatians
of Oswald, that Oswald got his 1963
passport through a slipup in the offi-
cial machinery, etc.? No damage
would have been done to the Com
sion's basic case, the diehard skep
would have had less ammunition, ahd
those “rumors and speculations” fthe
Report was intended to exorcise would
haye been more effectively deflatedad
7;11 a Lou Harris poll taken after
he publication of the Report, eighty-
seven percent of the respondents be-
lieved Oswald shot the President, bat
thirty-one percent still thought Lie

been discovered. Thus, with a thimd
of the American public—and 'hi.
doubtedly a larger percentage:cof
Europeans—the Warren Report s
not succeeded in its chief object. Tve
host of conspiracy still walks. sm

Tutn

s 58 as a truth seeker tEan The ghost may never be laid, if only
s a tireless and somewhat emagoglc because so many people have-se-

creted so much information and mis-~
information about those two days sh
Dallas, and have developed such-eld-
borate systems of casuistry to expliin
them, that discussions tend to beats
inconclusive as those that usedoto
grind on for hours about the sym'bb}
ism in Bergman movies. 2af
But perhapilcan rescue the Wer
en Report from its authors, Its shots-
comings are serious, sometimes meﬁ-
cusable, but not fatal, becausétit
proves its big point beyond a reagéfi-
able doubt—which, by the wi¥,
doesn’t mean beyond all doubt—name-




Wwho nave pecome Juages or pol
. #vhankers.or. even the head'!
€.L.A. show this professional defor-
‘Ination. Our “adversary” system
“works well enough in trials, where a
{gough balance of truth can be arrived
#at by the dialectic clash of prosecu-
“4ion and defense, but the Commission

¥ faced the unprecedented problem of

Ym defendant who couldn’t defend him-

¥ gelf, making the “adversary” dialectic
possible. They took the fact-find-
é\jng-agency-committed-to-truth line,
Y:but they seem to have doubted, as well
they might, their ability to cleave to
Jdt and so, three months after they be-
gan their labors, the ve in to out-
suside objections?t?lﬁx%%ﬂ‘ﬂﬁ‘
Fialleged assassin and his family .=
I ] . Craig, President

&.0f the American Bar Association, to
participaté in_the_investigation and
to advise the Commission whether in
%-his _opinion the proceedings con-

-formed to the basic principles of
American justice.” He accepted this
i vagﬁ?ﬁa‘m carried it out
even mﬁmﬁﬁﬁmﬂﬁnd
his “associates™—¢mrames—not- given)
were made free of all data_in the
ommission’s fles, plus “opporfunity
to crof¥s-éxamine witnesses, to recall
S:any Witnesses prior fo his @ppoint-
ment”’ aﬂirt%_sggzesmm-witnesses,
i~they seem to have exercised these priv-
ﬁ‘ileges sparmgly, iT at all._Lhere may
ihe traces o Craig’ ivity-
‘complete testimony, though I found
f € interrogatio;
or
one wo -eXam-
iner’s delight. Nor has he left any
impress on the Report, whose index
idoesn’t list him. So I suspect this is
a lawyer’s idea of “making the rec-
tord” and that, after appointing the
fantasmal Craig to watch over Os-
swald’s interests, the Commission felt
ree, morally and in a public-rela-
tions sense, to go to town for the
waprosecution. The suspicion hardened
“iwhen I read, “This _procedure was
“iagreeable to counsel for Oswald’s
“_'swidow‘,"mmﬁﬂ"ﬁt Os-
swald’s” widow was a leading witness
for the prosecution. Qsma@o_ﬂ_l;;l
 iwho insisted he was framed, was thé

sone the procedure should have been

Lane sked to be recognized as
eféﬁmney Tong before Mr.
Crai s een de-
isively snubbed by Earl Warren. I
isympathize with the Chairman: if
4#Mr. Craig was King Log, Mr. Lane
would have been King Stork. €
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a3 a tireless and somewhat demagogic
mdvocate, and 1 can imagine The pub-
icity circus, the confusion, the waste
;fore the Commission as lawyer for
% olient that only an orbattad pattioan
A have wanted to represent:
, whosé mental p
“esses are even more “shook up” than
Mrs. Markham’s. Cf. pages 336-340
f The Witnesses, in which she ac-
Jaguses, out of a clear sky, Marina, Mrs.
Z@Paine and two Secret Service agents
oof conspiring to assassinate President

%&ennedy and to frame her son for
. The sky remains clear after Coun-

mtrikes e less as a truth seeker than

LU EER OV oS Ao

resenting such a client. But I think
a less lawyer-like Commission could
have hit on something between the
extremes of Mr. Craig and Mr. Lane:
an energetic but responsible Devills
Advocate who would have asked the
important questions that were not
asked. Erle Stanley Gardner would
at least have been an improvement on
President Craig of the American Bar
Association. :

The American legal mind is often
subtle and complex, but its “adver-
sary” training pushes it toward an
Either/Or solution which treats
Facts not as ever-changing pointei{s
toward an ever-changing hypothesig,
but as uniformed troops to be stra-
tegically massed so as to overwhelm
the enemy by sheer numbers, The
irony is that a much shorter Report,
oncentrating on the “hard” evidence
stead of relying on great accumula-
ions of often dubious testimony,
ould have been more effective than
he present one because it would have
presented a shorter, and stronger, de-
fensive front. But lawyers are always
out for total victory—I attribute the
Commission’s “adversary” bias

was so strong. But—another ironys
it was just this insistence on total vie-
tory that caused the Report to defengd
every position when it would have
been tactically shrewder to abandgh
the more vulnerable ones. Why pgt
admit that Mrs. Markham was a peor
witness, that the Dallas police lineups
were absurd, that a record should
have been made of the interrogatians
of Oswald, that Oswald got his 1963
passport through a slipup in the offi-
cial machinery, etec.? No damage
would have been done to the Commig-
sion’s basic case, the diehard skeptics
would have had less ammunition, and
those “rumors and speculations” the
Report was intended to exorcise would
haye been more effectively deflated.«
In a Lou Harris poll taken after
he publication of the Report, eighty-
seven percent of the respondents be-
lieved Oswald shot the President, but
thirty-one percent still thoughti He

