s 1ater,, publishing history was made when the Tizges/Bantm& paperback edit:.

voE

' Im his m’oredue’hlon to Edw:ard Ja,y Epsteints baok Inquest: The

| Cor ssian and the Est ahmenb of Truth, Richard Rewere
- bmised the 3ensibihties of his eonfreres. He wrete

Here we have samet‘?’- ng whieh should make scholars
‘proud’ and jeMallsts envious and ashamed, The day
the Warren Commission Report was issnped, the American
?ress shauld have begzm to do what Mr. Epstein has

' done. .. Mr. Epsteints. scholarly tools happen te be

. thoese empl@yed day in and day out by J@urnalists.

Bub the press. 1ei‘t 1’6 ‘o 'a single schelar te £ind
'l;he newsaa

) That the press abds.eated its preper role, as Rovere sald, is 7
- mdispuba’ble. ' Thaﬁ the press merely lapsed inte passa:nty, wh:.ch is
a1l that Rovere suggests, does it too much homor, It is a matter of

recerd that both before and after the publieation of the Warren Reper’c,

B the news medig energetieally appl::.ed themselves to creating an image of
: I:Be Harvey Gswald as the lone assassin. Few newsmen or editem.alists

| "nadeed remembered to refer %o him as the. alleged assassm Qm maaer
 daily, The New Ysrk Times, suffered a pang of ed:.terial remorse on 'bhat i
score, in the Wake ei‘ the murder of O 'swald, pledging henceforth teo hener'
.his legal innocence. The geature could be seen in its proper perspectl‘

- only menths later, when the ‘.E’:.mes threw the entire weight Qf its prest:.g
and ihflu_ence*behind.the Wa:rren Report, as'.saming almost.a role of co-ait
The New York Times within 24 heurs offered its reading publle v:.rtually; the
whole Warren Reper“b reprinted as a speclal supplement, for 10¢. Two daysk

- of the entire Warren Report (lack:.ng only the footnetes) Was mass—distr b
at $l.@0.

o Other’ news media made eomparable efferts to sa.nctlfy the Warre ¢ Repe
e “*having laid ‘the groumn dur:r.ng the precedlng menths for public aecep‘bance ef-
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the solitary assassin and the non-political, non-conspiratorial nature of
the crime. - AP (Associated Press), for example, had doectored tixe notorious
photegraph. of Oswald holding the alleged assassination rifle so as to
eliminate any trace of the telescopic sight, coincident with cireulation
of a story that Oswald had had a sight mounted om the rifle after the
photograph wa.s teken. LIFE, UPI, The New York Times, and many other

news channels also took liberties with the photograph, -

The Warren Commission inyest:.gated the adulteration of the photegraph
(not on its own initiative) and exonera{:.ed the news organs concerned of any
unethical practices or motives. That swrely was not unapprec:Lated by the
several purveyors of the doctored picture. :

The New York Times, which had made the Warren Report (sa:«is footnotes)
read_i}.y available to aryone who had 10¢# or $1.00 made a similar event of the
Hearings and Exhibits, when those 26 volumes belatedly were published.
Extensive excerpts from the testimony of selected witneéses were prinfed;
and the Times even delivered a mild editerial repreof to the Warren
Commission for deleting a referencé to remarks made by Mrs. Jacqueline
Kennedy (she had refused to change her bleod-soaked dothes, saying that
she wanted tmmme the people of Dallas to see what they had done to her
husband) without indicating deletion. Soon afterwards, there appeared
a seecond _T_:;L_mgg/Bantam paperbaeck, alsé at $1.00, The Witnesses. In this
boock were earefully selected excerpts from the testimény—-exserpts chosen
purely and simply bécause s out of context and in the absence of contrary
evidence the offieial record, they created an illusion that 'bhe findings
in the Warren Report were unassailable.

No question abeut it, the news media in general and the New York Times
in particular responded to the needs of the Establishment mth a deda.catien
over and above the mere call of duty.

After the sueccessful promotion and virtual enshrinement of the Warren
Repert, the assassination story more or less disappeared from the news
——except for ocecasional brief items dealing with Jack Ruby's appeals, |
the marital misadventures of Marina Oswald Porter, and the deaths ef
 witnesses who had testified before the Warren Comm1351en.
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In the spring of 1966, rumblings of a new book. on the assassination
to be issued by Viking Press became audible in the publishing world.
The book was Edward Jay Epstein's Inquest.

We said, in a review of Inquest which appeared in these pages in July,
that Epste:m had uneovered the utter bankruptey of the Warren Report, and
that his book could not be 1gn@red or d18m1ssed. We were careful, however,
not to predict that the second Wwea , . b® the Tirst. Naively, we
did hepe that the news media would at last confront the dishonésty of the
Report, redeeming somewhat thetYefault on‘W‘pmper responsibility, to
which Rovere sorrowfully had pointed.,

But we had a premonition. And we had a reminder, in a letter frem a
fellow-Warrenologist ("Warrenology" is terminological shorthand for eritieal
study of the Warren Report, something which begins to resemble a new science).
He wrote, "My extensive personal contact with the press recently persuades me
(that) the late President had such friends (that) he had no need of enemies,”

The working press has always let it be known hew much they delighted
in JFK's wit, intelligence, and comeraderie (as they have let it be known
also how coldly they regard IBJ). Affection did not, however, inspire ‘

a erusade to avenge JFK's murder, business being what it is, and the owners
and poliey-makers in the news media being who they are. With relatively
few exceptions, the work:mg press sat back and waited for handouts from the
Establishment; when the Warren Commission told them what' was what, they
accepted it uneritically and they went out energetieally to merchanda.ze :Lt
. under the false label of independent reportage.

