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THE ANNOUNCER: The Open Mind . free to examine, to 

question, to disagree, with moderator Eric Goldman, Professor of History 

at Princeton University. The subject of today's discussion: "The V arren 

Report: An American Controversy. " To introduce the participants in this 

discussion, V.r. Goldman, | 

MR. GOLDMAN: Hello, ladies and gentlemen. 

Having finished its inquiry into the assassination of President 

Kennedy, the Warren Commission concluded: "The shots which killed Presi- 

dent Kennedy and wounded Governor Connally were fired by Lee Harvey 

Oswald. On the basis of the evidence before the commission, it concludes 

that Oswald acted alone." , 

Now, that for most Americans settled the matter: A number 

of European critics were unsatisfied, but their remarks were generally 

taken as another outburst of anti-Americanism, particularly since they 

tended to make the assassination a result of white wing fanaticism. Recently, _ e 

however, in America, by Americans, the discussion has been reopened in 

important ways, most notably by the publication of two books, whose authors



are here tonight. 

Our total panel: To my far left, Mr. Mark Lane, the attorney 

America's mos 

* Aga” 

and of Mr. Lane, it me that tc ether they raised three questions. 

job? 
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2. Did it adequately establish that Oswald did the assassina-— 

tion? And — , , 

3. Ifhe did do it, did it adequately establish that he did it 

alone? 8 : Co 7 , 

Those, it seems to me, are the three questions not raised by 

both books, but by the two books combined, and on my right, Mr. Epstein ) 

and Mr. Lane, and their interpretation, will begin us. 

MR. EPSTEIN: I think those are the three main questions. 

I think there is another question, and that is the difference in appearance 

and reality in a government operation, government commission. . I mean, 

what appeared to the public to be the truth -- that is, that seven men, the 

seven Commissioners, prepared ¢ a report and wrote the report, and it was - 

an exhaustive investigation, and what in fact is reality, with a group of staff 

working hard and under severe pressure perhaps not able to. complete their 

task, with loose ends remaining. , oo | - 

MR, GOLDMAN: Well, . ipn't that an expanded and more 

subtle form of the question, was this investigation adequate? Vas it thor- , 

ough? Was it good enough ? | 

MR, EPSTEIN: Yes. Well, ‘there is something more to it, 

that was it represented to the American people as being exhaustive and was 

it in fact? 1 think it isa slightly different question. 

MR. GOLDMAN: Mr. Lane, would you give us your comment 

on the statement of the issues that are raised in the two books ?- 

MR, LANE: Yes. I think you summarized them very well. 



I think those are the three basic questions asked by the two books together. 

| MR. GOLDMAN: All right. Well, let's jump then into this 

first one, this question of was the investigation adequate, just to use that 

word. Would you comment on it to begin us, Mr. Griffin? You were in- 

volved in it deeply. 

MR. GRIFFIN: Sure, I I woud be happy to, Mr, Goldman. — 

I think that the Warren Commission had as its primary objective to estab- 

lish the question of who killed President Kennedy, and was there a con- 

spiracy involved? And then three or four further questions dealing with 

police protection and others measured in the activities of Jack Ruby. 

Iam confident from having discussed this many, many times : 

since before this evening, that on those issues the Commission did a thor- 

ough job. . 

There is a second level of inquiry which I think that ‘these 

two gentlemen here, Mr. Lane and Mr. Epstein, directed themselves to- 

ward, and that had to do with whether or not various loose ends on the 

periphery of the central questions were fairly tied up, and I think that in 

that respect both of these gentlemen have done a worthwhile job pointing out 

a number of loose én, which I don't think are central or germane to the 

basic questions which the Commission had to investigate. 

| MR, GOLDMAN: | Mr. Liebeler, do you agree with that, and, 

wif go, what are these loose ends?» , 

MR. LIEBELER: Well, I do: agree: ‘with that. I would go on 

a bit beyond that, if I might, before 1 get to the question of the loose ends, 



"which I think Mr, Lane would be more than happy to enlighten us about in a 

moment. I think we have to distinguish between the question of whether or 

not the investigation itself was. thorough and the way in which the report was 

: written, and the way it reflected the evidence that was in the underlying — 

record that resulted from the investigation that was conducted. 

I think that most of the points that Mr. Epstein and Mr. Lane 

have made relate to language that was used in the report. Sometimes the 

report perhaps didn't take into consideration all of the evidence that was in 

the record, didn't reflect all of it, but that doesn't affect the thoroughness 

and the detail that went on in the underlying investigation, and I do agree | 

with Mr. Griffin in that regard, that as far as the basic conclusions of the. 

report were concerned, that Oswald killed the President and. there ‘was not 

a conspiracy involved and he did it alone, I ani. f absolutely. convinced of that 

after having gone through both of these gentlemen's works with a good deal 

of care. oe — , Ff , 

MR. GOLDMAN: Mr. Lane, you have been designated. our 

authority on loose ends, so? 

| MR, LANE: Well, “1 will be bappy to talk about loose ends, 

but I think the problem is a bit more severe than that. ‘think that those: 

ends are 80 loose that the whole tabric unravels and there is nothing but a 

hodgepodge rushed together which has no ‘reality to the evidence. 1 think 

‘that the 1-volume Warren Commission report bears x no serious relationship — 

to the 26 volumes of evidence showing what tt is the Investigators t for the 

Commission uncovered. 



I wonder if I might use this photograph (indicating) for a 

moment. This is a picture of the Dealey Plaza area, and the limousine came 

here on Main up Houston and down Elm, and was about here (indicating) when 

| the first shot was fired, and was about here (indicating) when the last was 

fired. The Commission said all of the shots were fired from Oswald who 

was here (indicating), said the Commission, on the sixth floor of the Book 

Depository Building. ‘The Commission went further and said that "No ered- 

ible evidence cuggests the shots were fired from anywhere else." | 

What is the other evidence which the Commission holds now 

to be credible? Almost two thirds of those in the Dealey Plaza area who 

were asked where the shots came from said the shots came from behind this — 

wooden fence high up on this rising hill (indicating). That includes seven 

men who were on the railroad bridge, who said they looked over behind the 

fence witen the shots were fired because they thought the shots came from 

there, who said they saw 2 puff or puffs of white emoke. It includes Lee 

Bowers, who was here in the railroad tower, who looked down at the fence 

“when the shots were fired. , 

And I think the. question of the way the Commission handled 

“the tavestigation can best be illustrated, ‘or can be iMustrated by a discus- 

sion of Bowers himself in the tower. Bowers said,. “When ‘the shots were 

fired, something attracted my attention to the fense which I cannot divine 

specifically, something that" -- I think that's almost an exact quote, if not 

a very close paraphrase. After the word " that, " the Commission put a 

- dash, and then it appeared that the Commission attorney who was questioning 
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‘Bowers broke in to interrupt him before be s finished t the sentence, and he 

never was taken back to the question of whst attracted his attention to the 

fence when the shots were fired. But when I conducted: a filmed and tape-. - 

recorded interview with Mr, Bowers fn March of this year, I told him for . 

about a year or sol was very interested to know how. he might have finished. ; 

the sentence if permitted, and he said in essence, "The Commission lawyer - 

did interrupt me. Evidently they did not want. to bear the facts, but what 0 

would have told them if they. wanted me » to finish | my aentence ie that that 

which attracted my attention to the fence when the ‘shots were fred" was a | 

puff of smoke or a flash of light at the fence." a . 

