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Warren

THE LINGERING SHADOW

Critics

Skl p Vital Facts

By BERNARD GAVZER
and SID MOODY
Associated Press

'Ihe selective use of testi-
.mon by Warren report
- «critids didn’t just apply to

the giiestion of whether or

not. Lee Harvey Oswald

' was-an expert shot.

Mark Lane in his “Rush
" io Judgment” displayed a
rush. all his own in accept-
’\mg -the testimony of a for-

{Second of a Series)

J.’ne'tL Dallas patrolman, Na-
vpoleon J. Daniels.

5 Lane devotes several
ages to.Daniels’ testimony
that<he saw a man resem-

. :bHng-Jack -Ruby enter po-

Yice ‘headquarters just be-
fore. ‘he shot Oswald. Lane

“13K8§ issue with the com-
‘<mission for deciding Dan-

iels’ testimony ‘“merits lit-
tle credence.”

But nowhere does Lane
mention that Daniels was
given a lie detector test.
Daniels was asked if he had
told the complete truth. He
said yes. He was asked if
he had deliberately made up

.any of his story. He

answered no. The lie detec-
tor indicated both re-
sponses were “false.”  He
was asked if he thought the

* person he saw enter the

building was Jack Ruby. He
said no. The test indicated
this response was “true.”

IS SUCH evidence rele-
vant to why the commis-
sion felt Daniels merited
little credence? Lane evi-'
dently thought not.

One of Edward Jay Ep-
stein’s major points con-

(Continued Page A-6, Col. 1)



g e eh— o e

.

e g T

* *x %

Probe Data

- Taken Out

of Context
{(Continued frdm Page A;l)

gerns the report of the au-
topsy on President John F.
Kennedy. It concluded he

_had been shot in the back .

‘af the neck and-the back of

i “¥¥e head.. An“FBI report

mubmitted: Dec. 9, 1963,

péradicted the doctors in
Epstein in “Inquest” makes
such of the difference.
 Inquiry by the writers,
However,  has established
that the FBI wrote its origi--
nal report before getting
that ‘of the doctors, which
reached the agency Dec. 23,
1963. The FBI nonetheless,
stuck to its original version
in 4 supplemental report
Jan. 13, 1964. The agency
felt. dutybound not 1o alter
a report by s agents—its
customary . p.o'licy~even
though other reports might

contain other facts. '

It was fhe commission’s
task to choose between the
FBI "agents—laymen who
reported “what they had
heard the autopsy dogtors
say—and the doctors them-
selves; who ‘wete rnaking
the one authorized exami-
nation and. full repert. It
chose the doctors. - .

#kt* w7 o

-SHOULDN'T "a  ¢ritical
dppraisal ‘of the commis-
sion have-made-such an in-
‘quiry? If Epstein did, it is
notrecorded. .. " - -

Such lapses of the eritits
do not prove or disporve
that Oswald murdered, But
do these lapses,"and many
others to  be “cited later,
have some bearing on the
objectivity the critics claim
for themselves and deny
the commission?

Did the critics, not the
commission, “cite evidence
out of context, ignore and
reshape evidence?”

They did.

NI

“matter - the
" Archives ‘thé results ‘of its

EDWARD EPSTEIN

They have sat in judg~
ment of the Warren Com-
mission and found it want-
ing.. But they are not
judges. They have been

prosecutors, making a case.

Where fact has served, they
have used it.-Where it has
not, they have not.

'If they have read all the

evidence, they have mot

quoted it all. They: have

taken evidence to form
theories, 10 launch specula-
tion. But they hve not tak-
en all the evidence.

_ They have aid_ “per-

h‘P‘” md uit m.ﬂ M
“it is likely.” But they must
say more. They must say
here is the evidence. And as
yet, such evidence has not
been forthcoming.

. *® * * *

THE IRONY of the War-
ren report is that it is based
on the same evidence as.the
books that attack it. The
commission provided in the
26 volumes of testimony
and exhibits: and additional
in' 'the National

investigation, And this is

. the heart of the_critics’
case. Their witnesses were

the commission’s. Their evi-

. dende was thé ~commis-

sion’s. But, again, not all of
it.

A doctor.. said, Kennedy
was shot from the front. A '
man saw a puff of smoke
from some trees ahead of
the motorcade. The man,
and others who saw smoke,
were commission witness-
es.- The doctor, and others

“.who thought Kennedy's

throat wound was one. of
entrance, were commission

" witnesses. And they appear

forthe critics.

But not always in the
critics’ books does one read

 of the people who saw a ri-

fle in the window of the
Texas School Book Deposi-
tory. Not always does one
read the doctors’ testimony:
that their first interpreta-
tion of Kennedy’s wounds
was not their final one.
* * -k *

THE COMMISSION . pre-
sented all the evidence it
could find. The critics did:
not. As a group they have
found the commission
wrong on almost anything
but the fact of assassiha--
tion itself. '

Space does not permit a
footriote analysis of the
critica] books, although this
was done with several of
them in preparing this re-
port. The notes made on
Mark Lane's book alone .
run to 50,000 words.

The intention, rather, is |
to focus on several key is-




