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such concessions for transportation, I sug- 
gest we can. make them for education.” 

“We could for example, alter political 
boundaries to bring social, economic and in- 
telNlectual strength of the suburbs to bear 
on the problems of the city schools. 
ing programs for the future could be planned 
so that new schools would break up rather 

than continue, segregation of both the ra- 
cial and economic sort ...and if I have my 
way the Office will provide construction 
funds before long.” 
‘In another speech: “Busing of pupils to 

create racial balance is highly controversial 

but must be conceded to be helpful in some 
situations.” 

Such speeches have drawn praise for Howe 
in some quarters as being one of the most 

courageous Education Commissioners and 
have brought him wuncomplimentary epi- 

_ thets in the South, where he is sometimes 
called ‘the U.S. Commissioner of Integra- 
tion.” 

(Mr, ASHBROOK. (at the request of | 
Mr. CoNABLE) was granted permission to 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and to include extraneous 
matter.) 

[Mr. ASHBROOK’S remarks will 
pear hereafter in the Appendix.] 

a 
Fi 

UNDER SECRETARY OF stirs 

UNION 

(Mr. FINDLEY (at the request of Mr. 
‘ CONABLE) Was granted permission to ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
ReEcorp and to include extraneous mat- 
ter.) 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, Eugene 
V. Rostow was nominated by President 
Johnson on September 21 as Under Sec- 
retary of State for Political Affairs. He 
is a former dean of the Yale Law School, 
served as consultant on the US, Citizens’ 
Commission on NATO at the Atlantic 
Convention in Paris in January 1962. 
He is also a member of the Advisory 
Council of the International Movement 

'. for Atlantic Union. His appointment is 
a hopeful note, Decause of his clear state- 
ments in recent years on the need for 
“effective political consolidation of the 
Atlantic Community.” 

‘Here is a statement written by Mr. 
Rostow for the Reporter magazine of 
April 25, 1863. In it Mr. Rostow said: 

_ The development of Europe and the pres- 
sure of nuclear science deny -both Europe and 

ourselves , - luxurious iNusions of sover- 
eignty and independence .. . The Europeans 
and, indeed, the Japanese of the 1960’s and 
1970’s will not, cannot, and should not 
accept complete military and political sub- 
ordination to the United States ... The 

reality of our interdependence’ should be 
jointly recognized and jointly organized © 
through institutions and procedures that 
would strengthen Atlantic cohesion and re- 
quire a genuine sharing of responsibility and 
sower ... : 
.In January 1962, the Atlantic Convention 

- met in Paris... The resolution ap- 
proved by the Convention ... calleq for 
the creation within ten years of a “true 
Atlantic Community,” expressing in political 
form the growing interdependence of the 
Atlantic peoples. And it recommended the 

- appointment of a Special Commission, rep- 
resenting the Governments of the NATO na- 
tions, to prepare a program for the purpose. 
Our Government should take the lead in 
carrying out this recommendation... . 

Build-. 
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No line of action available to our foreign 

policy could more effectively improve our 

security as a nation ... Nothing less than 
an effective political consolidation of the 
Atlantic Community offers any real promise 
of achieving a stable equilibrium in world 
politics. 

Mr. Rostow was referring to the pre- 
amble and final recommendation of the 
Convention’s Declaration of Paris, which 
if unanimously adopted on January 20, 
1962. The text reads: 

We, the Citizens Delegates to the Atlantic 
Convention of NATO nations, meeting in 
Paris January 8-20, 1962, are convinced that 
our survival as free men, and the possibility 

of progress for all men, demand the creation 
of a true Atlantic Community within the 
next decade, and therefore submits this dec- 

laration of our convictions, * * * The At- 
lantic Convention ... recommends: * * * 

That the NATO Governments promptiy - 
establish a Special Governmental Commis- 
sion to draw up plans within two years for 

the creation of a true Atlantic Community, 
suitably organized to meet the political, 
military and economic challenges of this era. 