“Aad thia I think te an indication, aod just & exalt one - 

| there a are many others oo of the lack of thoroughness, but: 2 pattern is por- 

trayed, for the fact is that the majority of the witrepsses who testified before 

the Commission who were. confronted with Fan g sports. of b 2) allegedly 

told agents of the FBI -- ina majority of cases, ‘ ‘ w) 

with those reports, the witness said the r > po ; was. inaccurate in at least 

ot.-= and there was one respect - -- it was almost always a. major. respec 

pattern which emerged from the FEI changing what the witness. said he told 

. them, and that is that in every case where there wage, phange - o~ in almost 

“every case -- the FBI report was consistent with Onwald's. ‘eat as # the lone 

assesein, but what the witness said was tovon stent 

, | "And if 1 can just add oue tive oa Oe 

/— MR, ROVERE: I'm rons ert what by."a pattern." 

1 mean, you've anid this twive, "a pattern ha rs 



MR, LANE: I would be happy to discuss that, of course. 

‘For example, there was a picture taken by a man named Major Phillip 

Willis of the Book Depository Building five minutes after the shots were 

fired. He gave his picture, that one and eleven others, to the Commission, 

and on one of the photographs -- there was the one taken of the Depository 

, ) arg in the picture, at the right-hand | 

portion of the picture. You can see his entire face and a portion of his body 

down to about hie waist level, and he looks very much like Jack Ruby, and 

I was on a Dallas television program -- | | 

, MR. ROVERE: Excuse me, but is this a pattern that is being 

desc ribed? | , 

, , MR, LANE: If you'll allow me to finish, I'll be happy to. 

MR. LIEBELER: Before you get to the pattern, this is. one 

_of the problems and the kind of thing that happens all the time. Mr. Lane 

‘had started off and makes some remarks about the testimony that Mr. 

‘Bowers gave to Joseph A. Ball, who is one of the most outstanding trial 

lawyers on the west coast of this country, and he has indicated that Mr. 

Ball cut Mr. Bowers off before Mr. Bowers had a chance to tell him what | 

attracted his attention up there. 

MR, LANE: Mr. Bowers said that himself, That's his own 

statement. , . 

MR, LIEBELER: Yes, that's right, and that's what it says 

here on Page 32 of your book. , , 

MR, LANE: Yes, that's what he says. 



MR, LIEBELER: You fail to point out, Mr. Lane -- whether 

Mr. Bowers said it or not, I don't know. I know I went back and read Mr. , 

Bowers! testimony yesterday, and the fact of. the matter is that Mr. Ball. 

had asked this same cuestion twice before Mr. Lane picks up the quote here, 

and in both cases Mr. Bowers tried to answer the question, and he said 

specifically, as a matter of fact, that he was unable to tell Mr. Ball exactly 

what it was, but that it was a sort of a milling around, and he didn't say 

anything about a puff of white smoke when he testified to Mir. Ball, and Mr . 

Ball cut him off on the third time around, Mr. Lane, not the first time 

around, so why don't we start there? 

MR. LANE: ‘Yes, let's start here, and if there's any doubt 

in your mind as to what Mr. Bowers said, we have just completed a film 

which will be released probably next month -- w@ paventt done the opticals 

MR. GRIFFIN: That's not goingip show wh@Bowers said © 

to Ball, is it? 

MR. GRIFFIN: To you. 

MR, LANE: What he said hapye 

MR, GOLDMAN: Excuse j fgentlemen. Mr. Roveré has 

not finished his questioning here. \ . 

' ; rer somebody begins by saying 

f Bt it means. I-don't want to



suggests something with meaning and consistency. 

, , MR. LANE: Precisely, yes. I was giving you an example 

of this. 

MR, ROVERE: I don't want an example, I want to know 

what the pattern is. , , 

MR, LANE: Well, perhaps you don't want an example, but 

I would like to answer the question which you posed the way that I think I 

must answer it. 

MR. ROVERE: That isn't the question though. 

MR, GOLDMaN: He wants to know what the pattern is, Mr. 

' Lane. , 

MR, LANE: The pattern is quite simple -- 

MR, ROVERE: The pattern is what? 

MR, LANE; I have explained that. I saidthat. If you want 

illustrations, I'll be happy to give it to you, If you just want me to say it 

again, I will. , 

When the FBI questioned the witnesses who then testified be- 

fore the Commission and when the witnesses were confronted with that 

FBI report, in a majority of cases the witness said, "The FBI report is , 

not accurate. That's not what I told the agents of the FBI." 

MR. GOLDMAN: Then the pattern, as you stated it, is that 

the FBI has distorted what the witnesses have said? 

MR. LANE: According to the witnesses themselves. 

MR. ROVERE: A pattern of ‘distorticn then. 
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MR. LIEBELER: And the Commission has set this up, I 

- presume, because it was the Commission who asked them. 

a MA. LANE: Now we get to that, yes. Yes, in some cases 

the witness was then able to paint out what had taken place, but since the 

FBI conducted 25, 006 interviews and re-interviews which the Commission 

said it relied upon, and the Commission itself only questioned 94 witnesses 

and counsel questioned, ‘including those 94, a total of 552 _ | 

MR. GRIFFIN: Only? | , 

MR. LANE: Yes, only, out of 25, co), because you relied 

upon a lot of those 25, 930 -- , . 

MR, LIEBELER: Mr, Lene -- 

MR, GOLDMAN: Excuse me, Mr. Liebeler and Mr. Lane; 

“may I interrupt for a moment? We're trying to establish what the opinions 

are on this subject of the adequacy cr inadequacy of the Commission. You 

have stated it is inadequate because it distorted, the FBI and others. Do 

you agree with that, Mr. Epstein? _ | , | | 

MR. EPSTEIN: I think that in | dealing with the 2 question of 

_whether there was one or more assassins, the basic question is whether 

the shots came from behind the President, because it the shots « came from 

behind the President, then it's really not relevant where witnesses thought - 

the shots came from, and the autopsy and the autopsy photographs would 

show exactly where the shots came from, and what bothers me is that the 

Commission didn't look at this very basic evidence, the place where every- 

thing starts from. They never saw the photographs of the autopsy and there 

1 
i 
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was a major contradiction, and this bothers me more than what witnesses 

‘paid, | , a 

| MR. LANE: And I would add to thet also the fact that I would 

think the Commission should not publish pictures of the Fresident's body. 