Having had the privilege of reading an advance copy of Epstein's historie
and :.xm:llnerable analysis of the Warren Commission's work, we waited in seme
suspense to see how Inquest would fare in the press and the' other media.

Pre-Release Publicity

During May 1966 there were a few press items reporting the fortheoming
publication of Epstein's book (in June) by Viking Press. The New York Times
and the Dallas Times-Herald, for example, ran straight reports in their book
sections. A few days before the book had left the bindery, Walter Winchell
pronounced himself on it in his syndicated column—"3a savage atback" on the
Warren Repert which, in Winchell's opinion, could not change "what many
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Americans believe: that Oswald was the slayer." TWinchell is one of the
very few people who would apply the epithet "savage" to a beok so remarksble
for its objectivity and scholarship, if he even read the book Before
characterizing it. But why read the book? The line had already been
established-~the book could not change prevailing‘publie opinien,

An extraordinary thing next happened, only a few days after review
copies of Inquest were sent out by Viking Press at the end of May--perhaps
a thermometer of the heat the book was to gererate. The Washington Post,
one of the leading dailies in the eountry, in its Sunday edition om May 29,
1966 ran a banner headline across the top of page 1--AN INQUEST- SKEPTICAL
'POSTSCRIPT TO WARREN GROUP'S REPORT ON ASSASSINATION. The story by Richard
Harwood occupied part of the first page and almost the whole of page 3.

‘That was fantastic news prominence for a boek yet to be released, and
confirmation that it was, indeed, a book that could not be ignored.

To interject a persenal note: I called g fellow-Warrenologist who is
a working news cerrespendent, to tell him about the front—page story in the
Washington Post. The correspondent, who has published several books of his
own, absolutely refused to believe me until T had checked back and confirmed
that the story was really on page 1. He then said that this was an incredible
triumph for Epstein's boek, even if the story was hostile.

Actually the book was treated respeetfully. Harwood gave a fairly
accurate summary of its contents. He even included a significant new item

of intramural information which lent support te Epstein's thesis., But
Harweed then launched a defense of the Warren Report based, we suspect, on
Padviee" from a Commission source and consisting of wildly inaceurate and
illoegieal arguments., In commenting en certain diserepancies in the
deseription of the President's back wound between the FBI, on the one hard, -
and the Warren Report on the other, Harwood used such adjectives as
#incredible" and "unaccoumtable." But he omitted any mention of the holes
in the President's shirt--one of the most crueial of Epstein's arguments.
And having said, in effect, that the explanation of the diserepancy was not
believable, Harwood proceeded manfully to swallow it, renderlng the opinion
that Epsfein had not sueceeded in refuting the Warren Commission's findings
by his reeital of "apparent" inconsistencies in the record. Ending his
story, Hai'woed wrote cryptically,
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And so long as that (31ngle-shet) 'bheery holds up,
assumptions that there was a second assassin in
Dallas on Nov. 22 can only be assumptions,

The next day, May 30, 1966, the los Angeles Times followed suit with
a frérrb-page stery on Epstein's book, by-lined Robert J. Donovan. The
story showed that matters had advanced since the preceding day. Whereas
the Washington Post had reported (on the Mapparent" discrepancy in the
FBI description of the back wound) that the FBI had said "last week" thak
its description was "based on the medieal evidence at that time" (which was
consistent with Epstein's belief that the autopsy report had been altered),
the Los Angeles Times had new "mews.” According to Donovan, a spokesman
for the FBI had said on Sunday, May 29 (the day of the Washington Post story)
that the FBI description of the wound had been "in error;" the FBI agents
"were not dectors bub were merely guoting doctors;™ and “the wltimate truth
about the wound is in the sutepsy report." As Donovan rightly commented,

"of course (the FBI spokesman's statement) does not dispose of the question
whether the doctors were right or wreng." In other words, the FBI statement
did not dispose of the pessibility that the autopsy doctors had been right,

and that the FBI had recounted their findings accurately--but that the findings
had later been altered to bring them into harmony with the lone-assassin. theory.

Donovan, like Harwood in the Washingbton Post, wrote that memmmm ne new
evidence had come to light in Epstein's book; Donovan, too, was s:Llen’c on the
- holes in the Presideint's shirt and coat. But Donovan's story was the more
objective and accurate of the two, and he seemed more concerned with the merit
of Epstein's book than with encouraging his readers to discount it.

My fellow-Warrenologist displayed greater equanimity at the news of a
second front-page story in a major newspaper, apparently having recovered
from his initial disbelief; but when I now told him that the FBI had changed
its story and had stated that its description of the _back wound was erroneous,
my celleague was almost speechless. Do you realize, he asked me, that
Epstein has forced the FBI, for the first time in iﬁs history, to admit a
mistake? A triumph, he said reverently, a brilliant triwph. And I agreed.