been discovered. Thus, with a third
of the American public—and ‘hi-
doubtedly a larger percentage:iof
Europeans—the Warren Report has
not succeeded in its chief object. The
ghost of conspiracy still walks, x5
104y

he ghost may never be laid, if only
because so many people have-#od-
creted so much information and mis-
information about those two daysh
Dallas, and have developed such eld-
borate systems of casuistry to explain
them, that discussions tend to berds
inconclusive as those that used %o
grind on for hours about the symbol-
ism in Bergman movies. Ltk
But rescue the Wap-
en Report from its authors. Its shoi$-
comings are serious, sometimes ineﬁ-
cusable, but not fatal, becausécfit
proves its big point beyond a reaséni-
able doubt—which, by the wiy,
doesn’t mean beyond all doubt—name-

against Oswald simply to the faet
that the prima-facie case against him "

PRI



ly that Oswald killed the President
and there were no accomplices. It
achieves this partly because it has
the virtue of its defect: the abum-
dance of data I’ve objected to &s con.
fusing is sometimes, to the patient
reader, illuminating. In criticizing
the Report’s verbosity, one shouldn’t
forget its many little triumphs in
bringing to bear on specific points
the Facts amassed in 30,000 pages of
F.B.L and Secret Service reports, a lot
of man-hour sleuthing. For instance,
pages 256-257 show that Oswald paid
for his trip to the Soviet Union with-
out help from either the C.1.A. or the
Kremlin; page 274 convinces me that
his membership in the Belorussian
Society of Hunters and Fishermen
was not a cover for secret training
as a Soviet agent; pages 822-323
trace his movements on September
26-27, 1963, in such detail as to show
he couldn’t have been in Dallas then
and so couldn't have been the man
that Mrs. Odio, a Cuban exile,
thought she had met as “Leon Os-
wald” under conspiratorial circum-
stances,
But the most convincing aspect of
the Report is the ‘“hard” evidence:
(1) On March 13, 1963, Klein's
Sporting Goods Company in Chicago
received a purchase order, with a
$21.45 postal check, for one Mannli-
cher-Carcance Italian military rifle,
Model 91/38, equipped with a8 Japa-
nese sighting scope. The order was
from “A. Hidell,” P.0O. Box 2915, Dal-
las, Texas, and the rifle was shipped
to that address. (“Hidell” or “Hydell”
was Oswald’s favorite alias, perhaps
because, as Benjamin DeMott sug-
gested in the December 26, 1963, New
York Review of Books, “Within the
soft blur of the name fantasy selves
whirled like the blades of a fan: Hy-
dell, Hidell: hide, hell, hideous, idle,
- idol, Fidel, Hyde, Jekyll.”}) The ap-
plication form for Dallas P.0. Box
2915 and the purchase order sent to
= Klein’s were both identified, by twe
.- “questioned document experts” from
= the F.B.I. and the Treasury Depart-
+ ment, as in Oswald’s handwriting.
& (2) A Mannlicher-Carcano Italian
- military rifle was found shortly after
the shooting on the sixth floor of the
Texas School Book Depository, where
Oswald worked and where fellow
workers have placed him on the morn-
. ing of the assassination. Its barrel
was stamped with the serial number
-+ C2766, which was the number of the
rifle sent to “A. Hidell,” Box 2915,
Dallas, according to Klein's records.
The Italian armed-forces intelligence
stated that “this particular rifle was
the only rifle of its type bearing the
number C2766.” On the underside of
the barrel a palm print was found
.i. which was identified as Qswald’s by
_., Sebastian Latona, of the “Latent Fin-
.- gerprint” division of the F.B.I. No
+ other prints were found on the rifle.
P (3) One whole bullet and frag-
. ments of other bullets were recovered
i from the ear in which the President
; was riding and the stretcher en which
Governor Connally was carried into
the Parkland Hospital. Three spent
. cartridges were found on the sixth
5 floor of the School Book Depository.
.. Pour ballistics experts, three from
o.the F.B.I. and one from the Iilinois
police, agreed that the bullet, the bul-
o let fragments, and the cartridges had
all been fired in the C2766 Mann-
licher-Carcano rifle “to the exclusion
. of all other weapons.”
{4) When Oswald was arrested in
i the movie theatre a half hour after
. the Tippit shooting, the police took a
. revolver from him—they testified he
z tried to shoot Officer McDonald with
s it, inconsistencies have been pointed
4. out in their testimony, cops are not
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my favorite kind of witnesses, let i
g0, not essential. What cannot be di:

puted is that the gun was a .38 Smi

& Wesson special two-inch Comi
mando, serial number V510210. Nox
is there any doubt that it was bough$
from Seaport Traders Incorporatedy
of Los Angeles, who shipped it ‘oR
March 20, 1963, to A.J. Hidell, Post.
Office Box 2015, Dallas, or that thd
handwriting on the order coupon wad
Oswald’s. The four bullets recoveted
from Tippit's body were consistent
with this gun but could not be “pos
itively” identified with it to the exy
clusion of all other guns of its typ®
because they were a trifle too small

for the barrel and so were mangied ;

passing through it; technical stuff]
see page 559. But three eyewitnessex
had turned over to the police fouy
spent cartridges: the truck driver;
Benavides, who saw Tippit fall inq
later picked up two shells he had seeni
the killer eject from his revolver ad
he ran away; and two young women|
living in the neighborhood who heard
the shots, ran to the door, saw a man®
running across their lawn emptying
his gun, and later gave the police twq
shells they had found near their
house. Two ballistics experts, Mr|
Cunningham of the F.B.I. and Mr.
Nicol of the Illinois police, positively
identified these four cartridges::a
having been fired from the .38 Smif
& Wesson Commando, serial V510210
that was found on Oswald whenh

was arrested. ay
+

If we accept the evidence summa.
rized above, we must conclude tha
Oswald almost certainly killed -th
President and that he certainly kill ;
Tippit. If we reject some or all of it
as faked, then we must assume two
conspiracies, one for the assassins.