Obviously, I think the Commission members shoutd have seen them. 

MR, EPSTEW: They should have seen it. 

MR. LANE: Yes, I agree with you, but I think the Commis- 

sion should have published the X-rays, because there's nothing gory or in > 

bad taste obviously about an X-ray. | 

| , MR. EPSTEIN: I can't understand it. N.aybe you can explain 

this to me, Mr. Griffin. Why didn't the Commission look at this basic 

evidence? ne 

MR, GRIFFIN: Well, they had before them, Mr. Epstein, 

‘the expert witnesses, the doctors who examined all of thie evidence, and 

they all -- , , | | 

MR. LANE: There are doctors who said they never saw the 

photographs. . a oe 

MR, GOLDMAN: Excuse me. Mr. Griffin, yes? 

MR. GRIFFIN: In each case, and you know this is true, Mr. 

_ Lane. Vhere an expert testified as to a particular matter, he examined all 

the matters which would have been relevant to his expert testimony . 

MR, EPSTEIN: But there was a contradiction among the 

witnesses. | , , | | 

MR, GRIFFIN: I’ve read your book on that. I-don't see -- 

MR, EPSTEIN: | You don't believe that there is a contradic - 
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tion? | 

MR. GRIFFIN: I don't believe that there is a contradiction. | 

What contradiction do you see? 

MR, EPSTEIN: There are three FBI reports. Each of the 

FBI reports states that the bullet entered below the shoulder and did not 

pass through the body entirely. , 

| | MR. GRIFFIN: You're talking about the December 9th re- 

port. 

MR. EPST EIN: December 9th, the J anuary 13th and the 

November 26th, those three reports. By "contradiction," I mean that if 

these FBI reports are accurate, then the Commission's autopsy reports are 

not accurate, and in any sense of the word that is a contradiction, isn't it? 

MR. GRIFFIN: No, no. Let me explain. 

MR, GOLDMAN: Mr. Griffin, yes. 

MR. GRIFFIN: The object of. the Commission, as in every 

investigation, is to get the best evidence, and the best evidence in this case, 

in the comparison between what you suggest we should have used, the hear- 

say FBI reports -- , 

MR, EPSTEIN: No. I'm suggesting that you use the autopsy 

photographs. 

MR. GRIFFIN: No. You're talking about the contradictions. 

MR. LANE: Mr. Epstein says that the FBI report raises the 

question of the contradictions. There's no question but what it does. , 

MR. GRIFFIN: It doesn't raise the contradiction. Let me 



explain. This is! acommon: ‘problem ons programe: like this. 

oMRy EPSTEIN: We all. suffer: from that same. problem. | 

GRIFFIN: ‘The: FEI agents who: wrote these: reports. 

| theniselves: never: saw: the X-rays, hever saw. ‘the photographs, only over- 

heard some conversations of: the: doctors.: “Those: FEI reports: ‘were: eused = 

now;: Tet: me. finish:= those BBL reports were: used, as: isiclearly. set forth 

dn the report, to provide: the. Commission with a: summary background. We 

felt that we could’ not. rely invany Gase upon what the FBI produced, . and I 

think, Mr. Laney you would agree that we should: not have done that:. Hes, 

MRE DANE: UIs that a-question to:me, sir? 

oMR. GOLDMAN: Answer dite later. 

MR. GRIFFIN: ‘Socwe: weat:tothe experts who: the 

heard; and those experts were: called to; > testify, and: that's the evit 

awe relied-on, and these: FRI reports: are: summaries of hearsay: wa 

‘people, «FBI agents: iwtio'’ were: not ¢ competent even to evaluate what was: said 

effectively, who: didn't have all ‘the info n stiod: available to them. | 

MR. ‘-EPST BIN: You don't think: ‘they were competent 2 

MR. GRIFFIN: “Certainly: they. are. |. They. are not doctors in 

this: case. 

MR, LANE: But the FBL reports, to paraphrase Dr. Humes 

_, who conducted the. autopsy, if I may read from Page 285 of, the report. by 

‘Siefert and O'Neill, two FBI agents, Dr. Humes said that the pattern was 

clear that the one bullet had entered the dent's back and worked ite way 

-out of the body during external cardiac massage, and. the FBI agents. goon. 

, 



to state that Dr. Humes said that the bullet had not exited forward, that 

further probing determined that the distance travelled by this missile, the 

bullet in the back, was a short distance inasmuch as the end of the opening | 

could be felt with the finger. 

MR, GRIFFIN: Now, Humes said all of that without having 

the additional evidence that should have been available to him of what hap- 

pened down in Parkland Hospital; isn't that right? 

MR, LANE: Yes, I think so. 

MR. GRIFFIN: And the doctors finally gave their final tes- 

timony after they had all of the evidence before them. 

MR. LANE: Yes, but, Mister --— 

MR. GRIFFIN: The name is Griffin. But what you have done 

in your book, and what you have done in your book; Mr. Epstein, is to take 

strictly secondary evidence, in some cases tertiary evidence, if we can 

dignify it with the word "evidence. " 

MR. EPSTEIN: It's an FBI report to the Eresident. | | 

MR, LANE: And you relied on some 25, S72 of them, but net 

this one. And, ifI may say, what you did do, you say that this is hearsay 

and the photographs and the X-rays are not basic. Wie have the result of 

Dr. Humes, but what you did accept, of course -- 

j) NR, GRIFFIN: FBI reports are never relied on in critical 

for of this sort, and you have read all the testimony and know that. 

MR, LANE: Let me Say this: What you did accept though 

and solemnly marked’in evidence, instead of photographs, instead of A-rayes,
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are three drawings by an artist based upon Dr. Humes! verbal description 

of what ‘his notes showed and what he recalled had happened months before. 

Is that the best evidence? , 

MR. LIEBELER: Plus the autopsy report itself, plus the 

testimony of the autopsy surgeons that drafted the report at the time. That 

was also referred to. 

There's no question whatsoever when you look at the autopsy 

report and you can take the trouble to measure 14 centimeters from the 

right mastoid process down, and I think, Mr. Epstein, and I went through 

this on another television program the other day, it is guite clear that the 

evidence, the hole in the shirt, is entirely consistent with what the report 

finally concluded, , 

And you say, of course, that the bullet entered in the back 

at a point lower than the point it exited in the front. Did you ever:take the. 

trouble to measure 14 centimeters down from your right mastoid process? 

