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MEMORANDUM
November 13, 1964

Toy: J. Iee Rankin, General Counsel
Fyam: Arthur Msrmor

The followlng memsrawdum is & brief summexry of the report of the Central
Intgllwg nce Agency of October 12 and October 24, 1964, entitled "Foreign Press

Reaction to the Warren Report.”

Fuan e £

This survey provides o cross-section of the comments of the lsading newspapers
of nearly ell foreign countrles except for a signlificant number in the Far Fast,
Middle East, and Africa. Light coverage in the USSR stressed that doubts and
suspicions had not been allayed. However coverage in Iastern Burope expressed
strong skepticlsm, Treguently quoting such critics as Lane, Russell, and Buchenan.
A Yugoslav noted, however, that the reaction of the U. 8. and most of the foreign
press was favorable. The Albanian press, 1like the Communist Chinese, did not
mention the Report.

The press reaction in Western Burcope was heavy snd veried. Communist ané
pro-Communist papers were shayply critical. Vhile they stressed tbe conclusio
that there was no foreilgn involvement; they charged s "whitewash" of riéb’~@i33$"’
and fascists.

The non-Communist press in Western Burcope was ﬁe?ersllj favorable, although
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there were notable exceptions. Austrian dailies nobted the absence of surprises
and raised guestions about the 'mystery” that remained. ?elglan papers accepted
ek
till

the findings of the Commission, but one noted that the sssassination would s
be listed among the mysterious deaths of history. Danish organs were skeptical,
claiming that the Beport did not end all doubt. Finnlsh papers accepted Cosmission
findings. Ia France, a leading independent daily concluded that the truth "with

> &ll its irrationsl implications” was found 1n the Report, but an important moderate
paper was critlcal. In Italy, indevpendent and conservative papers approved, a
Socialist daily disgpproved. Dutch papsys were Pactual, one praising the Report.
Tm>&xAgm:@?wqiﬁswmas&wahuirilmﬁ. Spanish newsmen commented favorably,
although one right-wing paper called it "hard to believe." The leadlﬂg libersl
daily of Sweden and an independent Swiss newspaper praised the Report while non
Compunist papers in West CGermany gensrslly sccepted its findings.
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ive, and Iranian indepsndent papers were favorabls he non-Communist press
srael was objective, one leading daily accepting the ccnalw*iarzs, Yewspapers
non, Turkey and Pakistan were factual. Iragl and Jordanisn dailies lirnked
Syrian nationalist organs highlighted negative

Dz
;.e ass”’sme tion to Ziounlsts,
0 U. A. R, press was critical.

n o the Report, and the

can newspapers included the criticisms of Russell and oiahez's as well

g ake jg*‘:;ieal Feranch rﬂﬁctiﬁm This cccurred In Algerla, Angola, Chad, Congo

Leor ltii &lle), Ivazf:y éi,;}?,a t, @z}s'f: the ié&iﬂ asy Republic. An independent ?Lmi ilan
o1 on party organ in South d‘vi{,a was

In Iatin fAperica the copservetive press generelly indicaied accepltance of
the Report, although many gave some space to the critics. The Argentine press
was generally favorable, although a neutrslist paper was critical. Importent
Brazilian papers supported the Report but two conservative papers were sk g:‘i, L.cal
A Bolivian copservative orgsn blamed the Cammunists but a lliberal one accepte
the Report. The Chillean vress divided slong politicel lines, with consery rat
papers f‘awrazﬂe and leftist critienl. A leading libefal orgen in Colombia
stated that the Report had not answered lmportant questions. Comment in U
Mexican press was generally unfavoradle. The ‘O’}.‘(‘V’I‘S af Uruzuay were objective
except for pro-Commmnist eriticlism. Yhe govermment-controlled Cuban press was

hostile.
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