tion and a second to cover up the first’;
iy

by framing Oswald.
There are four possibilities: .7
(1) Oswald was innocent, jus
case of mistaken identity. N
{2) He was innocent but w:
framed by the real criminals.
(3) He was part of a conspiracy;

he may or may not have done one’ or;:

both killings; he may or may not hav
been betrayed by his confederates sn
made to appear the sole assassin:
the President. it

(4) He did both killings alonesy

there were no accomplices and no co!
spiracy. 4
Whether one believes the “hard
evidence or not, (1) is ruled ou
since if one believes it is true, he wi
guilty, and if one believes it is doc:
tored, the only possibilities are (2)°
(3). It seems almost impossible to]
lieve (2) in the face of all the évi
dence, hard or soft, that ties him &

the incriminating guns and dotu

ning away and then shooting down

questioning. M

Parenthetically, I think it inte:
ing that the direct, or eyewitness
testimony on the Tippit murder i

the weakest against Oswald, while they:

“hard” evidence (ballistics, handwrir

ing, ete.) is the strongest. I have never:;

understood the popular prejudi
against “just circumstantial evi
dence.” My impression is that me
innocent defendants have been con:
victed by sincere, but mistaken, ey

January 11th New York Times that
- comes to hand the morning this goes to
press, Miss Scobey analyzes the Re-
& - port in terms of Texas legal practice
and concludes that, while it gives “the
whole picture,” which is true, it is also
4. “crammed with facts that would not
: be admissible in the trial of & erimi-
. nal case,” which is also true. She

. #' notes the flimsiness of the Brennan

“positive identification” of Oswald as
the man firing from the sixth-story
#4. window of the Depository, but dwells
© mostly on the admission of Marina
: Oswald’s testimony—a wife cannot
testify against her husband, even in

Texas. The die-hard skeptice—I am a
skeptic, I gIVe in to eviden

dieceas
much

" should have been examined more skep-
- tically is a failure in fact-finding, not
in civil liberties, and the Commission
would have committed still another
1 error had it limited itself by the “ad-
versary- ding” rules of evid

article,-but they will ignore her as-
_txjaldif_ce the déféndant was dead.
- That the evidence against Oswald

mixed up somehow . .. and Ruby
killed an Oswald facsimile. .. and Os-
wald is living right now in the Ar-
gentine next door to a German with
& small moustache. . . .

The drawback of (3) or any other
conspiracy theory is that it soon face§ ™~
a dilemma. Either: (A) Some or all
of the many investigators knew about -
8 conspiracy in advance, perhaps
were part of it, or discovered it later
and then covered it right up again.
Or: (B) They knew of no conspiraey,
were part of none, and although one .
existed, their best efforts were unable
to find any trace.

To believe (A}, it is not enough to
pin it on the Dallas police or “certain
elements” in the F.B.I. or the C.LA.
or whatnot. We must go all the way
to the top, to President Johnson, to -
J. Edgar Hoover, to Chief Justice :
‘Warren, because if the conspiracy did-
not reach that high, then some inves-=-
tigator who worked for a boss who -
‘was not in the conspiracy and was of
& higher rank than any of the offi-
cials who were would have run across

which would have merely made it
harder to discover the truth without
* benefiting the defendant who was,
as noted above, dead. Nor will it im-
press them that 2 Commission staff
member was able to publish in a
reputable, even stuffy, law journal
such an objective analysis, and one
that indicates a certain well-founded
doubt about the Commission’s proce-
dure even as a fact-finding body. (I
would take this as indicating that the
Report’s defects were due to bungling
—which is open to public discussion—
rather than to a conspiraey to sup-
press the truth, which, by definition, is
not. At least not by insiders like Miss
% Scobey.) Her modest conclusion will
. also be ignored by the die-hards: that
the circumstantial evidence against
Oswald “is either more cogent or less
- subject to attack than the direct evi-
dence.” A whole school of trout are
& swimming around in all that milk.
The advantage of (3) is that it
i explains so many puzzling details:
Oswald’s lucky shooting (a more ex-
! pert marksman used his rifle), how
1 the police got a description of him so
3 quickly (they had already framed
. him—though then why did Officer
i Baker let him leave the Depository?),
l'xe killing of Tippit (Oswald realized

hing fishy, some loose end, have

tugged at it with innocent zeal and
pulled up another odd fish, would
have i ly told his i i
boss, and that would be it. The Dallas =
cops couldn’t possibly have covered:
up a conspiracy from the F.B.L., nor
the F.B.I. from the Warren Com-
mission. Nor can I conceive of any '
raison d’état that would make a man
of Earl Warren’s character falsify
his Report on the assassination of his
President, or one that would have
caused the then Attorney-General of
the United States, an able, energetic
and aggressive man with great re-
sources at his command for crimi-
nal investigation including the F.B.I,
agreeing to let the murderers of a
beloved brother go unpunished.

Alternative (B}, that an honest in-
vestigation of the scope of this one
would not turn up one accomplice of
pswnld or Ruby, this seems possible
in formal logic but not in real life,
1 can’t believe that among the many
hundreds of detectives, F.B.I. and
Secret Service agents, and workers
_for the Warren Commission, assum-
ing, as (B) does, they were really
trying to find what there was to be
found, not one would be bright, or
Iucky, enough to discover, or stumble
across, some clue if there were any
there. Nor that any conspiracy could
be 50 perfectly managed as to defy
such a massive investigation, and not
to yield one stray bean to be spilled
by one imperfect human instrument,
and jf I were planning to murder a
P dent, Jack Ruby and Lee Oswald

: MEB. Odie~thoupht s
FOBWWM%
gunsy ound & work tag marked

o _insta)] ightt

F8cope d a8

78 1scope When _he bo i -
an at g lo i i

cop who stops him on the street for}

7 as 8 an
there, Q%nh_gﬂo_a_nniq—w
“driving off n & car (Qswald copldn’t
al

QOswald
8

might

Eimsy planting incriminating clueg, A
% HoubleveaTly Takes deterhive ork
hild’s play: maybe Oswald didn’t
"even kill Tippit, maybe that double

. bn Oswald a half hour later after he
~Had obligingly called attention to him-
*Belf by hurrying down the street,

served,

can Bar Association Journal by:
staff member of the Warren Commis.
sion, Miss Alfredda Scobey, is rel
vant, According to a report in

£ L Ztwo doubles . .

ucking into the movie lobby when he
“heard police sirens, and running into

~1"the theatre without buying » ticket

(which led the woman in the box of-
fice to call the police). Well, no, I
®uess even a double doesn’t explain
~‘sll that. But now suppose there were
. and 11 all three got

would be far down on my list of re-
liable instruments.