Of course not. You don't trouble to answer the question either. 

MR. LANE: Ci course I have, but what I have done -- 

MR, GRIFFIN: Where does it come? Where does it come? 

MR. LANE: It comes insofar as this autopsy. 

MR, GRIFFIN: Mo, but where does it come when you make 

the actual measurement? 

MR. LIEBELER: Show us where 15 centimeters comes. 

MR, LANE: Cf course, 

MR. LIEBELER: Than it's all right. 
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MR, LANE: No, it's not all right, because I don't like -- 

MR. LIEBELER: Then it's an inaccurate diagram. 

MR. LANE: Now, one second. Gentlemen, please, will 

you permit me, since the question was asked, it doesn't have to be "Yes" 

or "No," 

MR. GRIFFIN: But I want an answer. 

MR, LANE: You'll have an answer. Now, here (indicating) 

is what Dr. Humes himself drew. It is called the “Autopsy Descriptive 

Sheet, ' prepared by Commander J, 5, Humes. It is Commission Exhibit 

397, and here is the dot. It's not on the neck at all. It's on the back, just 

where the FBI said Dr. Humes said that it was. 

MR, GCLDMAN: Gentlemen, all of you, we're getting into 

a very detailed examination about this subject, which I think is going beyond 

the comprehension of the audience, because they don't know the subject as 

well ae you do. 

Could I get a more general commentary on this first ques- 

tion? It has been said that this investigation of the Commission was not 

adequate. It wasn't good enough. It wasn't exhaustive enough. It was not 

satisfactory in some sense or another. 

Now, Mr. Rovere, you wrote an introduction to Mr. Epstein's 

book, in which you said you started reading his manuscript, like most of 

the rest of us feeling the Warren Commission had settled the matter, and 

you ended up unsettled in your mind to some extent. Ie the unsettlement on 

this issue, or was the investigation good enough? 
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, MR. ROVERE: Yes, absolutely, and it grows all the time, 

and I'm intrigued when Mr. Griffin who, for all I know, may have all the 

facts on his side in this argument -- I'm no authority on them -- but the 

Federal Bureau of Investigationis, after all, the Federal Bureau of Inves- 

tigation, and if itis incompetent in medical matters, why is it paid to draw 

up a report? , - 

- MR, LIEBELER: They are not paid in that area. 

MR, ROVERE: No, but men are working on it and somebody 

has agked for a report. I don't -- I don't want to get into the facts of evi- 

dence here because I'm not cornpetent to, except as regards the workings 

of the Commission, but basically what seems to me at issue here is, for 

me at least, I want as an American citizen to be able to put some confidencé 

in what my government Says, and the usefulness to me of the kind of inquiry 

Mr.. Epstein and a number of other people have conducted is in that field, 

and it seems to me we can't settle this in a few minutes with Mr. Lane 

holding up some pictures and pointing to them. 

These seem to be the fundamental questions in a discussion ~ 

“of this kind. 

MR. GOLDMAN: Mr. Griffin? 

MR. GRIFFIN: I think that's right, and what I think is funda 

mental here, Mir. Goldman, is the process, and if the readers understand 

or listeners, viewers, understand the process, I think they will understand 

a little bit more what our argument has been about. 

Our process was to take volumes of FBI reports, to read 

them, to digest them, to try to understand what the FBI seemed to think 
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_and the other agencies seemed to think was found, and then not to rely on 

those FBI agents, not to rely on those hearsay reports, but to get the actual 

witness that the FBI talked to and take his testimony, and those 552 wit- 

nesses whose testimony were taken represented the witnesses whose testi- 

mony was central to the issues which we laid out to begin with. 

MR. GOLDMAN: Mr. Epstein? 

M.R, EPSTEIN: Mr. Griffin, what happens when you found 

that a witness was saying something contrary to his FBI report? Now, it 

would seem to me that a lawyer should be able to then tell the witness that 

his statement is inconsistent with his FBI report, but I believe when you did 

this, you were I don't think reprimanded too strong, but you were told that 

the lawyers on the Warren Commission -- you were told this by the Chief 

Justice -- that the lawyers on the Warren Commission should not do this, 

and in fact, as I understand it, you were asked not to press the witnesses 

_ too hard, and asked not to go to Dallas. 

MR. GRIFFIN: No, I was never told that by the Chief Jus- 

tice. The Chief Justice told -- 

MR. GCLDMAN: By counsel, you mean the counsel in 

general? 

MR. EPSTEIN: It was in the testimony. It was in Volume 5. 

MR. GRIFFIN: I was never told that by the Chief Justice. 

What the Chief Justice said to Sergeant Dean who made the allegation that I 

called him a liar, and he made that to the President, but before the Com- 

mission, if you remember his testimony, he said I did not tell him that no 



Commission counsel had the right to make those kinds of allegations, I 

think -- | 

MR, EPSTEIN: To quote him specifically, he said, "No 

Commission counsel has a right to judge a witness's testimony and tell him 

that he is wrong." 

MR. GRIFFIN: That was the function of the Commission. 

MR, EPSTEIN: Then how did you evaluate the FBI reports? 

MR. GRIFFIN: How did I evaluate the reports? 

MR. EPSTEIN: Yes. You said you sat down and you evalu- 

ated the FBI reports. | 

, MR. GOLDMAN: Mr. Lane? - 

MR. LANE: Yes. I would like to raise, if we might, a 

somewhat different question, on the question of the thoroughness and whethe>r 

we can have faith in the investigation. 

This (indicating) is Commission Exhibit 197. ‘It is a cable 

from the American Embassy iin M.oscow, which was sent to the FBI, the 

State Department, . the CIA and the Commander of the Marine Corps on the 

ard day of November, 1959 relative to Oswald, and it makes reference to 

a request for citizenship by Lee Harvey Oswald, former Marine, and -- 

and then 41 letters are deleted. “Oswald stated he was a radar operator 

in the V.arine Corps and has offered to furnish Soviets info that he possesses 

on U.S. radar,’ and it makes reference to a request for citizenship by Lee 

Harvey Oswald, former Marine. 

Well, if he really did, perhaps he should have been arrested



when he came back, but instead he got his passport in 24. hours. It took me 

about eight days, which is the normal period, I think. 

But I'm intrigued by this description of Cswald, ‘Lee Harvey 

Oswald, former. Marine, " and 41 letters deleted. I wonder if that was "star 

of stage, screen and radio, " or what else was in here. And Mr. Jenner, of 

course, as the attorney for the Commission, the senior counsel, given the 

responsibility of investigating the area of Oswald's background, the question 

of conspiracy, Oswald's motive, et cetera -- I was on a radio program with 

him quite recently, andI asked Nir. Jenner what those 41 letters were be- 

cause this is right in his field, and he said, "I don't know. This material 

was deleted before I saw it." 