é THE KENNEDY ASSASSINATION AN 
THE WARREN COMMISSION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle- F 

EUGENE ROSTOW ON ATLANT@metteO from New York [Mr. KUPFERMAN] is’ 
recognized for 60 minutes. / 

Mr. KUPFERMAN. Mr. Speaker, a) 
suant to Executive Order No. 11130;dated 
November 29, 1963, the President’s Com- 
mission on the Assassination of President 
Kennedy investigated the assassination 
which took place 1 week before on No- 
vember 22, 1963, of President Kennedy, 
and the subsequent killing of the alleged 
assassin, and reported to President Lyn- 
don B. Johnson. 

The President’s Commission, more 
_ popularly referred to as the Warren Com- 
mission because the Chief Justice of the 
U.S. Supreme Court, Earl Warren, was 
designated by the President to serve as 
its Chairman, was directed to evaluate 
all the facts and circumstances surround- 
ing the assassination of President Ken- 
nedy and the shooting of Governor 
Connally and the subsequent killing of 
the alleged assassin Lee Harvey Oswald. 

Following 10 months of exhaustive in- 
vestigation, and after reviewing testi- 
mony of 552 witnesses, 25,000 FBI inter- 
views, 1,550 Secret Service interviews, 
and other documents which compose a 
stack of papers that is said to fill 300 
cubic feet in the National Archives, the 
7-man Warren Commission publicly sub- 
mitted its report to the President on Sep- 
tember 24,1964. On September 28, 1964, 
the Warren report was made public. 

It was the conclusion of the Commis- 
sion, among other things, that Lee Har- 
vey Oswald, acting alone, killed the Pres- 
ident. The shots which killed President 
Kennedy and wounded Governor Con- 
nally, the Commission found, were fired 
from the sixth floor window at the south~ 
east corner of the Texas School Book 
Depository. The Commission concluded 
that the weight of the evidence indicates 
that there were three shots fired. The 
Commission held that it was not neces- 
sary to any of its essential findings to 
determine just. which shot hit Governor 
Connally, but that very persuasive evi- 
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dence from the experts indicates that the 
same bullet which pierced the President’s 
throat also caused Governor Connally’s 
wounds. While the third conclusion of 
the Commission states that Governor 
Connally’s testimony and certain other 
factors have given rise to some difference 
of opinion as to this probability, the 
Commission states there is no question 
in the mind of any member of the Com- 
mission that all the shots which caused 
the President’s and Governor Connally’s 
wounds were: fired from the sixth floor 
window of the Texas School Book Deposi- 
tory, and the shots which killed President 
Kennedy and wounded Governor Con- 
nally were fired by Lee Harvey Oswald. 

The Commission found no evidence 
that either Lee Harvey Oswald or Jack 
Ruby was part of any conspiracy, do- 
mestic or foreign, to assassinate President 
Kennedy. Moreover, it concluded that 
in its entire investigation the Commis- 
sion found no evidence of conspiracy, 
subversion, or disloyalty to the U.S. Gov- 
ernment by any Federal, State, or local 
official. 

The stated purpose of the Commission 
was to investigate all the facts and cir- 
cumstances surrounding the assassina- 
‘tion and the subsequent killing of the 
alleged assassin. But, as a practical mat- 
ter, no doubt President Johnson knew 
the value of reinforcing the public con- 
fidenee in its institutions and govern- 
mental agencies. 

There was a natural outburst of public 
emotion following the tragic and shock- 
ing events which took place so rapidly 
on November 22, 1963, and an increasing 
wave of speculation in this country, and 
even more so in Europe and Latin Amer- 
ica concerning the possibilities of con- 
spiracy and plotting of right or leftwing 
elements. 

It was obvious in President Johnson’s 
approach to selecting the composition 
of the Commission, that he wanted men 
of the highest integrity and national re- 
putation so that the Commission’s find- 
ings would have the necessary standing 
to insure quick acceptance of its find- 
ings and thus provide what some have 
called “domestic tranquility.” 

This view is epitomized by the fact 
that President Johnson chose the Chief 
Justice of the United States, Earl War- 
ren, to act as Chairman of the Commis- 
sion. Indeed, ali of the seven members 
of the Commission are men of national 
reputation for intelligence, competence 
and integrity. 

The difficulty comes in the fact that 
many people feel that the findings of the 
Warren Commission have not been ac- 

-cepted. In this regard, Fletcher Knebel 
writing in Look magazine, July 12, 1966, 
reports that a Harris survey taken in the 
fall of 1964, soon after the publication of 
the Warren report, showed that 31 per- 
cent of Americans still believed Oswald 
had accomplices, and that less than half. 
the people believed the Commission told 
the full story. 