But no beans have been spilled.
Those who believe the Warren Re-
port is deliberately hiding some ex-
plosive truth can cite chapter and
verse, as I have, on its obfuscations,
but .when they try to describe the
precise nature of this political land
mine and to relate it to specific evi-
dence in the Report, they abandon
chapter and verse for the hymnal. M.
Sauvage sings very low: his Gallic
logic tells him the Report couldn’t be
that bad unless it is hiding some-
thing, but he prudently refuses to
specuiate on what.

. The most eminent of those who
imply the Report is rigged, but eau-
tiously refrain from specifying why
or by whom or for what end exactly,
is Hugh Trevor-Roper, Regius Pro-
fessor of Modern History at Oxford,
who published & sweeping attack
in The (London) Sunday Times for
December 13th: “KENNEDY MURDER
INQUIRY IS SUSPECT” runs the head-
line, while the subhead informs us
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08t ¥He RéZ M FOPHOT e 07 pri‘whd
cables thid ditshrisRing #opbet! Hidn
America, finds that suppressed pg~
lice: and medical evidence eluded thae
Wirren Commission.” Some of M#EL
Trevor-Roper’s criticisms were sousd
but'not original, and some were origh?:
nab but not sound. Notable in the
seéond category are his Ak BBy
charges: that since Americuas:
“automatically” make a tranaif
script of all interrogations of
su#pects “even in the most:
trivial cases,” one must havé.
been made in Oswald’s cask ¥
and therefore it must hav
bedn “destroyed by the F.B.1
or'the police”; and that “thiese
chief pathologist, Dr. Humes}}’
signed an affidavit that he hads:
buivied all his original noteg i
and-had kept no copy,” so thatl¢,
“Only the official autopsy
compiled [as is clearly stated}s 2
with the aid of police evidenceys.
survives.” Three days lateis
“informed persons’’ on thdf-

didn’t), at which point a sted
nographer is called in. That a.
recard should have been made
is -pbvious, as noted exten®
sively above, but it is qui
angther thing to assume that
ones was made and later dess’
troyed, and that the interrv—

gators lied when they stateds m».
none was made. “This, I dot&Z=2
not- hesitate to say, cannoti

most probably is, true. I sayy
“probably’”* because, of course,’
Mpr. Trevor-Roper may be
right—all kinds of things mag:y;
nawe happened, if there was’
a gonspiracy—but he really}]

I or any other reader of the.d
Report. f

His treatment of the medi-!
cal evidence is even more ex-.
traerdinary. By blurring the,
distinction-—or perhaps he is.
honestly unaware of it-—be-+

of whom did think the bullets

might have snfered from the s

didn’t turn him = e
pathologists, headed by Dr.
Humes, who later did the au-
topsy at Bethesda Naval Hos-
pital in Maryland and dis-
covered that all the wounds. %

were made from the back, and ;72
by. touches like—“the Comy: Z;
mission [could not] reexaminer =
the medical evidence undisy
torted by police theories [beys
cause] only the official auesf 2
topsy, compiled . . ."with they =
aid of police evidence, sursyi Mm
vives,” Mr. Trevor-Roper im-~.§ 22
plies the destruction of some

Ei

topsists destroyed were, agsd %
cording to the Commission'g}
spokesmen, “some brief, fragyr

mentary pencil Rotes that thers

thiret awaybweustivey prhaviditiels:
et tiaort Bevat {#herd'

“'to gee what comfort these notes might
- have@given Mr. Trevor-Roper’s suspi-¢

cionls; since they were not made. by
‘thé:##ront-wound” surgeon in DaHagt
bubip:the “back-wound” autopsistsr

- in ~Maryland. The only hypothesis

that-gould work is that the Maryland:
autopsists, ra.h.,unm by Dr. Humasygis:

o Eide oo

 thefrmow destF ol
;agredd with thé Dallay' sargedn thnd
the'w¢unds came from the front-but

TS »

“’that before they could type up their:

“offieial” report—how dirty he makes:
-thaysword sound, almost as bad as
“police” —the F.B.L or the C.I.A. or
somebody nipped in and pressured or
uadedithe. thelogists,: hitherts
d andvdistimguithed | im ;their:




Oswald could be framed. But

FPrevor-Roper can believe all *

~ .ibien why bother with the b

ndtes, or any other concrete evids

ssipce it would be as reasonable
iwiach easier, to assume the Ma:

ists cooked 3 b

i s trjrky busin |

9‘"" aS

Body ?—seems not to have occurﬁ
r. Trevor-Roper, any mor ond denouncing what he call
at Oswald may have lied whe perialistic forces of reaction,:j
told the witnesses, and later gerantism and racism.’” The m@
lice, that he was carrylng [ te nonelaborati f th
g:ds in it—the Report in its dd orate nonelaboration of the
yny produces testimony by his
dy that his room was equipped’
th curtains and curtain rods.)
. Trevor-Roper doesn't chal
e dimensions; of the replica,

e really
ed to escape he would have head-
t of town, not back to his room),
also acted so as to insure ‘his
g caught (taking only $18.87
Bwvay money that morning and
ng Marina $170, or killing Tip-
for his unusual behavior on the
pts afterward). Similarly, I think
ould have confessed—or rather
fed about—his assassination af-
e had exhausted the pleasures of
frating the police and the press.
kfter I'd worked out all this, I was
ured to see that a Dr. William
krantz, of the University of
go, had arrived at the same
“Criminals who unconsciously
nge for their own capture are
e. A more bizarre possibility
Rt by refusing to talk, he was not
amng for a Iawyer but per-
§ enjoying the sadistic pleasure
p dermg the police impotent and