I said, "Vell, don't you have an abiding curiosity to know how 

. Oswald was described? Was it as a government agent, or what was the 

description? Have you any idea?" 

And he said, ‘Il have faith in whoever deleted it, because he 

must know what he is doing. " 

I said, "W ho deleted it?" 

_He said, "I don't know." 

Now, if we are asked to vest our faith in the Commission, I 

think that the Commission is asking us to do too much, and we find that men 

like Wir. Jenner, whol think is a very important kid, and there are many 

instances, of course, but men like Nr. Jenner and perhaps others are vest- 

ing theit faith in others, and we don't even know who they are, 

MR. GOLDMAM: Mr. Liebeler? 
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MR. LIEBELER: That's an inaccurate description of Mr. 

Jenner's position with the Commission -- that's Point 1 -- because this very 

obviously falls into the question of Cswald's contacts outaide the country and 

that was not Mr. J enner's responsibility. 

MR, LANE: Ee said it was on the radio program. 

MR, LIEBELER: Well, I don't know what he said on the radio 

program, but I'm telling you that it wasn't. I'll tell you whose responsibility 

it was. It was the responsibility of William Coleman of Fhiladelphia and 

W. David Slawson, formerly a*member of a law firm in Denver. 

Now, on the question of whether or not there was any investi- 

gation made as to what letters were deleted there, I don't know the answer 

to that question offhand and I'm not -- I don't know whether there is any 

response in the 26 volumes to this question. 

MR. LANE: Are you curious though 7 

MR, LIEBELER: Yes, I'm curious about it, and there may 

very well be an answer to it somewhere. I'm not prepared to say that the 

question wasn't investigated at the time. I don't know about it. I'm quite 

sure that Jenner doesn't know about it, and there's no reason to expect 

Jenner to know anything about it because in fact this was not in his area. 

MR. LANE: He said it was. 

MR. LIEBELER: Well, I'm telling you it wasn't, and it 

wasn't. : 

MR, LANE: He was wrong about that? 

MR. LIEBELER: That's right, he was. 
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MR. , GOLDMAN: Mr. Rovere, you wanted to comment be- 

fore. , 

VR. ROVERE: Vell, I just wanted to get back to this ques- . 

tion of the FBI, though we are a long way from it. The Commission early 

on, asl understand, made a decision not to employ its own investigators 

because it had this marvelous FBI. 

- MR. GRIFFIN: Although it did.do that in some instances. 

MR. ROVERE: Well, maybe so, but this seems to me the 

kind of thing that's central to this kind of inquiry now. We may be forever 

beyond the truth in this matter, but something similar may happen again, 

and it seems to me that there are lessons to be learned from this, and for 

somebody who has represented the Commission or is defending its point of 

view to make this cavalier dismissal of the FBI I think is probably right, 

but it does raise fundamental questions about the FBI and about the processes 

that Mr. Epstein investigated. 

MR. GRIFFIN: You see, the issue here is what the Com- 

mission did and what it relied upon. Personally, I don't know how you 

would have gone about investigating, how you would have investigated 

25,000 witnesses by hiring "private eyes. " , 

_ MR, LANE: Sam Spade, or somebady like that. 

MR, EPSTEIN: Cther government investigators. 

MR. GRIFFIN: Cther government investigators. Mr. Ro- 

vere suggested that they investigate. 

MR. LIEBELER: To investigate a crime? 



Hons like the one-we 

oaMR. -ROVERE: Mr. Griffin, a distinguished member of the 

‘Mr... Epstein's, and said,. "Take it easy. Take a long time at this. ‘Nail it.
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down or you'll be in just the kind of situation" we're in now. This is what 

concerns me, and this seems to me to be the general concern of the Ameri- 

can public, _ , a 

- MR. GOLDMAN: Gentlemen, we have obviously not said 

enough about this question of the general quality of the Warren Commission! 8 

work, but the time is racing on. We would be remiss in our duty if we 

didn't get to some of these other questions. 

Another one is, did the Warren Commission adequately es- 

tablish that if Oswald: did do this, he did it alone? Now, your book concerns 

this to a great extent, although yours has a different emphasis. 

, So, what to your mind is the most damaging point about the co 

lack of quality in the Commission! s establishment of that point? — 

MRE ‘EPSTEINS Vell; Dthinkitis exactly what you said: “I 

am more ‘concerned with how the. Commission went about establishing that 

point than trying to determine that point. I don't know whether Oswald acted 

_ alone or not. I think there were improbabilities on both sides. I think it 

is very improbable that Oswald was able to fire the shots in the amount of 

time that the Commission determined took place, but also I think it is very 

improbable that if there had been a conspiracy, that no trace of it would 

have emerged. , 

MR, GOLDMAN: Mr. Liebeler, would you comment on this 

point? 

MR. LIEBELER: Well, what Mr. Epstein is saying, as I 

understand it, is that you are just unsatisfied.
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MR. EPSTEIN: Well, I just didn't try and get into weighing . 

these improbabilities. I just tried to point it. out that the Commission did 

not -~ by reading the report itself, and I think Mr. Liebeler at times, when 

we discussed this, has gone further than the report in trying to, as he says, 

refine the report and add new evidence, but on the evidence in the report I 

don't think you can come to the conclusion that Oswald acted alone. 

MR, GRIFF: well, I think that perhaps the strongest evi- 

dence on that -- once again, we keep coming back to the problems or the 

alleged problems involved in the medical testimony, in the medical evidence 

prior to the autopsy. I think that if the autopsy report is correct, andI have 

no doubt that it is, it indicates that all of the shots that struck any of the - 

occupants of the automobile came from above and beiind the Fresident. 

And this is obviously important, pecaae if there were any-evidence; for 

example, that a shot had been fired from anywhere else, obviously the ques - 

tion would have been raised as to whether or not anyone else was involved, 

and this would raise a strong inference that there might have been a con- 

spiracy involved, so then that becomes crucial in terms of the discussion 

that was going on a minute ago, and you suggested that we expand it a little 

bit so that we can really understand what we are talking about. 

Mr. Epstein has basically raised the point in his book that it 

is possible that the bullet that first struck the President struck too low in 

his back so that it couldn't have come out of his throat, as the Commission 

concluded it did, and gone on to strike Governor Connally. Now, if this is 

so, then it is clear that Oswald could not have fired the shots as rapidly as



28 

was required by the evidence of the motion picture camera that took pictures 

of the motorcade as it went down, because Governor Connally was hit so 

. soon after the President was hit that Oswald couldn't have fired the rifle 

twice in that time span. 