It is obvious that it would be an im- 
possible task for the seven-member Com- 
Mission to persuade even a majority of 
the American people as to the exact na- 
ture and circumstances of all the hor- 
rible events that took place on that Fri-
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day. But, the fact remains that if the 
purpose of the Warren Commission was 
to allay or set at rest doubts that a great 
many,Ppeople naturally had following 
that event, and to restore a feeling of 
relative security and calm as a result of 
its search for the facts, then it is at least 
questionable whether it succeeded. 

Of course, there was a rash of activity 
by writers and critics immediately fol- 
lowing the publication of the report who 
played on difficult and unanswered ques- 
tions, thus feeding fuel to the fires of 
speculation in the minds of the doubters © 
and adding to the uneasiness of the peo- 
ple. ‘The obvious difficulty with the 
products of this first wave of critics is 
that they played heavily on insinuations 
and rhetorical] questions while failing to 
answer or offer alternative theories based 
on reasoned judgments after weighing all 
the evidence, such as the Warren Com- 
mission purportedly did: 

However, it is now 2 years after the 
publication of the Warren Commission 
report and a new wave of criticism has 
developed concerning the work of the . 

Warren Commission, The critics who 
make up the second wave are not addres- 
sing themselves, for the most part, to the 
integrity of the Warren Commission,- 

' or even to the soundness of many of its 
conclusions. 

The serious question raised by the sec~ 
ond wave of critics is whether the mem- 

bers of the Warren Commission took the 
‘hecessary time to examine thoroughly 
all the available material and evidence 
to come to an accurate and independent 
conclusion as.to what happened, or 

- whether they were disposed to satisfy a 
certain view, being persuaded in the pub- 
lic interest to come to a speedy decision. 

- Those who criticized the Warren Com- 
mission or the Warren report along these 
lines would find possible support in the 
fact that President Johnson selected 
highly competent but busy men to act 

as members of the Commission. 
One of the many recent books critical 

of the Commission was written by Ed- 
ward J. Epstein as an outgrowth of his 
masters thesis in government for Cor- 
nell University. In the introduction to 
Mr. Epstein’s book entitled, “Inquest: 
The Warren Commission and the Estab- 
lishment of Truth,” Richard H. Revere, 
a respected writer, notes in the foreword 
“that -Epstein amply demonstrates that 
the Commission’s quest for truth was 
also a quest for domestic tranquility, 

-and that the second quest often got in 
the way of the first. Mr. Epstein says the 
Commission's probe was hampered by an. 
impossible deadline imposed by Chief 
Justice Warren, by lack of investigation 
and manpower, and by absenteeism of 
the busy Commissioners. He calculates 
only three Commissioners heard more 
than half the testimony and measured 
the attendance at the hearings as rang- 
ing from a-low of about 6 percent to a 
high of about 71 percent. Mr. Epstein 
states that the Commission ignored pos- 
sible witnesses, sifted the testimony to 
suit its purposes, and omitted contradic- 
tory evidence and inconistent details: 

Finally, the critics suggest as typical of 
the superficial nature of the Commis- 
sion’s work, that the Commission never 
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independently investigated rumors, 
whether Oswald was a paid informant 
of the FRI, but merely took the word of 
FBI officials, principally J. Edgar Hoover, 
that he was not. They say the question 
that the public is left with now is whether 
the Commission’s commitment from the 
onset of its assignment. was less to the 
discovery of revelation and truth than 
to dispelling rnmors that would damage 
the national interest. 

In an article entitled “Round Two,” 
written by Fred Graham, which appeared 
in the New York Times Book Review of 
August 28, 1966, it was stated: 

Unfortunately, many people may confuse 
the doubts about the commission with 
doubts about its conclusion, One of the 
earliest and most perceptive critics of the 

Warren Commission, Paul L. Freese of the 
California Bar, remarked in the Columbia 

Law Review that the commission was vulner- 
able because its real task “was not to find the 
truth but to appear to have found the truth.” 
Mr, Graham says with respect to.this state~ 
ment of Paul Freese, “The pity is that it may 
have done the opposite.” + 