6. (.

During the week that fellowed the front-page stories of May 29 and 30,
the New York Times remained aloof and non-comuittal,publishing not a single
word gbeut Epstein's bookwsor about the challenge to the Warren Report which
had merited headlines in other large dailies. It was learned that there was
a strugle behind the scenes between those on the Times who believed that the
paper should continue its slilence, and those who felt that it could not,

Then, on Sunday, June 5, the New York Times published a story on page 42
of the Pirst section, under the headline, WARREN REPORT ON ASSASSINATION
CHALIENGED AGATN. There was no by-line or date-lime (but the story
apparently was written by Peter Kihss). The write-up oceupied about a
quarter of a page, as compared with the far more extensive coverage in the
Washington Post and the los Angeles Times.

The contents were prediectible. The story mentioned a series of other
bocks on the Warren Report, published or to be published, as if to say that
Epstein's work was. one of many attacking the Report on the basig of the
FBI Summary Report of December 9, 1963 (which stated that the wewsd in the
President's back had not exited from his body). The story acknowledged
—-as the preceding stories had not done-~that the FBI Summary Report
"had first been deseribed by a Philadelphia lawyer Vincent J. Salandria,
in the Api-il issue of the magazine, "The Minority of One." That acknowledgment
may (or may not) have been in the interests of historieal accuracy and fairness
—interestingly enough, an advance copy of Salandrials story sent to a high
source in the New York Timeg: had brgf t forth the strange reply that
there was nothing new in it and that it did not warrant a news iteml




Te

Altheugh the Salandria article did not seem to warramb coverage in the
New York Times, the same aw_ en 'ILth Warren Report as elaborated and ﬁ:f/@w#
deewmenved With important -new evidence (memimmm the FBI Supplemental Report
of January 13, 196h; the hitherto-unseen photographs of the holes in the
President's shirt and coat; and ‘evidence from a Commission source to the
effect that the FBI had had the autopsy results in its possession whén it
had rendered its now-disclaimed description of the "mocexit! wound) by
Epstein did receive coverage. The clear inference to be drawn is that

the New York Times was not interested in the merit of amy attack on the
Warren Report and would have maintained silence on the Epstein book as well
as on the Salandria article had its hand not been forced by front-page
coverage in the other large dailies. o

In the unsigned stery, the New York Times devoted 27 lines to a summary
of Epstein's arguments on the FBI description of the back wound and related

evidence for a second assassin, and 22 lines te a general description of

Epstein's book—-a total of 49 lines, Rankin, Redlich, and Specter, spesking

in defense of the Warren Report, received a total of 70 lines. .
Razma%‘}tgfél%ﬁg New York Times that the Wso-called 'FBI Summary Report!

was evaluated and discarded during the inquiry." Here was an interesting

and new piece of informatienl The only mention of the FBI Summary Report

in the Werren Report is found in the Foreword (page xi), which states:

kinginp "0f prineipal importanece was the five-volume report of the Federal

Bureau of Investigation, submitted on December 9, 1963, which sumarized

the results of the investigation conduwcted by the Bureaw immediately after

‘the assassinatien. After reviewing this report, the Commission requested
the Federal Bureau of Investigation to furnish the underlying investigative
materials relied upon in the summary report."
The FBIL Summary Report of December 9, 1963 consisted of four volumes,
not five. The fifth volume was submitted on or after Jamuary 13, 196l
and is designated the FBI Supplemental Report; beth FBI Reports stated that
the bullet that entered the President's back did not exit from his body.
Rankin and Redlich claimed that the FBI Summary Report was "evaluated
and discarded during the inquiry;" they de not specify when, The question
thus arises, when did the Commission itself receive the autopsy report
prepared by Commander J. J. Humes on November 2k, 1963, and in what form?

If the Commission had in its hands the autopsy repert as published in an
Appendix to the Warren Report before it received the FBI Summary Report,
it would be understandable that the conflicting descriptions of the
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back weund were evaluated, and the one or the otbher description "disearded."

Bubt that eould not have taken place at that time because the FBI then
proceeded to reiterate in its Supplemental Report of Jamuary 13, 196k, that
the bullet in the back had "penetrated to a distance of 1ess than a finger
lengtht~——i.e., had not exited from the body.

That can only suggest that the Commission "@valuated and discarded"
the FBI deseription of the wound some time after Jamuary 13, 196h. Are
we to believe that neither the FBI nor the Warren Commission——both of Which
were actively abt work on the investigatien within days of the assassination
—-looked at the autopsy report written by Commander Humes on November 2h, 1963
until after Jamuary 13, 19647 And that the FBI nevertheless twice gave a
descriptien of the back wound which is now said te be erroneous?

Rarkin and Redlich should have told the New York Times exactly when
the FBI description was evaluated and discarded.  That information is not
found'anywhere in the Warren Report nor in the 26 volumes of the Heanngs
and Exhibits. Nor does the FBI throw any light on the time of its
discovery that its description of the back wound was "erroneous,!