So, once again you get back to this problem of the medical 

testimony. Mr. Epstein and I discussed this, and there is no question in 

my mind at this point that the medical evidence does. establish that all the 

shots e ame from above and behind. | , , 

Now, as far as development of evidence of a conspiracy on 

any other level, a lot of time, a lot of effort and a lot of investigation was 

put into. this question, and I think the only thing you can conclude is if there , 

was any substantial kind of conspiracy here, some kind of indication would 

have come out at someplace along the line. 

, . It's beyond the power of man to. know the answer to every 

question, Mr. Rovere, and I'm sure you well know that. 

| MR. ROVERE: Oh, absolutely, but --) 

NMR. GOLDMAN: excuse me. Mr. Lane has been waiting 

over here. 

“MR, LANE: I think that there is some other basic evidence 

which the Commission did not handle properly on this question and perhaps 

did not even see. The Zapruder film is essential, I think we all agree, to 

the Commission's findings. It's called "The Zapruder film." It's a motion 

picture, 8 millimeter film, taken by an amateur photographer who was to 

the front and to the right of the limousine as he took the pictures, and it is 
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relied on to a large extent by the Commission with other documents and 

other photographs, but primarily that one, to establish where the Hmousine 

was when the shots were fired, et cetera. 

| I believe, and correct 1 me if I'm wrong on this, Mr. Liebeler, 

that you agree that the Commission evidently never saw the whole Zapruder , 

- MR, LIEBELER: No, I dont agree with that. 

, MR. LANE: You don't? 

MR. LIEBELER: Of course not, because they did see the 

whole film. I saw it myself. | 

MR. LANE: No, no. One second. Published frames -- you 

_ did not publish frames of the whole film; is that correct? 

“MR: LIEBELER? Yes; -that*s-correet:— 

MR. LANE: That you omitted -- not you, whoever made 

this determination omitted for the Commission those frames between 207 

and 21. That's at 298 -- 

| MR. LIBBELER: Now, Mr. Lane -- now, wait, wait. 

MR. LANE: I haven't finished yet. . 

MR. LIEBELER: No, they didn't put them in the volumes of 

evidence. Now, that doesn't say that the Commission -- that they omitted 

it before the Commission, you see. Omitted on behalf of the Commission? 

I misunderstand you. 

MR. GOLDMAN: I think it's necessary to go into that. You 

are stating that these were not published for the public?
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MR, LANE: 298, 228 and 211 are not published, and 212 

which is published, which is the next published one after 207 in this sequence, 

although 210 is elsewhere. Frame 212 is a spliced picture. Would you 

agree to that, sir? 

MR. LIEBELER: That appears to be so, yes. 

MR, GCLDMAN: And you will agree that there were several | 

not published for public --. 

, MR. LIEBELER: Yes, there were three, or were there five 

left out altogether? , 

MR, LANE: Well, 8, 9 and 11, and -- 

MR. LIEBELER: And 15 is elsewhere. 

MR. LANE: Now, I think this raises, as you know because 

“you have talked with one of our investigators on the west coast; Mr: Liebe="" 

ler, some questions, because it does seem that when you see Frame 212, 

that it is possible that a sign which blocks a portion of that picture has been 

struck by a bullet, and, if 80, of course we have too many bullets and the 

case against Oswald -- , 

MR, EPSTEIN: How could you see? 

MR. LANE: Because -- you cannot see where the hole 

might be, because the very frames which have not been published by -- . 

MR. EPSTEIN: You can see the sign though. 

MR. LANE: No. Mr. Zpstein, if you will allow me to fin- 

ish the sentence, perhaps you will get my meaning. You can see the suc- 

ceeding frames and you can see what physicists in universities on the west 
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coast have said are lines of strain which may be the result of a bullet hitting 

“the sign. In Frame 212 -- a 

oe MR, GRIFFIN: ft could be a rock too, couldn't it, Mr. Lane? 

MR. LANE: Yes, someone might have thrown a rock when 

the shots were being fired. That's possible. : 

. MR, LIEBELER: And, anyway, that’s not a fair statement | 

that physicists have said this, because your investigator, as a matter of 

fact, never made that claim to me. I rated it as a possibility. 

MR. LANE: Well, that was after he spoke with you, but you 

did, did you not, write a letter, Vr. Liebeler,. to Mr. Rankin and you said 

this is a plausible theory? 

MR. LIEBELER: I said it seemed plausible. 

MR, ‘LANE: it seemed plausible, andy you a have” sewer tetaet——— 

that Mr . Rankin look irito this matter formally with the Federal Bureau of 

Investigation to find out why the splice was in and the frames were left out, 

is that not true? - 

MR. LIEBELER: My more specific request’ was that the 

frames should be obtained in public. 

a yr. LANE: And didn't you ask that there should-be some 

formal inquiry made to the FBI? , 

MR, LIEBELER: I may have. 

MR, LANE: Yes. Now, in addition to this -- 

MR, GRIFFIN: Let me comment on this a second, because, 

you see, the underlying premise that Mr. Lane I think is putting forth here
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is that somebody has deliberately deteted something, knowing that it would 

point to a conclusion contrary to the one that the Commission developed. 

I don't understand this at all, and. I think that Mr. Lane knows and Mr. 

Epstein knows that Mr. Liebeler and l provided a very eubstantiol adver- 

Sary system within the framework of the Commission. 

, And I wit say, gentlemen, that if I had any ‘inkling that any- 

thing like that happened, I would have resigned. I-wouldn't be here today. 

ot certainly concur with Mr. Liebeler that when people -- if Mr. Lane 

raises a doubt like this, if he challenges my integrity, I would be more than 

happy to have those ‘filma strips shown. . 

‘But what is the basis for this attack upon our integrity ? 

_ There are all sorts of reasons “= , | 

MR, LANE: Nobody is raising a question about your integ- 

rity. a 
MR. GRIFFIN: There are all sorts of reasons. Now, the 

‘most reasonable explanation that I can 1 think of for omitting those is that 

they were simply cumulative and we had space limitations, and I think you 

“-geutlernen all know about space limitations. 

| _ MR, LIEBELER: ‘I think that perhaps a more plausible ex- 

planation, if 1 niay, is that for. some reason or other probably, when the . 

individual slides were being made up, because this film was broken down 

into individual slides and. blown up, that the film was cut and these frames 

were for some reason or other inadvertently left out. 

Now, as Mr. Lane has already pointed out, there is very 
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little conspiratorial inference that ‘can be drawn from this, because one of 

the frames was in fact published somewhere else; so there was no reason 

for leaving 219 out. , 

Now, as a matter of fact, let me say something else, Mr. 

| Lane. Some other of your investigators right here on the east coast, one 

Jones Harris by name - 

MR, LANE: He has bad t no > relationship with me whatsoever. 