Fletcher Knebel, the author of the 
“Warren Commission Report on the As- 
sassination Is Struck by a New Wave of 
Doubt,” which appeared in Look maga-~ 
zine on July 12, 1966, examined Mr. Ep- 

_stein’s writing carefully and “soon be~ 
came convinced that Epstein was guilty 
of the very sins of which he accused the 
Warren Commission: distortion, ignor- 
ing testimony, sifting the evidence, and. 
adroitly selecting it to fit its theories and 
assumptions.” Mr. Knebel states with 
respect to “Inquest: The Warren Com- 
mission and the Establishment of 
Truth’: 

. At the worst, Epstein has written a danger- 
ously deceptive book. At the best, he is 

‘guilty of precisely what he lays at the door 
of the Warren Commission-—a “superficial” 

investigation. - 

Richard N. Goodwin, a former assist- 
ant to President Kennedy, in a review 
written for “Book Week” of the World 
Journal Tribune—then on strike—and 
appearing in New York City in the Vil- 
lage Voice of August 4, 1966, considered 
Edward J. Epstein’s book. In the early 
part of Mr. Goodwin’s review he states: 

Those who worked with President Ken- 
nedy, even those in the outer rings of rela- 
tionship such as myself, welcomed with such 
swift acceptance the conclusions of the War- 
ren report; even though few had read it 

thoroughly and almost no one had examined 
the evidence on which it was based. There 
was; of course, the fact that the integrity and 
purpose of the Commission were beyond 
question and its members were men of skill 

and intelligence. There was the aimost 
unanimous praise of hewspapers and com- 
mentators who we assumed, if we thought 
about it at all, had followed the course of 
investigation and studied the answers. This 
would not ordinarily have been enough for 
those who had learned the lesson of the Bay 
of Pigs: that neither position, conviction, 

. sincerity, nor expert knowledge precluded the 
need for independent judgment of the evi- 
dence. This time, though, there was only 

room for grief; and a lone madman com- 
pelled neither hatred. nor effort nor calcula~ 

tion. 

1The reference to Columbia Law Review 
must be inadvertent. It is actually at 40 

NYU Law Review page 459 (May 1965). 
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Speaking of Epstein’s-harsh criticism 
of both the substantive portion of the 
Warren Commission’s findings, as well as 
the procedures employed, and the lack 
of thoroughness of the Warren Commis- 
sion, Mr. Goodwin states: 

None of this proves or even forcefully indi- 
cates that a single disturbed human being 
was not the cause of President Kennedy's _ 

death. Perhaps ali the specific examples 
Epstein uses to strengthen his case will be 
easily refuted. If there are gaps, further 
study may swiftly close them. However, the 
attack on the nature and adequacy of the 
Commission’s work is not easily . dismissed. 
Even if Mr. Epstein is totally wrong in every 

discussion of specific evidence, and yet if he 
is right that the investigation itself was seri- 
ously incomplete, then we have not estab- 
lished to the limit the possibility that Lee 

Harvey Oswald acted alone to kill John F. 
Kennedy. 

Mr. Goodwyn further states: 
I find it hard to believe that the investiga- 

tion was seriously flawed, but here is a book 
which presents such a case with a logic and 
a subdued and reasonable tone which have 

already disturbed the convictions of many 
responsible men. Jt may all rest on quick- 

sand, but we will not know that until we 
make an even more extensive examination 
than the author has made. An independent 

group should look at these charges and de- 
termine whether the Commission investiga- 
tion was so defective that another inquiry is 
necessary. Such a procedure will, perhaps 

unnecessarily, stimulate rumors and doubts 
and disturb the political scene. ‘Yet there 
seems to be no other course if we want to be 
sure that we know as much as we can about 

what happened on November 22, 1963. 

There have been a host of other writ- 
ers concerned with the Kennedy assassi-. 
nation and the Warren Commission in- 
cluding Thomas Buchanan's “Who Killed 
Kennedy,” Penn Jones, Jr.’s “Forgive My 
Grief,” Harold Weisberg’s “Whitewash: 
The Report on the Warren Commission,” 
Mark. Lane’s “Rush to Judgment,” and 
most recently, “The Second Oswald” by 
Richard H. Popkin. At the end of this 
statement I have included as complete a 
listing as the Library of Congress has 
been able to compile to date of various 
articles and books dealing with the 
Warren report and the assassination of 
President Kennedy. 