Whereas the Washington Post had reperted onme FBI explanation, and the
Ios Angeles Times a campletely different explanation, the New York Times
said only that "the bureau declines eomment." .

The consternation behind clesed doors in the Department of Justice
- must have been awesome during the week that saw the publication of the
three staries » all centering on the FBI description of the baek wcmnd,.
as the FBI struggled to find a public posture whieh would endorse the
Warren Repert findings mtheut at the same time admitting fallibility
on the part of the -sitimowss '

Rankin, Bddlich, and Arlen Specter alse told the Hew York Times
such things as that they were satisfied that no valid attack had yet been
made on the Warren Report, that there was nothing in Epstein's book that
would cause them to question the Commission's findings, and that those
findings were solidly based on the evidence. Of course., TWere they _
likely to admit that the findings with respect to the back wound had been,
or might have been, revised and falsified after Jamary 13, 196k, as
Epstein suggested in his book? Rankin is the man who, according to
Epstein's beak, wanted to close doors, not open them; Redlich is the man
who defended a groesly dishonest evaluation of Oswaldls marksmanship with
the statement that that was what the Commission wanted him to write, and
he worked for the Commission; and Specter is the man whe amounced in

gaus J, Edgar Hoover,
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advance that he would develop eertain evidence whieh he later was unable
to develop bub which he proceeded to treat as proven.

More important than what Rankin, Redlich, and Specter said to the
New York Times is what they did not say. They did not say that they
had been misqueted in Epstein's book; they did mot say that Epsbein had
made factual errors; ‘and they did not say one word W te
refute Epstein's arguments, whether by new information or superier
reasoning. , ' :

The tene of the New York Times'! story, as compared with the stories mf
in the other large dailies, was ome that tried to minimize the dramatiec
new evidence in Inquest and to divert attenmbtion from its implications.
Iremcally, only three days before the story appeared the New York Pimes
(on June 2, 1966) had engaged in public eonfessien of g 2 by revealing that
more than five year@%i?n"’ the eve of the Bay of Pi A Fe Times had -
exercised self-censorship, "in the national interest® or some sach hotive!
Had the Times ghen fulfilled its duty to print the news, the disaster of the -
Bay of Pigs %‘gven have been averted, by the force of public reaction and
the pressure of international opinion. :

Perhaps in 1971 the New York Times will return to the public confessional
box and admit that in the wake of the Kennedy assassination it acted as a
public relations agency for the Goverrment and the Warren Commission, and
flagrantly violated its first and foremost duty—te publish the facts,
without fear or faver, and not to propagandize the public into accepting a
false version of the tragedy which has had so profound an effect on
American policy. ‘

In eentrast to the pusillanimous story in the New York Times, the
Detroit News on the same day, June 5, 1966, published a frent-page article
by Bruce B. Van Dusen, editorial writer, under the headline , NEW DOUBTS
ARE CAST ON IONE KENNEDY SLAYER. The story occupied about two eolumns
on page 1 and all of page 22, and was lavishly illustrated by photographs
and charts from Epstein's book and, in one edition, by an unattributed
photegraph which will be diseussed later.

The Detroit News story was the most detailed and the most favorable
to Epstein's thesis of the stories which had thus far appeared. Van Dusen
emphasized Epstein's "respons:.bleﬁ'?am%%arﬁ and the "peculiar power® of his
book. He said that Epstein had exposed a number of weak points in the
Warren Commission's 1mest1gat10n, detailing the way in which the Commission
had dispesed of the rumors that Oswald was on the FBI payroll and the fact
that information had been withheld even from the staff lawyers. Van Dusen
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in po way minimized the seriousness of the eyi;iend‘%?- the ominons manner
in which the Commission had handled it—Hcertainly the public hasn't bee
told everything on this point yet." '

Van Dusen seemed somewhat confused by Eps’c-ein{s arguments on the
question of Oswald's skill as a rifleman; he, taé‘% assér‘bed inaceurately
{as had the New York Times) that both FBI Reports were available in the
National Archives (only the December 9, 1963 Summary Report had;%gén
declassified, not the Supplemental Report of J amiary 13, 196h). Van Dusen,
like his opposite numbers on the other dailies » focused on the central ’
quesfien of the President's back wound. He described in considerable
detail Epstein's evidence for the accuracy of the FBI description of the
wound; he also referred, as the other papers had not s to the gross
misrepresentation in the Warren Report of the mmbmmih testimony given by
FBI ballistics expert Robert Frazier, emphasizing that Frasier had said that

"he had no technical evidence to prove or disprove
the (single—missile) theory. Somehow this very clear
disclaimer was ignored in the (Warren) report, and
Frazier was erroncously queted as saying that
Connally had ‘probably' been struck by the same
bullet,.”

" (—1 &L pan Jo
The Detroit News story also was the most bede in confronting the stdt %ﬁ_ >

that the FBI had been mistaken in its description of the wound, Van Dusen
asked: '

"First, how could these professional crime fighters have
failed so badly on suwh a basic element of the inquest;
second, were there two autopsy reports——the second one
being a later version designed to support the single-

ingah ik bullet hypothesis?!

