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Debate

Epstein and Lane Prompt
N'e‘wlkound of Scratiny .

fy I8 undergoing another|,
ot scrutiny in Britait:
Ics . and  defenders ' seem
auaily divided.

occasion for the revival
rest iv/'the publication of

Lord Devlin, one of the most

respected legal figures in ‘Eng-
land, said in The Observer to-
day that, in light of the Epstein

k, the commission “was not

as potent an instrument for

" 5 _United| discovering  the truth as ex-
“Inquest” by Edward|ternally it appesred to be.”

steln and “Rush to Judg-
by ‘Mark Lane. '

On the other hand, Lord

Devlin  said Mr, Epstein had

Epstein’s complaint that ;" gictained his intimated
mission headed by Chief| chypge that the commigsion had

e Earl Warren did a hasty,

than' any conspiraty
es — either his or the
fanciful ones or Mr. Lane,

Epstein;: & Harvard doc-| Mr, Epstein agreed with the|

’ : “brought itself to ‘shirk the
guate: job his won MOTe| ¢ty because of its own fear
of the political consequences.”

- Evidetice Held Lacking

andidate, undertook his{commission that Lee Harvey

of the Warren Commis-
report ag a master’s thesis

bikm_ raised. The . cofiment
n' an editorial for tomor-

peditions. -

K things consider:
en Commission did g
circumstances ‘and ex-
pressure,” The - Times

8

Oswald had fired at the Presi-
dent but \thought there might
priell, Mr. Lane id a lawyer{well have been a
K assassin. Lord Devlin thought
the known evidence on firing
times left the possibility open,
$ but he saw it as only a possi-
reopen its inquiry and|bility, with no trace of affirma-
th the various points of|tive evidence to support it.

second

Prof. Arthur’ 1. Goodhart,

another eminent lawyer, writ-
; ing in The Sunday Telegraph,

the ridiculed’ both the Lane and
re-|Epstein books as worthless, es-
Job of work in dif-|pecially Mr. Lane’s. -

He recalled that Mr. Lane's

own testimony before the com-
mission was evasive and devoid
of ' direct relevance, He de-

as_ ‘“‘utter.  ponsense”
Mr; Lane that O:

icigeﬂievive‘ on Warren Repo;
y|Issues Raised in »Boolu*l by

“|wald" killed President K
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would have had posth
counsel before an English ‘ro!
commission,

The only favorable revlew#;

the serious Sunday papers
by Cyril Connolly, the lites Ty
critic. K
He said in the Sunday Times'
that he was now convinced
the authorities investigating
the” assdssination” were unduk
committed to the view
Oswald had committed the sla; -
ing alone. He called for anothe
investigation by - “some - coff¢
pletely unprejudiced and fear-
less body.” ‘ 1
Alistair Cooke, the long-tithe
American correspondent of The
Guardian, also was -critical of
the Warren report. He said th®
it ‘had “signally failed” to gy
certain the !mti ig

Another call for a further
dependent study -was made
the anonymous reviewer in
Economist, Without it, he sa
the judgment will: “never
satisfying or conclusive.” ,

‘Bernard Levin, an often a
dulous columnist in The Dailty

handling . of the- evidence,
said they merely served tho
who refused to believe the
port’'s conclusion - “because '
truth is unbearable to them.

“The trith' 'is" Mr, Le
‘wrote,™“that Lee Harvey O|

though nobody told him' to; axg
that the world is indeed subjel
to ‘chance, accident and
pulse, and is by no means th#

rational, ordered, - predictab),
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