85.”)

iy epend upon it, my dear Wats

once you have eliminated
other possibilities, the remai 3
however improbable, is the g
solution,” Sherlock Holmes of
Werved (or words to that effeg
;we are left, or stuck, with
Oswald and Ruby did it all]
nselves, and, since Holmes
s right, we must accept
though the Warren Report %

< «—he read the one-dollar pape
which lacks most of the illustrat
hibits—“but I have also pursued:
erucial point all the way through
volumes of testimony.” But his oy = ke .
of the nineteen doctors from the § amore about it than-ahy of us}
land Hospital in Dallas who app@iifll Magius observers do, beyond hi
. before the Commission was not ve :w - Wnctual rejection of any evid
-The only one he refers to is “the d o uced by the police, the F.B.I.
g R i : ret Service, the Warren Comj
or any of those who investi;
g assassination, with the exce
Mr. Mark Lane.
t is indeed an “astomshmg"
ance by a trained historia
most courteous explanatio
t Mr. Trevor-Roper wrote his
less as an historian than =
1 member of Bertrand Russ
o Killed Kennedy? Committeel
Buld really be the Who Didn't
menedy? Committee. Yet even
s discreet as M, Sauvage in r .
to be precise about the natu: say little about Ruby, thojy
p conspiracy which his constant k ikilling Oswald fits into their &
ations of hanky-panky and j Ber than iny other of the evel “ﬂl
(“suppressed police and Pead they concentrate on the e
Fevidence,” ete.) logically poi pess testimony, which is, as
indeed require if they are al, often confused. I think
ble themselves. ecause what we have leard
BN, r. Joesten and Mr. Bucha t Ruby since then makes it 4
ipply the valor of which the S ible to believe he could have b
e-Trevor-Roper discretion is of any serious conspiracy; A
er part. “The conspiracy invol eurse, no evidence has been fo ons. n;fogt'ﬁfnx:ogolerﬁgl:wvﬁﬁ;
charges. . lieve, some officials of the C nnect him with one—the Rep§f enberg—complete with s
For a third gafe, which I had § the F.B.I. as well as some A s down and demolishes all s§ secrg t t P 1”7 ¢ GB map
noticed, I am indebted to the deva: 4 ors—though that doesn’t usually ‘ toeth u;ne o trom hol;ntghs
;ing critique of the Trevor-.Rope 5 o 5 A Bither them. Anyway, I think it fair | ig Me TEl}():. S ai whiel e
- - ticle by his eolleague and friend, J&§ . 3 ¥ Ruby is no longer a difficulty. mg) ing Mr. ﬂ: u;\s shows was a
- Sparrow, the Master of All Souls § Bald : Assassin or Fall Guy? (pil probably knows more than % in o u-: ¥ azxsf tlfled l:o
. lege, that appeared, at almost Mr. Buchanan is rash as lling,” i§ as far as even o iniste, g t‘}l;ns‘iiccess ‘:'l y, ‘the
length, in the next issue of The Pbold. In Who Killed Kenn @ i@dsten now will go. wuﬂ:s sI . Dl sides made great
don Sunday T'imes (December 20). ¥ ges 177-190), he clears it 211 4iff§ {7~ The arguments most commonly nd- ‘play b] political mlt’mvatwns and it
fessor Trevor-Roper had accused ¥l ling that “the Dallas oligar nced against Oswald’s being the &89l v10ust to e‘l";?: ody that no sin-
police of destroying the 0"81”'::}% § behind the assassination, ssin (aside from matters of evi- somsh °°“h ot ave set so many
per bag which they (and the Co: Wi (whom he—and Mother: ce, with which I've already dealt) n m;: 'tahs °! tx:jne,}]lust as Os-
sion) believed Oswald had mad d—thinks was working for i (1) As a leftist, who may well u l?t ave made three hits in
hand—much evidence on this, A. or maybe the F.B.I.) and othe taken that shot at General eight seconds. Yeft ﬂ::;e:::

laborious analysis of the paper et undiscovered agents for glker, he bad no political motlvm.m. 1}&:Iutsthave Behen
tape—to carry his gun into the because (1) they thought B at Was was that one fanatic,

i i t Kennedy. (2) Why did he in d by anarchistic ideas as vague
pository on the morning of the a Jy less sympathetic than Johi as innocent, if he had done.iggZRG S W IPEID le
sination, and of replacing it wi e twenty-seven-and-a-half political murderers usually pg- at sll b ll“xxs;ﬂh (van der
-replica bag” (his insinuating quots their deed proudly. (3) g ac \laky elieved he was help-
‘In other words,” he concludes, n’t have done it alone: too m\iq the d“’°" ers’ cause against the
police destroyed the real evidence - id it all by himself. i