[T e S T LI.!L,I\,|u;|;|9‘,ml4;

That, by far, was the most direect statement of the issue, and the most
uncompromising expression of press scepticism of the so-ealled FBI

error. But, Vé,n Dusen contimed, the FBI was not going to support Epstein's
contention that their report was the correct one. Next followed a fourth
FBI statement in the space of one week-~that FBI official spokesmen stated
that their reports of December 9 and January 13 were "preliminary, interimt
document s, and that "the overwhelming weight of the evidence is againgt

the possibility of any Oswald accomplice,”
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The Detroit News obviously was not satisfied by the FBI statement,
According to the story, the paper had comtacted Specter, Humes, and
Finck "last week" and all three had degl:’med corment on Epstein's specific
eriticisms, observing that "it would be improper to go beyord what the
commission repert already said." Since what the report "alre y said®
had been challenged by Epstein's powerful counter-arguments and%mposing
evidence hitherto concealed from the public, the refusal of the two
autopsy surgeons and the staff lawyer who had handled the medical and
aubopsy findings—-and the "reason" they gave for their refusal--was M-a‘ﬁ«.a .

Az To pretend that i’ suspect part of the Warren Report was
Al
self—vindieatingﬁ-te ignere the position of the wound in Maw e
autopsyy ;ﬁ%n%to ignore the position of the bullet holegin the
President's coat and shirt--those were the evasions of men who deaerriedy-
needed plausible answers but had nene to give. ‘

Van Dusen netertheless proceeded to mentien certain "counter-arguments"
which may or may not have occurred to him independently (3# one of the three
men who had declined comment W &/ some off-the-record smggestions),
One se-called couwrtter—argument was that A

"¥r. Kennedy was constantly changing his pesition in
the car prier to the shooting, waving his arms and
turning about,..(which) suggests that his eoat and
shirt may well have been 1ifted out of normal
position. In at least one photograph, there is
some evideémce of this,"

In the Home Edition, the Detroit News inserted s photegraph not ineluded
in an earlier edition-—zpparently the picture’ to which Van Dusen had referred,
It showed the President and Mrs. Kennedy seated in the presidential car,
as photographed from behind the car. The President is turmed to face the
crowds to his left; he is smiling; he presents his lef profile to the
cameraj; he leans toward his wife, who sits facing forwards, The Presidentts
position in no way corresponds to his positicn in the opening frame of the
Zapruder film, when he is looking to his right, and as he remains in the
Succeeding frames, until he is shot.

Although the President's position is x radically different in the
uncredited photograph in the Home Edition of the Dbtroit News s the caption
says snidely,
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BUNCHED COAT? This picture is NOT published in Epstein's book.
Taken just seconds before the first bullet hit the President, it
seems to show the President's coat buneched at his neck; this
couwld explain the location of the bullet hole as demonstrated
in the picture at right above (photegraph of coat showing
bullet hole several inches below the collar line).

That caption and the accompanying photograph attempt to neutralize
Epstein's compelling evidence on grounds which are highly dubious, if
not specious. There is no substantiation for the elaim that the picture
was taken "just seconds before the first bullet hit the President! st
-il/’xe photograph clearly precedes the opening frame of the Zapruder film
--which continued (according to the Warren Report) for 39 to Sk frames
before the President was shot (for 2 to 3 seconds, on the basis of 18
frames a second)., Between the uneredited photograph and the opening
Zapruder frame, the President had changed his position entirely. There
is no evidemce in the Zapruder frames that his coat was bunched when he
was shot, :

et even if it was, a Ypilet that hit him in the backof The neck
at the spot shown>iq a drawing prepared-under the Givection of Dr. Himes
would have mfide at ledsg twe holes, and-possidly three, throhgh the
deubled-up fabric of the cdpt; snd one hole would have pE€netrated the

6llar, ‘

Neither in the text nmor in the photographs, however, did the Detreoit
News confront the ultimate fallacy in the bunched-coat-hypothesis-~that is,
-that the hole in the iﬁ% corresponds almost exactly with the hole in the
coat., Sureiy no one will claim for the shirt the same capacity to bunch
up as e clain’Tor the coat? The shirt not only fits more eclosely but it
is anchored by a belt or similar device and cannot devia‘bg, like a coat.
W«,‘é amount of far-fetched theorization about the coat, whether by
Humes in his testimony before the Commission or by the Detroit News, can
explain the position of the hole in the shirk. And that leaves aside
the faet, as yet ummentioned in any of the stories in the newspapers,
that two Secret Service agents independe‘gbly described the lesmiieon-od=im
woundﬂg earrés%égdmhe FBI%?G! not the autepsy/?indings.

