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T
he defendant is a book. 

Su is th
e p

rosecu
tor. O

n
 

trial is th
e W

arren
. C

om
-

m
ission R

eport, indicted by 
m

en w
hose ow

n books find 
it 4  gu

ilty. G
u

ilty of h
aste. 

G
u

ilty of b
ias. G

u
ilty of a 

covert*. B
u

t n
eith

er critic 
nor com

m
ission is the jury. 

T
he public is. It, ultim

ately, 
w

ill fin
d

 w
h

ere it th
in

k
s 

tot* lies. B
u

t b
efore con

-
sid

erin
g
 its v

erd
ict, th

e 
p

u
b

lic m
u

st a
sk

 fo
r th

e 
facts. A

ll th
e facts. H

as it 
h

ead
 th

an
? A

ll of th
em

? 
F011ow

ing is the first article 
of a 111.part analysis called 
"T

he L
ingering Shadow

." 

B
y B

E
R

N
A

R
D

 G
A

V
Z

E
R

 
and 

SID
 M

O
O

D
Y

 
A

ssociated P
resi 

irh
e o

n
e sla

in
 h

a
s n

o
t 

died. D
oubt,1011

-  n
o
t let 

boubt 
asks: 

"
H

ow
 d

id
 

you fill? B
y w

hose hand?" 

D
oubt has heard an answ

er 
—

 "L
ee H

arvey O
svrald did 

it"
 —

 from
 d

octors, law
-

yers, governm
ent; from

 po-
lice, friends, foe. 

B
u

t d
ou

b
t d

oes n
ot b

e-
lieve. N

ot quite. 
D

oubt know
s the stature 

of the seven som
ber m

en of 
th

e W
arren

 C
om

m
istion

, 
the breadth of their investi-
gation

, th
e d

ep
th

 of th
eir 

report. B
ut doubt is not ap-

peased. N
ot quite. 

D
ou

b
t h

as h
eard

 of th
e 

rifle, the shells, the finger-
prints, the handw

riting, the 
blunted bullets, the people 
w

h
o said

 th
ey saw

. B
u

t 
d

ou
b

t is n
ot assu

red
. N

ot 
quite, *

 *
 *

 *
 

W
H

Y
 IS this so?• 

B
ecau

se d
ou

b
t w

as d
e-

nied the certainty of a trial. 
B

ecau
se n

ot all is k
n

ow
n

. 
B

ecause not all is answ
ered 

and nub,* never be. A
nd be- 

been othtv 
seekesn. 	

the com
m

is- 
sion. 	

seen w
hat 

the 	
sion did not see: 

cliff 	
-O

liots from
 differ- 

eM
.,...p

lo
ts w

h
ere th

e 
co 	

ilgt se* n
on

e; d
e- 

sig
n

A
b

e
 c

o
m

m
issio

n
 

saw
 	

doubt w
here 

the conliniision taw
 fact. 

A
re th

ese seek
ers scav-

engers, as T
exas G

ov. John 
B

. C
o

 n
n

a
lly

 h
a

s ca
lled

 
them

? O
r are they irnpas- 



slo.ed **ICS, ref 	to 
take • "it IS Ilait I 	for 
an answer? Arei 	dna- 
tort; of doubt? Or is It their 
Creature? It is not alWay$ 
clear. 

But if the WarrOn report 
is now doubted bit many, it 
Is because of AO books 
written by theritevi seek-
ers. If their • titimber is 
small, their imct is not. 
The very existence of a 
printed page has an aura of 

authenticity above and be-
yond what it states. As the 
critics' books are increas-
ingly read, they are increas-
ingly believed. It- is far eas-
ier to read one book from a 
shelf by a single critic than 
a whole shelf of books by a 
commission. So doubt takes 

root. The shelf lies fallow. 
* * * * 

ONE COULD protest the 
whole argument is macabre 
ghoulish. John F. Kennedy 

is gone. Talk won't bring 
him home. But this was a 
president. The people he 
led have a right-nay, an ob-
ligati o n-to know what 
struck him down, and why. 
It was not just a death in 
the hearts of the nation. It 
was murder at the heart of 
the national structure. As-
sassination unsolved is as-
sassination at large, possi-
bly free to strike again, cer-
tainly free to poison and 

corrode by suspicion, mis-
trust, fear. 

So it is not mere curiosj-
ty, not just to add a foot- 
note to history, to ask who 
killed Kennedy. To pre-
emie . the absolutely vital 
trust of the people in their 
leaderS and institutions, the 
question must be answered. 
And stay answered. 

The quest may be long. It 
is still asked: Who killed 
Lincoln? John Wilkes 
Booth is not the answer to 
all seekers. Nor is Lee 
Harvey Oswald the answer 
to some seeking the assas-
sin of President Kennedy. 
Lincoln, however, is for the 
archivist. The wound from 
Dallas is still red. It is ten-
der to questions of who, or 
why. It may ever be. 

Or, perhaps, the wound 
may have been salved all 

(Continued Pg. A-5, Col. 1) 

along. Perhaps the first in-
vestigation need be the last. 

* * * * 
' OR, PERHAPS, the pain 
of doubt may throb the less 
if one were to ask the 
doubters of their proof, ask 
of the askers: What have 
you found, what news can 
you bring us? 

The critics of the Warren 
Commission Report have 

ta
de grave charges. They 

aave made money. 
Have they made a case? 

