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Dallas: Rush to Judgment

In an analysis of the civil liberties aspects of-

the assassination of Lee Harvey Oswald, the
American Civi Liberties Union said “the pub-
lic interest” would be served if the commis-
sion named by President Johnson were to make
“a thorough examination of the treatment ac-
corded. Oswald, including his right to counsel,
the nature of the interrogation, his physical
security while under arrest, and the effect of
pre-trigl publicity on Oswald’s right to a fair
trial.,”

In the public interest the GUARDIAN is
devoting one half of its issue this week to
a lawyer’s brief in the Oswald case . . . The
GUARDIAN’s publication of the brief pre-
sumes only one thing: @ man’s innocence, under

U.S. law, unless and until proven guilty . . .

—Precede tc Mark Lane’s “Defense Brief for
Oswald,” NATIONAL GUARDIAN, Dec. 19, 1963

WO YEARS and eight months after the Lane

brief appeared in the GUARDIAN, its author
has published a book (Rush te Judgment, by
Mark Lane, Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 478 pp.,
$5.95) which proves, to this writer's satisfaction,
that the Warren Commission did none of the things
the ACLU said it ought to have done. In a carefully

o
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annotated, footnoted and indexed book with innu-
merable references to the exact text of the Com-
mission’s Report, Lane presents an irvefutable case
that the commission did not ask, “Who killed Ken-
nedy?”, but accepted Oswald's guilt and deliber-
ately set about to dismiss any evidence that would
dispute its own prejudged finding. Compounding
1ts incredible performance, its 26 volumes of tes-
timony are found to be replete with contradic-
tions of material contained in the Report itself.

It is no wonder that Hugh Trevor-Roper, Brit-
ish historian, says in his introduction to the Lane
book: “What most dismayed me, on reading the
Report, was not the minor inconsistencies which

can be found in it . . , It was the evidence, ratn-
er, of a subtle but discernible process: the proc-
ess whereby a pattern was made to emerge out of
the evidence, and having emerged, seemed to
subordinate the evidence fo {t.”

A _SECOND BOQX pblished within days of the

Lhisdalun goes e i T T
It is called The Oswild Affalr, and was written

by Leo Sauvage (Wo:ld Publishing Co., 418 pp.,

$6.95), 1 i contradic-
tions of the W e viewpoint
of well-Informed French newspaperman who

/s _the USSTand it; people well. Sauvage, cor-

Téspondent 10T THE oC Nservalive Parts newspaper
Figaro, covered the llennedy assassination and
its aftermath with 1nflagging zeal and wrote
several troubled and iroubling magazine articles
in the months that ‘ollowed. His book's major
contribution is to derwolish the contention in at-
torney Louis Nizer's panegyric introduction to
the Report (as publisiied in a paperback by the
New York Times) that the Report closed the case
once and for all, It was an opinlon expressed
with relief by many others. The Commaission,
Nizer asserted in an aleged “analysis,” had ren-
dered an “incalculabli: service” in “effectuating
domestic tranquility and overcoming foreign
skepticism. This is its contribution to history.”

The Amevican publc may have been doped
inte tranquility (a doi btful proposition, as anye
one who Inquires into feelings aboui the assassie

nation to this day can testify; but the affair is
as unfranquil as ever beyond the borders of the
U.S. This Sauvage ms tes clear in a book that of-
fers, among other thiigs, a devastatingly scorn-
ful description of the antics of U.S. newspapers
in the Kennedy-Oswali-Tippit murders.

MUCH OF THE GRO IJND covered by Lane is at
least superficially farailiar to ihe GUARDIAN
readership; but the developmeni of the material
1s accomplished with the skill of an able counsel
for the defense going over a mass of evidence as
he would have prepared the case—if he ever had
a chance. Many lawyars tend to ensnare their
readers in legal verbisge and pyrotechnics, Lane
deoes not.

It will be a rare rezder who will not conclude
that if the Warren Ccommission in the “national
interest” sought to allay rumor and speculation, it
succeeded only in inc-easing the suspicion that
the truth is not yet }nown and the unvyielding
investigation needed to present the truth has not
yet been made. The Commission therefore by its
report made the grotnd even more fertile for
Tumor and speculation. Lane cannot be faulted
when he writes in his summation:

“Hearsay evidence was freely admitted, while
crucial eyewiiness testi nony was excluded. Opin-
ions were sought and solemnly published, while
important facts were rejected, distorted or ig-
nored. Dubious scientif ¢ tests were said to have
proved that which no authentic test could do.
Friendly witnesses gav: testimony without fear
of criticism or cros: -examination, were led
through their paces by lawyers who, as the rec-




ord shows, helped to prepare their testimony in
advance and were asked leading questions: while
those few who challenged the government's case
were often harassed and transformed for the
time being into defendants. Important witnesses
with invaluable evidence to give were never called,
and the secrecy which prevailed at the hearings
was extended, in respect to many important de-
tails, for another 75 years.”
SHORTLY AFTER. the assassination Any Wowern=.
ber, 1963, of President Kennedy, Lee Harvey Os-
wald and Dallas police officer J. D. Tippit, in a
conversation with a reporter for a great metro-
politan daily newspaper, this writer expressed
his considerable dissatisfaction with the investi-
gation of the murders and his belief that any
newspaper with the manpower and the resources
required for such an effort could blow the whole
Dallas story wide open. The equally skeptical re-
porter listened quietly and then said: *Don't
look to my paper.” The remark was made with
anguish based on bitter previous experience,
The role of the press In the Dallas affair con-
tinues flabby. To this writer's k edee. there
have been mm%—Lane
‘book (compare PhIS With The TTensy Thar mooom-
Danled T do!

IdEr Of an GhSEIre Tamily in Ka “The re-
i [5) refully con-
tained within the book pages and for ine most,

par n_the literary treatment. An exception
was a review In the New York Times Book Re-
view Aug. 28 written by Fred Graham, g reporter
with a law degree who covers Earl Warren's Su-
preme Court for the Times., The review—of both
the Lane and Sauvage books—turned out to be
a brief for the Warren Commission and its ad-
miration was tempered only by an assertion that
the Commission’s work was flawed by its setup.

“These flaws in the Commission are unfortu-
nate,” Graham wrote, because the recent criii-
cism of the Commission itself may confuse the
pbublic and create the mistaken impression that
the Commission's conclusions have been dis-
proved.”

Whose mistaken impression? Graham’s judg~
ments read precisely like those of the Commis-
sion. And his blased and inadequate description
of Lane’s involvement with the Commission it-
self—an involvement which Graham implies Ied
to the Commission's decision not to permit “any
effective adversary voice in the proceedings”
(franslated, that means a voice to represent Os-
wald's interests)—is nothing short of reprehens-
ibie.

If you want the facts, read Lane, not Graham,
The government, the judiclary and the commun-
lcations media are unrelenting in their efforts to
smother any real inguiry; but so long as there
are persons like Lane around, who are not afraid
to present an unpopular, rasping image—Ilet alone
offer themselves ag s tarzet for much worse—
there is still hope that one day the true national
interest will be served. —James Aronson
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