-
The misleading phatog-a.ph-anciféptien detract from the otherwise
acdurate andigﬁgfézﬁ{% eoverage. At the end of the story some
comments by Congressman Gerald Ford and ecounsel Arlen Specter appear——thé
 usmal self-righteous platitudes that aveid Lileeebhendoone specifie answers
to Epstein's speeifie arguments. Specter, in faet, had the malice and
tactlessness to observe, "It may sell books, and make a lot of money."
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Was Specter referring to Egstéin's book, ér to the book published
by ex-Commissioner Gerald Ford, whose self-praising remarks were quoted
in the preceding paragraph of the same story? (Ford's book; Portrait
of the Assassin, largely a rehash of the material in the Warren Report
and Hearings, appeared in 1965, it is not known whether or not the book
made a lot of money,)

Van Dusen's story ended with another quotation from Specter--"ie
turned over every stone we could find." Those with some familiarity
with the case will have to take that assertion literally, ifuat all,
and picture Specter and his colleagues, and the venerable Commissioners,
flinging over stones in some bucolie settlng--heave, heave, strain, puff,
and over it goes! to reveal dirty white slugs, disturbed in their
disgusting functions by the sudden removal of their protective cover.,

We turned over every stone we could find! Says Van Dusen: "But di&
they? That is what the critics are asking." And, to his credit, Van
Dusen appeared to be asking too,

The Second Week
(June éqgai 1933)

Although the release date for In g uest was June 29, some copies actually
went on sale in a few large stores about June 3 or 4. On Monday, June 6,
Newsweek (dated June 13, 1966) appeared with a two-page illustrated spread
urder the heading “Inquest How Many Assassins?"  The story was classified
under’hatlonal affalrs”énd punctuated by photographs from Epstein's book,
one of which showed the bullet hole well under the collar of the President's
coat, The.ﬁéizgiip s highly favorable to Epsteln's arguments and to his
style ("the cool plausible face of scholarship").

Newsweek gave four columns to the backgrourd and summary of Inquest
including, of course, the conflicting descriptions of the back wound in
the FBI Reports and the autopsy report. The fifth and sixth columns were
devoted to a so-called "defense against Spstein's charges by unnamed staff
lawyers., Their counter-argument was that the FBI had not seen the autopsy
report when it prepared its own Reports and that the FBI description of the
wound was based on "little more than hearsay." (There was no comment by any
FBI spokesman reported in the story.)
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According to Newsweek, an unnamed staff lawyer (subsequent

be”Norman Redlich) said that he had seen the antopsy report on December 20, 1963
"months before the single-shot theory was even advanced," and that it was
identical with the autopsy report published in the Warren Report. That an
anonymous spokesman vouched for the autopsy report was not entirely reassuring
/&z%en to Newsweek, which went on to reveal that "still, some staffers were
unhappy with the autopsy. There was even talk, one insider disclosed, of
exhuming JFK's body for a second look."
Although the staff alumni were said by‘Newsweek to be "hopping mad="

and charging "misquote," no one, personally or explicitly charged Epstein
with misrepreseﬁting what hadxfaid; by default, they thus testified to
his aceuracy.

. The story closed with the &g = :
a staff lawyer that "nothing will ever kill the morbid curiosity." The
unnamed lawyer knew very well that neither Epstein's book nor the overwhelming
mass of other criticism of the Warren Report could possibly be ascribed to
morbid curiosity but represented a search for the truth necessitated by the

- deformities of the Warren Report. The smear was a clue to the nervousness

@ statement by

with which the authors of the Warren Report anticipated sceptical examination:
of their producd in the context of long-overdue national debate.

The Third Week .
(June 12-18, 1966)

An AP (Associated Press) release of the preceding week summarizing
Epstein's book was picked up in 2 number of newspapers in cities of medium
slze. The AP story gave a condensed but fairly accurate synopsis of the book.
It cquoted an unnamed Commission lawyer as saying that the autopsy report and
photographs had gone to the Secret Service, not the FBI. Rankin and Redlich
were reported to have said that the FBI Reports had been evaluated and discarded;
and the FBI had declined comment.

Other newspapers picked up the New York Times story of June 5, sent out

by the NYT's press service--in some instances, by-lined Peter Kihss,
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The Nation meanwhile published a two-part criticism of the Warren Report
by its frequent contributor Fred Cook (issues of June 13 and 20). The editors
said in introducing the first installment that they recognized that there
were still unanswered questions about the assassination, and scope for honest
differences of opinion among men of good will, but they stalwartly reiterated
their full confidence in the integrity of the Warren Commission. The second
installment was accompanied by an editors! note explaining that Cook's
manuscript had been delivered some weeks before "publication of two books
which also analyze the testimony"--an apparent reference to Inquest by
Epstein and to the privatelj-printed book Whitewash by Harold.Wbisberg.
Indeed, the front-page stories which had reopened discussion of the Warren
Report at the end of May made Cook's article (written, we understand, in the
fall of 196%) seem somewhat anachronistic; and the pusillanimity of the
gditors‘é;?%ggwﬁéﬁﬂékﬂn* Nation made Newsweek, by contrast, appear as a

stormer of barricades,

At the close of the week the Washington Post of June 18, 1966 published
in full a letter to the editor correcting factual errors in the front-page
story of May 29, 1966 by Richard Harwood, which had launched the new wave
of publicity about the assassination.