' and planning needed.
substituted their own fabricati es); and (3) they had defel
:Mr. Sparrow points out that the bracts which were imperile
inal bag was not destroyed and E fKennedy-Khrushchev rappri
:fact reproduced as a photographis or in the author’s neo-Mas
“hibit on page 132 of the Report, pe: “I believe the murder of: Jacked the talents even to h ;
- is referred to in the text. In his Sident was provoked, primaril n a job, or get himself taken s te Sir Lewis Namier,
#to Mr. Sparrow in the January 3 S of the domestic and internat ly by that beleaguered little ﬁ Tt Frazier of the F.B.I.
xduy Times, Mr. Trevor-Roper sijll 3 F0tro committee) were his chief % Sparrow writes, apropos ¥iCK
walls on the other points (agai #ives. He may have had also a ses~ e of the Warren REPOf‘t 4
plying, for instance, that poor’ ary political motive—his pathetit! mgue, Mr. Trevor-Roper: “Ni
Perry finally concluded it was an gles to distinguish himself frame Jier to create than an atmosph
gwound from “outside [ie., pd} ommon herd often took a “Marx- Jllcion, nothing—so long as the
;evldence ” rather than from the form—but, from my Trotskyjt
psy results) but gives in on I can testify that for a rifl
tpaper bag. “I must eat humble 3 5 overseas.” -left sectarian (who would
the airily concedes. “I neglecteds B is true the “Dallas oliga us Trotskyists as bourgeois
cardinal rule, ‘Always check your reason to dislike Kennedy's misers) a Kennedy would seem-&
erences, and must pay the price B, as did General Walker, H e dangerous enemy of World Reéws?'
Hs hard to see what he meany pt, the Birchites, the Klan, ion than a Walker precisely ‘b
$checking your references” sincs or Wallace of Alabama, et al. . Kennedy pretended to be
ipicture and the text both are Iso did Castro, the Kremlin {ﬁ. sxde of the people whlle Walk¥f
on the non-destruction of the orig te wasn't all that détented)
igﬂfg; mﬂybet;AL“{!:Ys I‘}?Bi a reg China, although none of the
efore you attack it,” which wo acy mongers ever mention re t
ri lesson well learned by the . rezsons %hat as Hercule P T TN yee Oswald’s f“elf;l nﬂ:lu
Professor of Modern History uld say, leap to the eye. (I i 2 ] 28, yoric, con
ford Another lesson might bej e see, even in Joestenlan
{ways read the original text, F.B.I or C.L.A. come in, mo
"paperback reprint, for, thoug e.) But if motives were cons
bag is reproduced in the reprin , then journalistic beggars
-cut (which includes the rifle)$
small half page instead of a §
whole page in the G.P.Q. edf]
., which also has a caption, lacki
the reprint: “Paper bag found
sixth floor of the Texas School §
Depository,” which might have ¢
- Mr. Trevor-Roper’s eye and
him some embarrassment. A
point Mr. Sparrow doesn’t mal
:E:s again a puzzle what Mr. T

Feven Foreign Minister Ba wo
e he did, though there are
sistencies in eyeWItness testimqy

ﬁsn the ftont” and later was
anaded to adjust his medical rep
4his external police evidence.” T
" ‘§ye doesn’t mention his name, this¥#
pears to be Dr. Malecolm Q. Perry,
wid indeed at first speak of a %
swound and then retracted. Buw
tPerry’s actual testimony gives a TS
different 1mpressm hat at a co;l £y

g ) On the impossibility of Os-
#’s having done it all by himself:
dfield and McKinley were killed
e crackpots of the Oswald type,
th Roosevelts came near it. And
is, for our Eurcpean friends,
PHY Tobias’ The Reichstag Fire (G.
k tnam’s Sons, 1962; introduction
. J. P. Teylor), which demon-
S to my, and Professor Taylor” s,
#atifaction that van der Lubbe did
by himself, and that it was not,
pverybody at the time assumed
‘obvious (including me, but ex-
Hng the Berlin detectives who
opked on the case), the work of
3 the Nazis (my view, remem-
s The Brown Book of the Hitler

e. (Still does: the Report shg
had Ruby arrived two or t
jutes earlier or later he w
either been stopped or

- a thorough enough examination
-be sure (the Report prints a No :
“ber 23, 1963, New York Herghk &
Tribune story confirming this),-
.. that he changed his opinion becagiig |
-of the autopsy and not to pleasedilils
the police, as Mr. Trevor-

underdog resentment and enm
ther with a desperate ambitis
pake his mark on History (w!

, have threatened the everl
onalization of their oil iny

out the revolution”—he
sia partly because it was

frgeois.” @
2) But why didn’t he procla
.act, as one would expect if i
lher a political gesture or Bll:ci:
ppt to get into the history
awful thing is he has) 71

use or wear, wheth
flows are the same, and w!
PR ressures are the same or
8o 1 don’t think we can sa;
‘an absence of dissimilari
r the presence of simila
s about sums up my view
rren Report’s basic case. It'H
L absence of dissimilarities

Johnson government, which was i ,i
#8 in control of the agencies tha X
dlleged to have covered up the d
ing truth, would not at all obj:
discovering the assassination waifl
'work of Mr. Hunt and other D
millionaires, or General WalkeF®
any of the right-wing persons?
groups they are supposed to be of being one up on everybody,
ochistically protectmg. But it'# tting it over on them—*“Don’t you
estroyed the original bag, since Sl worth en - political sh you knew?”; and that of .jm-
§only reason for doing so would i sing the world as the nobody who
d become somebody by his extraor-
fnary, and successful, deed. Heh!
two eyewttnesses whose estxma. - Hmilarly split between making

its length was too short for it to hawy 2 g President 3 escape a.f:erhe had; shgu_he

porters aren’t going to get it ¢
, He was split between two
ions that couldn’t be combined:
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The great
ehilles is killed by the base Ther-
es, “who knew within his head
y words, but disorderly; /vain,
$id without decency, to quarrel with
. i princes. . /This was the ugliest
faan who came beneath Ilion.”* Lee
wald wasn’t physically ugly but
mer’s emphasis on Thersites’ de-
ed body (“bandy-legged ... lame
one foot . . . shoulders stooped,”
) I take as a metaphor, in an
-psychiatric age when personal-
B’ was assumed to express itself in

ot

liness one senses in Oswald. After
pding the Report’s documentation
‘J Oswald’s life and character, I un-

Effiersites (“Beyond all others, Achil-
2", Bs hated him, and Odysseus”), al-
¥@ouch I don’t share their contempt
¥ his speech “abusing Agamemnon,”
ich seems to the modern reader
ble and justified social eriticism
e only passage of its kind in the
f¥ole poem, in fact. But three thou-
i had years ago even the intellectual
P ysseus had never heard of social
fixtice. After a demagogic rebuttal,
b up to his usual standard, Odys-
$is beats Thersites with his sceptre

,.,.» d a bloody welt stood up between
1 his shoulders under/the golden scep-
tre’s stroke, and he sat down again,
frightened,/in pain, and looking help-
lessly about wiped off the tear-drops.”
Homer had no higher opinion of Ther-
sites than the Commissioners do of
Oswald, but he is more just; Ther-
sites is a man, whatever else he is,
and so Homer assumes his humilia-
tion is moving to other men, and ren-
:ders it so. I found nothing like that
in the Warren Report, but of course
Homer was a poet, while the Com-
missioners were lawyers. Homer
drops Thersites after his brief mo-
ment in Book II. Thersites was then
just an oddity, a man before his time,
good for a small scene of sixty or
seventy lines.