MR, LIEBELER;: ‘Well, anyway, whether he's a friend of 

yours or not, that doesn't affect his veracity one way. or the other. 

NR, LANE: No. 

MR. LIEBELER: Has gone to Lite Magazine and observed 

this film in its entirety, as we all did at the time, and Mr. Harris indicated 

clearly to me and to Mr. Epstein in conversation that there is no such thing 

as a bullet hole or r anything else in that sign. | 

MR. EPSTEIN: Doesn't this really bring us - excise me. 

MR, ROVERE; I just want to say that there seems to be a 

leak between the Warren report, and if there is anything -- if the two 

assassins theory is possible, then we begin talking about conspiracy. These 

don't seem to me to be the possible explanations of this at all. I can con- 

ceive of a second assassin no more involved in conspiracy than a couple of 

holdup men. , 

MR, LANE: That is a conspiracy, two men acting in concert. 

MR. ROVERE: It is not what comes to.mind when people 

talk about conspiracy, and you know perfectly well it's not the kind of
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conspiracy ypeopte bi have been talking about. My own feeling happens tobe 

that in all’ ‘probability, the improbable happened and Oswald did it alone. _ 

However, if this should tura out not.to be the case, it wouldn't necesaarily 

alter the, case fundamentally. if I find one nut, I can find two, and nute often 

get together. | . 

MR. GOLDMAN: Gentlemen, 1 wonder if we could move 

. quickly over into. that third question. Did Oswald do it, apart. from whether 

there were one or more sesnssing ? ‘We ‘ought to say something about that. 

| Mr. Rane, that's particulerly your ‘territory. 

MR, “LANE $ Yes ~- really no more than the other, because ~ 

live never said that I believe Oswald did it or did not do it. 

| . MR. “GOLDMAN: ‘You have raised doubts. | 

. LANE: Yes, I have doubts about that. 1 say had Oswald 

| faced trial, he would not have been convicted, and I think one of the Com- 

mission lawyers, | Alfreda Scobey, has. said that in a law review article as 

well, so T really don't go beyond her, but she did indicate, I think in fair- 

. ness to her position, that she raised the possibility that, for example; 

Marina Oswald who did teatity before the Commission, and quite properly 

80, would not have been able to testify. 

| , MR, GOLDMAN: Mr. Epatain, I gather you do not agree 

with this. , | | 

MR. EPSTEIN: Well, I do think that in the Commission 

report there is énough evidence to chow that Oswald did it. I'm not talk- 

ing --
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MR, ‘UIEBELER: You mean alone or with sqmebody y else? 

oR, EPSTEIN: -- about whether this evidence would be ad- 

mitted into trial, but t think that someone has to be satisfied on the basis 

of this evidence, and it isa chain of evidence trom Oswald to rifle and to 

the time that Oswald kilts ‘Tippit. It seems that the case that they present 

ia reasonable and plausible. I didn't investigate whether the evidence was 

valid. What 1 was investigating was. the process of the Commission, and I 

. really assumed that the Commission did present enough evidence on this 

, MR. GRIFFIN: HY ‘thay’ comment on this -- 

. MR, EPSTEIN: It's not Mr. Lane I dtangree with. I agree 

with the Commission. 

MR. LANE: “Frame 313 of the Zapruder film, of course, is 

the film Which the Commission states, and I think quite accurately, is the 

frame which shows the time when the bullet struck the President's head, 

and I think the next: ‘tro frames, 314 and 315, in which the Fresident!s 

movement can be observed is most important, if he was driven forward or 

backward, 

I think it is most unfortunate that when the Commission pub- 

- lished the frames, they didn't correctly label 314 and 315 and published 

them backwards, and this of course did give the impression that the Presi- 

dent was driven forward when, in fact, he was driven backwards. I think 

it is ‘unfortunate that the Commission mislabelled these documents and pub- 

lished them out of context, If there is any question about that --
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right front and'eince the Commission said Oswald'was in the r 
y red that, you see; and tha 

‘Killed the President. °
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MR. GRIFFIN: But the evidence is that he was hit in the back 

of the head, not the front of the head. } 

, } MR. LANE: ‘ell, that's what you say, but there is some 

question about that, because the closest -- 

MR, GRIFFIN: I don't just say that; all the doctors said that. 

VR. LANE: Well, not all the doctors, because eight of the 

doctors could never find that little hole to which the Cornmission refers. 

MR. GRIFFIN: Because they didn't look, Mr. Lane. 

MR, LANE: Vell, I don't know if the doctors were not 

examining the President properly or not. 

MR, GRIFFIN: Those doctors at Parkland Hospital had no 

question that the back of his head was blown off. You now about the hole 

in the back. 

MR. LANE: We know that the back of his head was blown 

off, but the cuestion is, where did the bullet come? Did it come from the 

front? Below the back -- , 

MR, GRIFFIN: Bat these photographs you're talking about 

had to do with blowing off the back of his head. Are you suggesting that the 

bullet that blew off the back of his head came frorn the front? 

MR, LANE: Cf course that's how the bac’ of his head was 

blown off, because an exit wound is a large wound. It takes bone material 

‘with it, | and in fact, as you know, one of the witnesses, the closest specta- 

tor perhaps to the limousine, said that he was i5 feet, 2) feet from the 

limousine and ne saw a purtion of the President's head, a skull portion, fiy 



backward and over the rear of the car. He said that on television November 

Zénd, Yet, for some reason, the Commission never called this man, the 

clesest spectator, as a witness, and none of the attorneys for the Commis- 

sion questioned him. 

But you did, of course, question Professor Cliver -- not you 

but the Commission -- who said he had no facts whatsoever. He entertained 

the possibility that the President was killed because he was deciding to leave 

the Communist conspiracy and turn America ~~ 

MR. LIEBELER: What about the material we're talking about 

here, Mr. Lane? We have been selective -- 

MR. LANE: Yes, you have. 

MR, LIEBELER: ¥.eli, I'm glad you raised that question, 

because you, on Page 58 of your book, go through the testimony of the sur- 

geons and the doctors in Dallas -- 

MR, LANE: Yes. 

MR, LISBELER: ee whose primary resoonsibllity was at 

that time to save the President's life, not to determine whether these were 

entrance wounds or exit wounds or to perforin an autops:, and they specific- 

ally stated themselves that they regarded it as far beyond their prerogative 

to make any such examination of the Fresident. Now, you quote Dr. Clar’. 