Harold Weisberg meanwhile appeared on a number of radio interviews;

Epstein received numerous requests for radic and television appearances,

The Fourth Week
(June 19-25, 19

The First Book Reviews

The New Republic (dated HH June 25) and the New Leader (dated Jume 20)
appeared simultaneously on the newsstands. The New Republic contained a
joint review of Inguest and Whitewash by the managing editor, Alex Campbell,
titled "What Did Happen In Dallas?" Campbell sided unreservedly with the
two critics of the Warren Report, ending his review with the statement that
"the Warren Report may now have been shot to death and require a full
autopsy." '

The New Leader published a trenchant and highly favorable review of
Inquest--~the first by an established critic in the same camp as Epstein
--written by Leo Sauﬁage, whose book L'Affaire Oswald was scheduled for

American publication in the fall, Sauvage saw Epstein's book as a ma jor

and unique contribution, largely because he had succeeded in interviewing
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Commission spokesmen who had previously "remained in majesbtic-—and
contemptuous-~silence" and had obtained inside information of great
value and fmpm significance. Sauvage treated {'.he Commission as a whole,
and Lawyers Redlich, Iiebeler, and Ball in particular, to the cutting edge
of his scorn. And, although he praised Inqueét with noteworthy generosity
(from one Warrenologist to another) » Sauvage also placed his finger on what
he regarded, with considerable merit, as a fundamental flaw.
After thus decisively contributing to the necessary task
of replacing "political truth'...with the real faets, Epstein
newertheless accepts without examination or question, the
Commission's Mpolitical truth® about Oswald's guilt...he‘
accepté very lightheartedly the assertion that, as one of two
if not alone, Iee Harvey Oswald shot at the President. #And here
we find no arguments, no proofs, no reasoning: only conclusions
eeel hope this was not to pake the rest of his book more palatable.
Whatever the case, these few wnsubstantiated péges damaged the
lasting importance of an otherwise brilliant and constructive
achievenent.,

Later in the week, the July/August issve of The Minority _o_f_ One came off
the press with both a lengthy review of Inquest and an editorial--the first
to appear in any periodical--provoked by the book. Readers of THMO will know
that both the editorial and the review, while indeed favorable toward
Epstein's work, were less reticent in drawing conclusions from Epstein's
revelations than he himself--in the context not only of Oswald's guilt or
innocence (the issue raised by Sauvage) but also in terms of the politieal

setting of the assassingtion, the subsequent events, and the impact on

American foreign pé]icy. ' -
Also received during the week was a two-page article from BOOKS of June 1966

headlined "WHITEWASH," "INQUEST" DIMINISH REPUTATION OF WARREN REPORT. The

ardicle dealt mainly with Harold Weisberg's WHITEWASH and with Weisberg's views

as obtained, apparently, in a personal interview, or in a text which he supplied.

Again, the treatment of both Epstein and Weisberg was serious, and it was

obvious from the tone of the article that the Warren Report was viewed with

alarm by BOOKS in the light of the new evidence published by critics of the

Coinmission.
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A noteworthy newspaper item during the week was a column by Max Lerner
in the New York Post of June 22, 1966, titled “Poiit.ical Truth.® Lerner,
to his credit, wrote, "I have just read a book which, I must admit, shakes
for the first time the belief I have had in the report of the Warren
Commission.”  That admission was, in itself, a triumph for Epsteint's book.
Ierner had been in the férefront of the pseudo-liberals who had propagandized
on behalf of the Warren Report when it was published, and who had aggressively
denounced the so-called demonologists who raised questiéns about the Report.
After summarizing the main arguments in Inquest, lerner reported that "the
staff now answers that Epstein himself was not thorough enough in his research,
and that there was no tampering" (with the autopsy report). But the unnamed
"staff" did not specify where Epstein's research "was not thorough enough" and,
as was the case in previous staff comments attempting to refute the charges
against their Report, the lame and barren Yrebuttal! mffesmd testified to their
inability to produce material counter-arguments.

At midnighth\on Friday the 2hth of June, there was a panel discussion on

NBC radio which cen bt included
references to Epste:v_n’s book—ay artlcle in The Natione.
The discussion pitted Weisberg agaifs$.Vi tor 'vsk:'. (author of JFK: THB Man and

the Myth) and Kieran O'Dougherty, af {ow-roactionary of Laski's. The results
were predictible., Weisberg m . .
to the crudest below-the~belt tactics. He nevertheles3
showing, maintaifing his personal composure and managing to wi
inst

anelists, however, did not have any intention of being confused by

ade an impressive

2

npoint many
The other

bhe facts.

of weakness and misrepresebtation in the Warren Report




The Fifth Week

(Tome 26-July 2)

I00K appeared on the newsstands on Tuesday, Jume 28, 1966 with a fierce
attack on Epstein and his book written by Fletcher Knebel. Knebel strained
with obvious malice and desperation to discredit Epstein, using defamatory
adjectives such as "devious" and accusing Epstein floridly of #literary rape."
The epithets fit Knebel and his "client," the Warren Report, far better than -
they fit Fpstein, as Knebel would be the last to admit.