'Have they proved that 
the most extensive murder 
investigation in the nation's 
history, directed by some of 
its foremost citizens, was 
wrong, dead wrong? Was 
the commission guilty of 
haste, of bias, of a cover-up 
and Lee Harvey Oswald in-
nn cent of murder? Do 
events such as those re-
cently in New Orleans indi-
cate justice has not been 
dime? 

Polls suggest increasing 
numbers of people think so. 

Book after carefully foot-
noted book say so. The 
Ikarren Report was one on 
the best-seller lists. Now 
Mark Lane 's "Rush to 
Jiidgment" is. 

* * * * 
WHICH HAS spoken 

truth? The critics say they 
have. And the commission 
has stood mute. 

Mark Lane has said: "As 
long as we rely for ioforma-
iion upon men blinded by 
the fear of what they might 
See, the precedent of the 
Warren Commission Report 
will continue to imperil the 
life of the law- and dishonor-

those who wrote it little 
*ore than those who praise 
r 

And the commission has 
Stood mute. 

Leo Sauvage, in "The Os-
wald Affair," has said: "It 
is logically untenable, legal-
ly indefensible and morally 
inadmissable to declare Lee 
Harvey Oswald the assas-
sin of President Kennedy." 

And the commission has 
stood mute. 

Edward Jy Epstein; "IS-
InqueSt," has said:. "Ott 

k 	ionclus ons of the Warren 
deport must be viewed as 
Ocpressions o f political 
truth." 

And the commission has 
'stood mute. 

It is considered its first 
words, published in 27 vol-

-tunes in the fall of 1994, td 
'he its last. It has disbanded. 

* 
THE PUBLIC, in the jury 

box, may, wonder at the 
commission's work. But it 

must also ask after the crit-
ics'. Is it true where the 
commission's is not? Are 
the critics innocent of the 
guilt they charge the com-
mission: of distortion, sly 
selection of convenient 
fact, editing of truth? 

Mark Lane wrote that 
the commission "cited evi-
dence and — which is 
nored and reshaped evi-
dence and — wsich is 
w o r s e— oversimplified 
evidence." 

Did he? 
Lane and the other crit-

ics have produced little in 
the way of new evidence. 
What they have done is use 
what the commission pro-
vides in its 26 volumes of 
testimony and exhibits -
but- to different conclu-
sions, The critics' case rests 
on the same bedrock as the 
commission's — the War-
ren report. 

How have the critics 
used, or abused, it? 

* * * * 
ON PAGE 199 of the 

hardcover edition of "Rush 
to Judgment" Lane mentions 
an Illinois ballistics expert, 
Joseph D. Nicol. Nicol testi-
fied before the commission 
on Oswald's pistol, the 
shells found at the scene of 
the slaying of officer J. D. 
Tippitt and bullets recov- 

ered from Tippitt's body. 
Lane says Nicol "ap-

peared less than certain" 
the shells came from Os-
wald's gun. There is a foot-
note in the passage refer-
ring to Volume III of the 
hearings, Page 511. Few 
readers have the volumes 
much less the time to check 
Lane's thousands of cita-
tions. A pity. 

On page 511, Volume III 
Nicol is asked by commis-
sion counsel Melvin Eisen-
berg if he was "certain in 
your own mind of the iden-
tification" of the shells. 

Nicol replied: "Yes; the 
marks on the firing pin par-
ticularly were very defini-
tive. Apparently this firing 
pin had been subjected to 
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B
y W

hose H
and D

id K
ennedy F

all? 
(C

ontinued from
 Page A

-1) 

som
e rather severe abuse, 

and there w
ere num

erous 
sm

all and large striations 
w

hich could be m
atched up 

very easily." 
Y

et L
ane says Joseph D

. 
certain." 

*
 *

 *
 *

 
IN

 H
IS B

O
O

K
, 

E
pstein 

questions the com
m

ission's 
conclusion that O

sw
ald w

as 
a good shot. H

e m
entions 

the shot at M
aj. G

en. E
dw

in 
A

. W
alker w

hich m
issed. 

H
e m

entions the testim
ony 

of N
elson D

elgado, a fellow
 

M
arine w

ho had w
atched 

O
sw

ald on the firing line. 
O

sw
ald, D

elgado testified, 
g
o
t a

 lo
t o

f "M
a
g
g
ie

's 
draw

ers" —
 com

plete m
iss-

es. 

D
elgad

o said
 som

eth
in

g.  
else. 

O
n the rifle range he said 

O
sw

ald "didn't give a darn. 
H

e just qualified. H
e, w

asn't 
hardly going to exert him

-
self." 

A
nd W

alker him
self tes-

tified
 th

a
t h

is a
ssa

ila
n

t 
"

cou
ld

 h
ave b

een
 a very 

g
o
o
d

 sh
o
t a

n
d

 ju
st b

y
 

ch
an

ce th
e b

u
llet h

it th
e 

w
ood

w
ork

 of a w
in

d
ow

. 
T

h
ere w

as en
ou

gh
 d

eflec-
tion in it to m

iss m
e." 

D
o
n

't th
ese p

a
ssa

g
es 

have som
e bearing on

 O
s-

w
ald's m

arksm
anship? E

p-
stein evidently didn't think 
so. T

hey don't appear in his 
book. 

N
E

X
T

:  A
 m

a
rt w

h
o
 

looked like Jack R
uby. 