MAR, LANE: Yes. - 

VR, LIEBELER: In tne cuote, the cuestion you askis, "Did 

you observe any hole or wound in the President's head?" Now, the problem 

here is tat there was 9 targe omncsouns PPagGienand rear of the herd 
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and a smaller entrance wound right below it, and you quote Dr. Clark as 

saying, "No, sir, I did not. " Mow, I would like to know why you didn't go 

on and iuote the sentence that followed that that said, and which Dr, Clark 

said, “That could easily have been hidden in the blood and hair." And this 

is just one example of the way you handled your whole book, Mr. Lane. 

If you want me to tick off 15 more, I'll be more than happy to. 

MR. LANE: I'll tell you what. Let me tick off 5¢ regarding 

the Commission's, starting from the beginning. 

, MR, LIEBELER: But you are criticizing the Commission for 

being selective. Now, why don't you respond to this? | 

MR. LANE: I think I'm entitled to respond, and I would like 

to. 

MR, LIEBELER: Just tell me why you left that out. 

MR, LANE: Mr. Liebeler, be natient. I'm going to tell you, 

if you just listen. 

VR. LIEBELDLA: /fter the program, I presume. 

WR. LANE: No, I'm going to tell you. If you're patient and 

stop talking, I'm going to tell you right now while we're still on the air. 

‘The Commission report was purportedly a fair impartial 

document. ley book is not an objective analysis. I nave never said it is. 

Ihave a position, and my position is that the Commission selected evidence 

out of context, the Commission distorted evidence, et cetera, and 1 say also 

that the Comrnission was not adequate in stating that the cight doctors at 

Parkland wao examined the President's head stated troy could not find a hobs 



in the back of the head. They did not see a hole in the back of the head. 

And I made that point and I listed it, and this is in answer toa prosecution 

document. In a sense, you might say that the book is a brief for the other 

side. 

MR, GOLDMAN: Gentlemen, I think you both have stated 

your positions on that very technical point. We have only about five min- 

utes to go. With respect to the area of the whole three problems of the 

discussion, Vr. Griffin got us into something I think we should say @ word 

about. You raised a question, why this questioning? Why should people 

assume that perhaps the Warren Commission was hasty, superficial, and 
‘ 

80 forth and so on. 

il take it, Mr. Epstein, your point of view is that they were 

trying to satisfy a great public need at that time, which was to bring solid- 

ity to the situation, a sense of knowing this thing -- 

MR. EPSTEIN: I think that the specific need was to get the 

‘report out at a certain date, and I think that that doxsinated the entire in- 

vestigation, and that the lawyers were told time after time to finish their 

reports on time, and I think that -- I can't say why they needed to get this 

report cut. I could speculate on reasons, and 1 agree with the reasons 

that you gave, 

MR, GOLDMAN: I didn't give them; I was raising the ques- 

tion, Woe. Griffin, yes? 

MR, GRIPRIN: Yes. 1 think Mr. Epstein, aad he is raising 

£t44 : Yet : mee thes Sleushan cs PETE acy types ce rey, ok Sane : weep inte £ this in his book, igncres the tivoing. ‘here was, no doubt, a good bit of 
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_pressure, but he ignores the timing of this pressure. This pressure came 

on after all but a handful of witnesses were questioned and at a point when 

we began -- we had taken the evidence, we had investigated for three anda 

half months, ; and let me say that we had, as you know, 2¢ people working on 

the staff, not to mention the FBI. 

, Let me finish. I’m trying to explain why I think this pressure 

developed. By this time, we had a tremendous amount of evidence, and thé 

Chief Justice of the United States, who had been a prosecutor of Alameda 

County for 2c years, I think began to wonder when he asked us, ‘Have you 

found anything? Fave you found anything that shows a conspiracy ? '' And 

he had these 26 people who were investigating and couldn't say we found any- 

thing at this point. 

[| think what happened ~~ this is my own appraisal from having 

worked with it -- I think this man with his experience looked back and Said, 

come up with nothing more, '' and he began to say, “Let's get this thing out, no 

and so I think -- 

MR. EPSTEIN: Has that been your experience? Because 

in July you were stil: trying to determine how Jack Ruby got into the base- 

ment, which was crucial to your issue. 

NMR. GRIFFIN: That's right. 

MR, DPSTEIN: And thet was one month vast the deadline. 

AR, CARS: Pratts risty. 
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MR, GRIFFIN: No, it is because I was trying to close a 

whole series of loopholes. Let me say that it was the Commission's view 

that we had sufficiently determined the question of how Jack Ruby got into 

the basement. 

MR. EPSTEIN: | They never said so before, 

NV.R. GRIFFIN: They did at that time, because I didn't feel 

that -- , 

W.R, GCLDMAN: Excuse me. Mr. Rovere, do you want to 

comment on this general point of the atmosphere of the Commission, so to 

speak? 

MR, ROVERS: Well, Mr. Griffin and Mr. Liebeler know 

far more about that than I do. i think as far as the sources of the pressure, 

it's quite evident. I don't see how anybody could not have wanted to -- I 

would have felt there was a need to dispel rumors, particularly if they were 

faise and if they could be dispelled. It was very much in the country's in- 

terest in terms of foreign policy, interms of domestic politics. I don't 

know that these pressures came out directly in this form. I think they were 

' there, and I don't know what traffic the .“hite House had with the Commis- 

sion, but one can think of a hundred reasons, all of them validin one way 

cr another, for wanting to close this thing up in a hurry. Feople wanted tc 

know and be reassured, 

MR. GCLDMA®S: Mr. Lane? 

MR. LANE: [think that it's almost too easy on the Commis - 

sion to say that time was a problem. Had Oswald lived to face trial -- 
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MR, ROVERE: Well, the time is always a problem. 

MR. LANE: #xcuse me, Mr. Rovere. 

The time is not always a problem, because in criminal cases 

a man can be tried for a crime of murder, and it can be a much more com- 

plicated case than this one, involving a conspiracy with a number of people, 

and rarely does the government on the local or federal level take ten months 

to conduct an investigation. Mever does it spend a million dollars, and 

never does it have the FBI available to it and the Secret Service and the 

) local police. This is a very unique situation, but if the Commission, as J 

said earlier, was going to call people like Professor Oliver to hear him 

-— Speak for hours about his theories -- he was in Illinois when the shots wer 

fired and had no evidence to offer, but if the Commission was going to spe 
t 

“g Lot of time ae 

MR. GOLDMAN: I'r sorry, gentlemen. Very unfortunatel 
paneer 

I've cot to take us off the air. 

} Thank you very much, Mr. Mark Lane, the author of "Rush 

to Judgment"; Mr. * esley J. Liebeler of the Warren Commission: Mr. 

Edward Jay Epstein, author of "Inquest"; V.r. Richard Rovere of The New 

Yorker, and Mr. Burt W. Griffin, also an Assistant Counsel to the Warren 

Commission. 

Thank you for being with us, ladies and gentlemen, and 

' .goodbye for this week, 