Ié would seem that the relevant in- 
quiry at this time should not be whether 
the Warren Commission maintained the 
expected degree of integrity in its in- 
vestigations and findings, nor whether 
Lee Harvey Oswald was actually the lone 
assassin of President Kennedy, but rather 
whether the people of the United States 
feel the desired confidence and finality 
in the authoritative work that has been 
done to date. In other words, is the 
Warren Commission’s report enough. 

In the past, we find that our coun- 
try, in the words of the noted attorney 
Louis Nizer, “has not resorted te com 
missions as a regular procedure, . bt 
chiefly in great emergencies, and, for- 
tunately, therefore infrequently.”" A 
review of American history tells us that 

2? An analysis and commentary of the War- 
‘ren Report by Louis Nizer is found in the 
foreword of the Doubleday & Company, inc. 

printing of the Warren Report at pe. ili-a 
thru pg. xxviii-a
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one such great émergency was the deba- 
cle at Pearl Harbor, which not only shat- 
tered our fleet, but to a great extent our 
confidence and pride. President Roose- 
velt knew that a report was required 
following the international disaster of 
Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941, that 
would tell the people the truth which 

. they wanted and needed so desperately 
to know. He knew that the people 
could bear up under the truth, but that 
uncertainty and rumor of plots and con- 
spiracies would, above all, undermine 
their confidence and destroy their will. 

Thus, on December 18, 1941, President 
Roosevelt created the Roberts Commis- 
sion. The President designated Justice 
Owen J. Roberts of the U.S. Supreme 
Court as its Chairman. He appointed 
Adm, William H. Stanley, U.S. Navy, re- 
tired; Rear Adm. Joseph M. Reeves, U.S. 
Navy, retired; Maj. Gen. Frank McCoy, 
U.S. Army, retired; and Brig. Gen. Jo- 
‘seph T. McNarney of the Army to serve 
with Justice Roberts as members of the 
Commission. 

; Many criticized President Roosevelt 
and the Roberts Commission at the time 
for the fact that the heavy military com- 
position of the committee would not be 
likely to insure an impartial report on 
their own services. Those critics were 
‘substantially quieted when the Roberts 
Commission publicly reported to the 
President on January 23, 1942, and in 
terms of dereliction of duty and errors of 
judgment placed a good deal of the 
blame for the Pearl Harbor disaster upon 
the joint commanders of the Army and 
Navy who were stationed in Hawaii at 
that time. The Roberts Commission’s 
21-page report is listed as Senate Docu- 
‘ment No, 159, 77th Congress, 2d session, 
"1942. 

The integrity of the members of the 
Roberts Commission was uncompro- 
mised and its impartiality was beyond 
question. Thus, it could be a very per- 
suasive report. But, it is important to 
note that the purpose of the Roberts 
Commission was to provide a basis for 
sound decisions as to whether any dere- 
lictions of duty or errors of judgment 
on the part of the U.S. Army or Navy 
personnel contributed to such successes 
as were achieved by the enemy on De- 
cember 7, 1941. In other words, the 
Roberts Commission inquiry was inher- 
ently narrow in its purpose, if not in its 
scope. 
‘The Roberts Commission was followed 

by six other investigations of the Pearl 
Harbor incident: Immediately following 
the Reberts Commission was the Hart 
inquiry, initiated by order from Secre- 
tary of the Navy Knox on February 12, 
1944, and concluded June 15, 1944. Fol- 
lowing the Hart inquiry, the Army Peari 
Harbor Board was appointed pursuant to 
provisions of Public Law 339, 78th Con- 
gress, and was directed to ascertain and 
report the facts relating to the attack 
made by the Japanese and to make such 
recommendations as if may deem proper. 
The Board held sessions beginning July 
20, 1944, and concluded its investigation 

