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Report is in conflict with the evidence in every one of its central 
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Warren Report. It must be weighed on the customary scales of rt 
disinterest, veracity, accuracy, coherence, and credibility. Thus, 
I do not agree with Mr. Epstein at all that my "third argument" is 
merely that "the Commission's conclusions are weakened by implausi- . 
bilities." Rather, my book demonstrates that the "events depicted 

-in the Report" (regardless of the nature of "one's expectations" 

about them) were falsely reported, The book demonstrates that the 
Warren Commission tried to extinguish, in an avalanche of irrelevancies ne 
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- work, and another standard (philosophical) to the Warren Report. It is 

the Commission——not its eritics--which has failed to breach the barrier . 

u-the barrier between the contrived world of its Report, and the world 

. of real facts. That much is crystal-clear from an “evidénciary examination 

of the Commission's twenty-seven volumes. 

My respect for vir, Epstein's work, and my admiration for his singular | 

contribution to non-political truth, leads me to hope that he will place ae 

the burden of proof where it rightly belongs. The presumption of innocence, .... | 

and the benefit of the multitudinous doubts which have arisen in this case, 

must be conferred | on. Lee Harvey | Oswa id and not on his accusers. 
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