Knebel seized on a very insignificant point--three references to Arnold
Rowland, accounﬁing for a total of less than 50 lines of Inguest, to which
the IDOK article devobed some 85 linesl Although Epstein's mention of
Rowland was incidental, Xnebel tried to make a federal case of the fact
that Epstein had not said that the Warren Commission had impeached Rowland's
credibility. But Knebel'ls account of Rowland's testimony- and his alleged

lack of credibility was far more slanted—-he failed to reflect the corroborative

evidence from two witnesses, which tended to support Rowland's testimony, and.
he quoted Rowland's wife incompletely so as to give a misleading picture of
her comments on Rowland's "proneness to exaggerate.! (She has specified
that it was enly about himself, "to boost his ego.")
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Knebel also split the halr by exaggerating wes out of proportion
Epstein's statement that the bullet hole was 5 and 3/8 1nches below
the collar, instead of below the top of the colla:e The implication
‘that Epstein was being deliberately deceptive was completely unwarranted,
for his book displayed the hitherto—unseen FBT photographs from which
the reader could judge for himself Just how far below the collar, or the
top of tlre collar,' the bullet-hole was located, both inthe coat and the
shirt. | ,

In his intentness on discrediting an unassailable éhallenge to the
Warren Report, Knebel tried to transfer the sins of the Warren Commission
to Epsteiﬁ, accusing him rather than the Commission of failing to interview
witnesses and like derelictioms. The logic was demented, And, in his
preoccupation, Knebel inadvertently produced a piece of new 1nformata.on
which vitiated his own position—~that is, that the autopsy report had been
transmitted to the FBI on December 23, 1963, some three weeks before the
FBI Supplemental Report of 'January 13, 1964 again gave a description of the
back wound which was utterly in conflict with the autopsy findingsl
Since his mastery of the evidence left much to be desired, Knebel remained
unaware that he had launched mo rocket at Epstein, but a boomerang,

Finally, Enebel contributed still another statement by an umnamed FBI
spokesman: "It is completely contrary to the facts to indicate that the
FBL and the Commission are in opposition on the findings of the Commission.
Our first reports were merely to chart a course and were not designed to be
conclusive. Tt is entirely possible that Humes's autopsy report did not ge'b.
into the hands of the FBI wtil later, and so our imitial reports did not
reflect the doctors' decision." And in the very next column, Knebel himself
states, on the authority of the Treasury Department, that Secret Service records
show that the autopsy findings were Aforwarded' to the FBI on December 23}

Also received during the week: a very 'f‘avorab_le réyiew of Inquest by
7 _Bill Boyley (check name) in the Houston Post of June 26, 1966; a UPI story

’

by Jack Fox, generally hostile to Epstein's book; a cubtingly sarcastic

" review of Epstein's Inquest (considered jointly with Welsberg's Whitewash)
by Cedric Belfrage in The National Guardian dated July 2, 1966 but on the
newsstands on June 30 (Belfrage called Epsteiri a "hromising halibut" in his
style but considered this "young liberal® a few cuts above I.F. Stone and
Harrison Salisbury; his braise for Weisberg's book was unreserved); and
a favorable review of Inquest in the Chicago News, by Van Allen Bradley.

On Friday mornlng, July lst, Bpstein appeared briefly on the television

program Today and was questioned about the Iook article.
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The Si}_cth. Week

The New York Times on Sunday July 3 published a review of Inqﬁéast‘
and Whitewash on page 3 of the book review section. The review was
" written by Fred Graham, the Times®! Supi'eme Comrt correspondent! Graham
would not have been a 1ogicai reviewer for those two books even if he was
about to take wp a different assigrment and could afford to offend the
Chief Justice; he was no student of the case, to begin with, and of course
he had an understandable bias toward Warren's Report. (Why didn't the
Times assign its assassination éxpert,' Ha;rison Salisbury, to review Inquest,
one wonders.) . ) : \

Graham's review was not -ewem original in its attack on Epstein bub -apliﬁ&é,_,__{

the conmtrived and malicious criticisms found in Knebel'!s Look piece (he was
guilty of the same sins of which he accused the Commission!), including the
unfounded reproach that Epstein had failed to interview Gprmnazider Humes, the
autopsy sui'geon. Had Graham beén at all familiar with the case, he would have
known that Humes was on record _aé forbidden to discuss any aspect of his
testimony and had refused to comment on Inquest to the M

Detroit News as recently as Jume 5, 1966, .

As for Weisberg's book; Graham dismissed it without ceremonfy‘ on the
ground that "Weisberg questions so many points made by the (Warren) report
that the efffect is blunted—it is difficult to believe that any institution
could be as inept » careless, wrong or venal...,! Graham did not trouble to
check Weisberg's well-documented criticisms of the Report bub dismissed them
merely befauvse they were too ﬁmnerousl If that is a new principle of fact-
finiding, it is one we can do without. Of course it is hard to believe that
the Warren Commission could be as "inept, careless, wrong 5r venal" as the
facts indicate; but no one is asking Craham or anyone else 1o "believe® it on
faith--he has been given chapter-and-verse » but has refused to confronmt this
proof of that which he finds so hard to believe.

In the light of the role played by the New York Times as midwife to the
Warren Report and its unofficial spokesman, a fair or informed review of
either Inguest or Whitewash wouid have shocked the teeth out of one's head--but
what a welcome shock it would have been. From Grahem's review, one could get

only a dull deja vu sensation.