on October 20, 1944. Following the 
Army Pearl Harbor Board was the Navy 
court of inquiry pursuant to Publie Law 
339, 78th Congress. It held sessions 
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July 24, 1944, and coneluded its inquiry 
on October 19, 1944. The Clarke inquiry 
was next, conducted from September 14 
to 16, 1944, and from July 13 to August 
4, 1945. This inquiry was more specific 
in its scope and testimony being taken 
concerning the handling of intercepted 
Japanese messages and the handling of 
inteHigence material by the Military In-~ 
telligence Division of the War Depart- 
ment. Finally, there was the Clausen 
investigation—commenced November 23, 
1944, and concluded on September 12, 
1945-~and the Hewitt inquiry—com- 
menced May 14, 1945 and concluded on 
July 11, 1945. 
Notwithstanding the work of the Rob- 

erts Commission and the six other inves-. 
tigations of the facts and circumstances 
relating to the attack on Pearl Harbor 
by the Japanese on December 7, 1941, 
serious questions, doubts, and inconsist- 
encies remained. Finally the Congress 
of the United States found it necessary 
to establish a Joint Legislative Commit- 
tee on the Investigation of the Pearl 
Harbor Attack. The Concurrent Resolu- 
tion 27—-as extended—79th Coneress, Ist 
session, establishing the Joint Legisla- 
tive Investigation Committee composed 
of five Members of the Senate and five 
Members of the House, passed the Sen- 
ate on September 6, 1946. The House 
concurred on September 11, 1945. 

Ten months later, on July 20, 1946, 
the exhaustive and credible work of the 
Joint Congressional Committee was pre- 
sented to the President of the Senate and 
Speaker of the House. The work is 
found in a bound Senate volume entitled, 
“Pearl Harbor Attack.” 

It is against this background that I 
propose that a Joint Congressional Com- 
mittee be created to make a preliminary 
inquiry to determine whether there ex- 
ists the necessity to reinvestigate 
thoroughly all of the facts and circum- 
stances surrounding the events that 
ended in the assassination of President 
Kennedy, the subsequent killing of his 
alleged assassin, and the shooting of 
Gov. John B. Connally. 

Should the joint congressional com- 
mittee determine, after a preliminary 
investigation of all the accounts, writings 
and reports, including but not Hmited 
to the Warren report, of the facts and 
circumstances relating to the Kennedy 
assassination, that further congressional 
investigation is necessary, then that 
joint committee would proceed to inves- 
tigate fully the entire facts and circum- 
stances surrounding the events of No-. 
vember 22, 1963. 

The concurrent resolution, which TF 
have introduced today and which follows 
at the end of this statement, would es- 
tablish a joint congressional committee 
composed of five Members of the Sen- 
ate—not more than three of whom shall 
be members of the majority party—to be 
appointed by the President pro tempore, 
and five Members of the House—not 
more than three of whom shall be mem-~ 
bers of the majority party—to be ap- 
pointed by the Speaker of the House. 

As the Warren Commission states, it 
was created in recognition of the right 
of people everywhere to a full and truth- 
ful knowledge concerning these events. 
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The report, in its own words, “has been . 
prepared with a deep awareness of the 
Commission’s responsibility to present to 
the American people an objective report 
of the facts relating to the assassina- 
tion.” . 

We must not hide from all the facts 
whatever they are, and whatever they 
indicate. In light of the current and 
mounting criticism of the Warren report 
we must now objectively evaluate the 

‘findings of all those who would have us 
believe the Warren Commission in one 
way or another did not do all that it 
could have. In this way the volume of 
work of the Warren Commission will be 
called upon to stand a true test. But so 
will the conclusions and rationality of 
those who would attack the Warren 
Commission be put to an equally objec- 
tive test. 

There appeared in the New York 
Times magazine section on September 
11, 1966, an article written by an English 
political commentator, Henry Fairlie, 
entitled, “No Conspiracy, But—-Two As- 
sassins, Perhaps?” Mr. Fairlie writes: 

The Report of the Warren Commission is 
now under severe and, in some cases, per- 
suasive ‘attack. It is hard to disagree with 
the general judgment of its critics that it did 

a hurried and slovenly job. It seems to have 
been less than thorough in the examination 
of some key witnesses, less than skeptical of 

some of the official evidence with which it 
was supplied, less than careful to consider 
in detail every possible explanation of the 
assassination other than Lee Harvey Oswald’s 
sole guilt. 