-ibBy the sixteenth century Thersites
rmu moved toward the center of the
Bstage, under different names, as the
i{tvmlcontent, the cynical underdog
ﬁo takes out his resentment against
R “betters” in words, snarling and
‘snapping at their heels but not dar-
ing the bite of action. He has a long
Qfart in Shakespeare’s Troilus and
,ﬁmﬁwﬁ,an, though none of the princi-
Ppals, except the ox-stupid Ajax, take
his raillery as anything more than
amusing rodomontade. “Thou core
8¢ envy!” Achilles sums him up con-
2bemptuously. But they should have
mmﬁmanovgm on his soliloquy in Act
“II, Scene 3: “How now, Thersites!
what, lost in the labyrinth of thy
fury? . . . I'll learn to conjure and
rhaise devils, but I'll see some issue of
Hay spiteful execrations. . . . T have
- 8aid my prayers; and devil envy say
‘CAmen*du the later Bomerie legends;-

A

Nual passion though nobody was
3 ;,.W devils of envy, found an i

Bsbyrinth of his fury and at long Ia

Story.

's supert teansiation of the Tisd.

ictively hatad #eyaur SR CN,
t on that day in Dallas, Thersi
o must have hated Achilles

ested, learned how to conjure .

om his spite and a way out of 438

red the bite of action and showjgl
was the equal of Achilles, indegg

s superior, by killing him witk

M annlicher-Carcano rifle, $21
ostpaid, from Klein’s Sport
ds Company, of Chicago.
he place of the gods as the mo o
and contrivers of the tragic actidi
the Iliad is taken, in our Americgs

¥¥ersion, by the modern sense of mmm.w

The President was undone by th
trivial decisions: to ride in a “mo
cade” through Dallas; to leave off
plastic bubbletop; and to remove
two Secret Service men who usu
stood on runningboards on each s
of the back seat. All three decisi
were made in order to give the Pr
dent “maximum exposure” to the p ;
lic, “his” public. The motorcad

posed by some of his aides precis4
on that ground; they remembengd

by mail, some one
Mannticher-Carcano rifles o
Oswald used.) The bubbletop,
bulletproof but it might have £
a shot. The two Secret Service
shielded the President somewhat
this also meant they concealed
somewhat from “his” people. £
An interesting study could be my
of “Presidential Exposure.” That it
is dangerous is clear, yet recent Presi-
dents, and none more than Johnson
who seems to have & manic compul-
sion to make physical contact with as
many citizens as possible, have con-
sidered it a necessary part of their
Jjob. Perhaps it is, historically. A na-
tion of almost two hundred million
cannot be governed democraticallyi
the decisions, and the power, must be”
concentrated in a few men at the top,:
with practically everybody else loa
ing on as impotent spectators afi
the event; when President Ken
lost the Bay of Pigs, or when he won,
the showdown on the Cuban missile
bases, “the American people” could
lament or applaud from the grang-
stands, and even that only ex POl
facto. “Presidential Exposure” is
way of symbolically bridging, o—,g
ther concealing, the chasm betwi
the too-powerful insiders and the j
powerless outsiders: a ritual com=
pensation for an imbalance th€¥
makes both sides uneasy, for the time
of the kind of autocratic power gk
ercised by Louis XIV is past, at i
in the West. “L’état, c’est ze:m,:mm.aom
American President says, and ;En
needs reassurance from “hig” peo
that he is their democratic »n—.uw
as much as they need from hpn
the reverse assurance. Hence
slow-moving motorcades. But'e:

course they aren't equals, no mattlg
how many times our current Presi-

dent grabs three or four bRRIIRMR

hands at once in a fran
make contact. “My” pu
pecple can turn in a wi




AT ,I@ei;ﬁwdﬁi',faﬁﬁtﬁiﬂénhﬁn't

(2dvile bisdisbby higmetler, either. Liks

~Marina, ~she “automatically became
14News, that is a part of History, the
tMnament her son was arrested. Being

19dlder, less pretty and considerably -

rofhore scatterbrained than Marina,

. Oarguerite Oswald hasn’t been so

aavibible, though she appeared in g

o gi¥mtudio photograph,” in, I'm afraid,

.- 26this magazine, with a collection of her
.,.B080m’s very dull letters to her. But

d3ke? I read somewhere, as oth v
d8zem to have also, that Mother Os-
“Jewald was indignant when she didn’t
8 Peceive a note of condolence on the
“-ylfleath of her son from Jackie Ken-
Lrmoedy. “They can’t push us around
AMDymore—we're in the history books
Mow!” she is said to have said angrily.

'he Greeks had only Herostratus to

Yy was appalled, and
Ut it short, Jack Ruby, who was there
ong with anybody else in Dallas
that wanted to come (“No identifi-
tion was required,” the Warren
%port notes), appointed himself as
gﬁkind of major domo for District At-
dtorney Wade, since he knew him and
#lso many of the reporters. “I was

nouncer named Duncan was surprised

e grieving but, instead, seemed
PPleased about the personal contact he

: d had with the investigation earlier
~mdh the evening.” Perhaps that wag”
hen Jack Ruby discovered History .
d got the notion that he, too, could ‘.
“take the center of the stage, just like
Oswald . . . and speaking of Oswald :
E’. why not? The President’s blood.

lled out for vengeance, not to men- .,
on Jackie and those marvelous kids,
and everybody would praise the man -
=who killed the monster . . . Jack the :
Monster Killer. It may be that Ruby’s
tate of “fugue” at his trial wag
as6d:by bi
M8 hie dadd; qui

‘ e

ol

$iFright to .avoid, as well as to makeg!

issince everybody else seems to take her I
#eifiportance for granted, as of and af-"
zker November 22, 1963, why shouldn’t .