Following a discussion of the events 
and circumstances of the assassination 
of President Kennedy and Lee Harvey 
.Oswald, Mr. Fairlie states: 

’ At some point, it is clear, there will have 
to be another independent inquiry. But, 
even, if this is agreed, it is by no means 
equally clear that the time for such an in- 
vestigation is now. A portion of the in- 

vestigative reports in the United States Na- 
tional Archives is not yet declassified. The 
whereabouts of other important evidence 
have still not beer ascertained. In these 
circumstances the chances of a further in- 

quiry producing a report which would carry 
conviction are slight. 

And further, Mr. Fairlie quotes the 
following conclusion of Harold Weisberg, 
author of “Whitewash,” the report on the - 
Warren report: 

A crime such as the assassination of the 
President of the United States cannot be 
left as the report of the President’s Commis- 
sion has left it, without even the probability 
of a solution, with assassins and murderers 
free, and free to repeat their crimes and 
enjoy what benefits they may have expected 
to derive therefrom. No President is ever 
safe if Presidential assassins are exculpated. 
Yet this is what this Commission has done. 

According to Mr. Epstein, 28 govern- 
mental agencies furnished more than 
300 cubic feet of paper to the Warren 
Commission and there were over 1,500 
Secret Service interviews or reports and 
thousands of papers connected with the 
investigation of the facts and eircum- 
stances relating to the assassination of 
President Kennedy. In addition, the. 
FBI alone sent the Commission 25,000 
reports and. papers. 

I am informed that at the present 
time two-thirds of the available papers 
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for research purposes. 
The remaining one-third of the avadli~ 

able documents and papers at the Na- 
tional Archives is composed, in part, of 
the administrative records and working 
papers of the Warren'Commission, Ad- 
ditional housekeeping records are mixed 

’ in with these papers and records and 
have to be sorted. 

The records, reports, and papers con- 
eerning the facts and circumstances re- 
lating to the assassination of President 
Kennedy which are at the National 
Archives and are presently classified 
should be made available to the public at 
the earliest possible time, 

In keeping with the national freedom 
of information policy embodied in Sen- 

‘ate bill 1160, which I supported in the 
‘House of Representatives when it passed 
here on June 20, and which President 
Johnson signed on July 4 of this year, 
we must make every effort to remove the 
veil of secrecy over papers and docu- 
ments which can be revealed without 
‘violating the public interest. 

As President Johnson said upon sign- 
ing this Federal public records law— 
Public Law 89-492: 

I'am instructing every official in this ad- 

ministration to cooperate ... and to make 
information available to the full extent 

consistent with individual privacy and the 
national interest. 

There are nine exemptions to the na- 
tional freedom of information law. 
With respect to the papers and docu- 
ments containing facts or circumstances 
relating to the assassination of President 
Kennedy which are at the National Ar- 
chives, the first exemption should be ex- 
amined. It reads as follows: 

Sec. 3. Every agency shall make available 
to the public the following information: 

(e}) Exemptions. The previsions of this 
section shall not be applicable to matters 
that are (1) specifically required by Execu- 
tive Order to be Kept secret in the interest of 
the National defense or foreign policy. 

As Mr. Bert Mills points out in an ar- 
ticle entitled, “What Next on FOI?” pub- 
lished in the National Publisher, Septem- 
ber 1966: 

The key phrase here is “by Executive Or- 

er.” No minor official will make the deci- 
sion, only the President, and his action in 
issuing such an order is publicized. 

Aithough the freedom of information 
Jaw does not become effective until In- 
dependence Day, 1967, based wpon it and 

_ the expressed intent by President John- 
son in signing it, I believe the exemption 
cited above should not be applicable to 
the materials relating to the assassina- 
tion of President Kennedy which are 
presently being held as classified in the 
National Archives. 'This view is further 
supported by the fact that President 
Johnson asked the Attorney General over 
i year ago to coordinate an overall agency 
review of the records and papers fur- 

. nished to the Commission and in turn 
‘deposited with the National Archives in 
order to make as much of this material 
available to the public as they possibly 
could. 

On August 17, 1966, the Office of the 
Attorney General asked the National 
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- and documents in the National Archives . 
‘are declassified and open to the public - 

Archives to apply the same standard of 
public accessibility to the working papers . 
and administrative reports which it has 
received from the Warren Commission 
itself. 

To the extent that any doubt remains, 
the President should be requested to free 
for scrutiny all documents and evidence 
of any kind in this area. 

It is net, nor has it been, my desire to 
rush to verdict concerning the outcome 
of the questions I raise herein. However, 
I feel that those questions which the 
critics say were allegedly left unan- 
swered should not be superficially an- 
swered nor should they be left unan- 
swered, Let an independent body make 
a thoroughly dispositive and exhaustive 
evaluation of all that has been said and 

written to date concerning the events 
surrounding the assassination and the 
report of those events, just as the joint 
eongressional committee reviewed Pearl 
Harbor and the findings of the Roberts 
Commission 4 years later. 

Moreover, it is just as likely that the. 
work and conclusions of the Warren 
Commission will emerge further justi- 
fied and supported. In this way the con- 
fidence of the people may be restored 
and once and for all the majority of 
doubters should be satisfied that all 
there is to be known about the events of. 
November 22, 1963, is known, and the 
tragedy of that day may be allowed to 
rest with dignity. And if a thorough and 
objective examination should shed new 
light on the happenings.of that day, then 
we can only benefit by coming closer to 
the truth. 

A copy of my concurrent resolution, 
together with the U.S. Library of Con- 
gress up-to-date listing mentioned in my 
statement, of various articles and books 
dealing with the Warren report and the 
assassination of President Kennedy, fol- 
low: 

H. Con Res. 1023 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That there is. here- 
by established a joinf committee .on the 
investigation of the assassination of Presi- 
dent Kennedy to be composed of five Mem- 
bers of the Senate (not more than three of 
whom shall be members of the majority 
party), to be appointed by the President 
pro tempore of the Senate, and five Members 
of. the House of Representatives (not more 

than three of. whom shall be members of 
the majority party), to be appointed by the 
Speaker of the House. Vacancies in the 

membership of the eommittee shall not 

affect the power of the remaining members 
to execute the functions of the committee, 
and shall be filed in the same manner as 

in the case of the original selection. The 
committee shall select a chairman and a 
vice chairman from among its members. 

Sec. 2. The committee shall make a pre- 
liminary investigation of all the accounts, 
writings, and reports of the facts and cir- 

cumstances leading up to and following the 
assassination of President Kennedy in order 
to determine whether it is necessary to 
undertake a full and complete investigation 

of the facts surrounding the assassination 
of President Kennedy and the subsequent 

killing of his alleged assassin. Should the 
committee determine that further investi- 

gation is necessary, then the committee shall 
make a full and complete investigation of 

the facts relating to the events and cir- 
cumstances leading up to and following the 

assassination of President Kennedy, and 
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upon completion of its i: vestigation shall 
report its findiigs to the Senate and to the 
House of Representatives. 

Sec. 3. (a) The committee, or any duty 
authorized subcommittee thereof, is author- 
ized to sit and act at such places and times 

during the sessions, recesses, and adjourned 
periods of the Highty-ninth Congress, sec- 
ond session, and subsequent sessions, to re- 
quire by subpena or otherwise the attend- 
ance of such witnesses and the production 
of such books, papers, and documents, and 

‘reports, including but not limited to all 
evidence collected by the Commission estab- 
lished by Executive Order Number 11130 

(known as the Warren Commission) «to 
adiminister such oaths, to take such testi- 

money, to procure such printing and bind- 
ing, and to make such expenditures as it 
deems advisable. 

(b}) The committee is empowered to ap- 
point and fix the compensation of such 
experts, consultants, and clerical and steno- 

graphic assistants as it deems necessary. 
(c) The expenses of the committee shall 

be paid one-half from the contingent fund 
of the Senate and one-half from the con- 
tingent fund of the House of Representa- 
tives, upon vouchers signed by the chairman. 
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THE.NEED FOR ADDITIONAL 
RADIO PREQUENCIES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL], is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

(Mr. DINGELL asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re- 
marks, and to include extraneous ma- 
terial.) 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, this past 
spring Subcommittee No. 6 of the Small 
Business Committee, of which I have 
the honor to be chairman, held hear- 
ings at which it heard from small busi- 
nessmen who are users of two-way radio. 
These small businessmen were members 
of the National Association of Business 
and Educational Radio. Some: of the 
witnesses came from an area that TI 
know well. Al Ventro is an electrical 
contractor in Dearborn, Mich. Royce