- chda e Tam
|

And so they are, all three of them,

gdRresident’s murder. But 4 local an-

0 find that “Ruby did not appear 6~ -

§ realization that every-

o ,chwf, MatbRdwley; 1 net/hire op.disor

g ciplindethemyion-Historical’ grounds.

A% do dot think in the light of hise 3§

‘gzbory,” he told the Commission, “thaty;
o f,i‘ they should be stigmatized with some-os;

:yithing like that.” Americans have ag}

“.gehistorical footnotes,
ﬁaﬂ)pﬁgmm.mnwmﬂ A
10! :

rina when she visi

bdBallas jail. “EverEthlgi w
rjgh . € - 2ia
d3iga Tortnight she had !

'Wwas T0 be her 2 R
mﬁwﬂ“’"};
£8With me in any and all mabbers Perzg
fining to publi
gpand advertising . . . news releagesy

H1. . public appearances . . . for tele-

7vdsion . ights “‘m \N‘*
fhagazine rights, book rights . . . caris '@ _.
; i R R
AR RNetRY

R S

itures . .. contracts for my §grxice“s“',:.§"
alents, memoirs, history story....” 3

ot bad for only two weeks aftd

- Lee~Oswatd™nad done its WO¥
he contract (Exhibit 276 in Volung
u_‘;'fi-. I of the_Commission’s comple

“festimon
Fina
voris D,
Witers. Eliz

Iormer one: quit becau oy
as come to believe she is as impor-
' sident oT

antas the Pre
VW ¢ New York Review of

looks, November 5). TTe A'memr-b
Amization of Marina would make Hit
nteresting n}gjue,%i&ﬂ gh I’ | bats do

S




. bered Oswald in the Marines, For it' .
stiwhsaty onbp thesPrebidene wherwas
-nicemscious of an historic role. Oswal
Ziggems to have had History -on ‘th
-2@rain. He grandly titled the commsnd"
ﬁpleice, semiliterate notebook he leap Sl R e

" HamRussia “Historic Diary.” Marxds .ander Hamilton’y « r people. sir.
- Gofbr him was a skeleton key to His{ '~ vt ity nothling 7bﬁt?a§gr§:: '?i;‘e%?s(;:ﬁ?‘! Ts;lg
_ ~Siury, theoretically—he doesn’t sdem . =~ - {Presidential party landed in “bright

#. oMo have read Marx. On Octoberi 8] ...t i imgnshine” at the Dallas airport—it:

_~1956, he wrote the Socialist Partyi of] s oulled Love Field—and after cheer-.

. "9America asking if there was “g i ecrowds all along the way, Mrs. """

-vpranch in my area” he could jein Qonnally, who was riding i :
: « . f g in the Ken-:
odadding: “I am a Marxist, and have 18 s’ car with her husband, the Gov. .

tibeen studying Socialist principles fo! eftor of Texas—the state motty ig
dwell over fifteen months.” On Octobe ‘Briendship”—turned to the OPz?eslis .
&8, he became seventeen and on Oeto idmit as the motorcade was (slowly)

3pproaching the Texas School Beok '
: _“‘Irepository—what a very American .
o 3gitel for an assassination!—and said, |
_._v,'lgdbskibly in some relief: “Mr, Présj- . :
:  Bft, you can’t say that Dallas doesn’t )

Isipdéord of some kind, I imagine, thies
RN T e vi-uilgeeks from one kind of powerhétise
. o S Y94 a different kind. M
T e .+ 845The pathos of Oswald’s life wayg
:tf9gHEt he had unlimited aspirations‘gn

e you,” to

e?fw;tremely limited talents. He fafled

hé Soviet Union, holding dowr

148 everything he tried, defecting? tol

i which he replied, “That i .-
‘s Wery obvious.” A minute or twe

: r, ‘“shots from a r
Twaunde

R fty-dollar-a-week job, making a’y
TR it with Marina. And the more
TR - A

Fietions. “I'll be prime ministerd s
enty years!” he told Marina Jug
re he took the bus to Mexico Cj E

‘Ft is considered certain,” g Tiﬁ ’
: ‘!:espondent wrote the same day, R
f{'ﬂiv’ib‘».‘ that the informality of office; i

L T recent Presidents, especially
L-SPi"esiflent Kennedy, will be sharply *
. Méuitailed. President Johnson is ex-
_“Iiec‘tgd to be less publicly accessible, -
: ‘% §1n the public view.” That was :
“N&FY obvious. Then. =TT
mﬁg > hen '

Y. Like Herostratus, who set #i
td7the great temple of Artemis?®
Bpliesus, in order, as he explaifie

SE¥¥e looked upon the eyes of futiire
* "% people as some kind of tribunal,
And he wanted to be on the winning |
: ‘ﬁd?‘iso that ten thousand years from |

o " *How people would look in the history -

arthiwebith Spaee inh Books and say, ‘Well, this man was

“dtthe history books than Herostratiisy ![‘x@gad of his time.’ The eyes of ‘the .
:jomenPresident Kennedy will than Os. Lo ‘ ~fu‘§11:re became the eyes of God. He : -

yovald. Still, they have succeeded in az ‘W#“c?ncdmed' with his'image in‘Ris- -

1aiwey, a small way, but these are smalk tobyrol ggu ﬁerﬁ"wﬁg@yg "Ferhdm- «

aiHmen, and the reach of their ambitiomy:. - .. ST
132didn’t go beyond a footnote recogniz-g
;.“ing that, while others might create
 \they could destroy. R e
" : History-consciousness can also ope:
ticérate in reverse. Nine of ths twenty+r -
wgeight Secret Service operatives whab
Yguarded the President that day in
dDallas had violated regulations byt
Piofoing to late parties, with drinksps
the night before. The Report, withoe
pydts usual blandness about officialyl
wblunders, concedes this was unfortu~s
| nate, but-soncludes probably they*
‘ b} reacted any quickera

_wcouldn



