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(Editor's Note: The defend-
ant is o book. .mc.«asvﬂ%
ecutor. On irial i the War-
Tan Qge:aﬂwu: gay n-
dicted by men: whose
- books find it puilty. QE:Q.
of haste. Guilty of bigs.
Q.:.;Q of & covgrup. But
,.85-!. Saao nor mission
is the jury. The ic §s. . It,
ultimately, will find where it
thinks truth lies. But before
considering its verdict,. the
public. must ask for the facts.
All the facts. Has it heard
them? Al of them?)

Tiis is the first in & series
of articles en the Warren Re-
~port and Its Critics. Suc-
coeding installments will be
published this week in  The
Springtield Union.

By BERNARD GAVZER
. =nd .
SID MOOPY
AP Newsfeatures Writers
; - PROLOGUE

* The one slain has not %on.
Uo:g will not let him.

Many o..onne..u

bt saks: “‘How ma, yod
full? By whose hand?” Digubt
.fw heard an answer—‘Lee
Marvey Oswald did it’—from
@oetors, lawyers, government;
g police, friends, foe.

- But doubt - does ‘not believe,
Net quite.”

.Doubt knows the statume of
the sevent somber men of uﬂ_
Warren Commission,  the
breadth of . their investigation,
the depth of their report. But
doubt 8 not appeased. Not

AES

’ vgnm arnt aura of agthenticity

. Mission. S5 doubt takes

Doubt has heard of the rifle,
the shells, the fingerprints, the
rw%ﬂﬁ:n .the blunted bullets,
the people who said they saw.
But doubt is not assured. Not
qlite.

Why is this so?
g:-og;amamﬁ%

. %&ng wmanqnmbén

all is Jmown. Beeause not all is
answered and may never be.
Ahd because thére have been
other géekers than the commis-

" sion. They have seen what the
.. .commission did not see: Differ-

ent shots from different places:

_Diots where the commission saw

none; degign where the commis-
sion saw chance; doubt where
the commission saw fact.

ui«.o-uou.- or Skeptics

Are these seekers scavengers,
as Texa$ Gov. John B. Connally
has called ‘them? Or are they
impassi skeptics, refusi
to take * *m o
answer? Are they creators of
doubt? Or are they creatures of
it? It is not always clear.

But if the Warren report is
now doubted by many, it is be-
cayse of the books written: by
these ?i seckers. If their num-
ber is smill, their impact is not.
The, véry exixtence of a printed

is most likely” for'an’

above  and beyond what it
states, As the critics’ books are!

' increasingly read, they are in-

creasingly believed. It is far
easier to read one book from a

shelf by a -  ctitie than a
witele shelf ot by & com-
ires rout.

n‘!t?

. o el pustest the whole.
irggzms

Jobn ¥. Keniedy i gone. Tatk
won't bring him home. But this
was. a_President. The péople he
led have a right—nay, an obli-
gation—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.
Assassination unsolved is assas-
sination at large, possibly free
to strike again, certainly free to
poison and corrode by suspicion,

mistrust, fear.

So it is not mere curiosity, not
just to add a footnote to history,
‘to ask who killed Kennedy. To
preserve the .absolutely vital
trust of the people in their lead-
ers and institutions, the question
must be answered, ?5 stay
answered.

Weund u.E Red .
The_quest mag:be long: Tt is
stil asies’ Timeeth?

John Wilkes . Booth is not the
answer to all seekers. Nor is
Lee Harvey Oswald. Lincoln,
however,. is -for the archivist,
The wound from Dallas is still
red. It is tender to guestions of
who, or why. It may ever be. |

~ Or, perhaps, the wound may
have been salved all along. Per-
haps the first Eﬁaﬁnnga need
_uo m..a last.

?%?8!&

|you bring us?

- 1-THE ORITIOS

may throb the less if one imwm

to ask the doylters of

proof,. ask of the askers: «3.3_ m
havé you found, what news owig

THE COMMISSION |

The critics of the Vénrren
Commission Report have made
grave charges. They have made/
uncertainty. They have made
money.

Have they made a case?
Dead Wrong

Have they proved that the |
most extensive murder inves-
tigation 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 cov-

!aw as .»53 wzmzaw jn New

bers of people think so.

book say so. The Warren Report
erup and Lee Harvey Oswald .. onoe on the best-séller lists.,
innocent of murder? Do events _Zoi Mark Lane's.

Judgment” is.

# 9.&8.@

srmm%wﬁnoori :2_.

Polls suggest increasing num-

Book after carefully footnoted

“Rush  to

Whe S3poke Truth?

Which has spoken truth? qﬁm
critics say they have.

And the . commission !5
stood mufe,

Mark Lane has said: “As long|
as we rely for Eoﬂsnno: upon|.
men blinded by the fear of what
they might see, the precedent of
the iuzda ‘Cennimiission  Report

will 8:3:5 to -Bbmi— the Jife

|




Justice Earl Warren poses with members of the Warren Conmildon From: hft Rep. Gersid
n-m.; ‘Rap: ‘Hale Boggs, D-La.; Sen. Richard Russell, D-Ga.; Wairen; Sen. John Shermd
J ,cmo;NewYmmm- Annnmforgmmm&i and J. Loo Ron
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AP staff writers Sid Moody, left, and Bernard Gavzer pose with the many

vm# W

olthehw mddhhomrm
who wrote it Httlé: more ;thah|
thowe who praige 3t.”. = .- =5

And the
stood mute.

Leo Sauvage, in “The Oswaild
Aftair,” has said: “It is logical-
ly untenabie, legally indefensi-
ble and morally inadmissable to

declare Lee Harvey Oswhid the .

minglon h. commission ‘‘cited evidende out

Wl}vﬁam“
umwemmm

of context, ignored mh(i! Te-
shaped’ evidence and—which is
wors e——overmmpliﬂed évi-
dence.”’ .

Did, he?
‘Lane

the other

assassin ot President Keninedy."” |p,,ve pmduced little in tﬁe ey

And the commission hu‘
swod mute. .

Political Tl'nth

Edward Jay Epstein in “Inl
quest,” has said: ‘“The conclu-
sions of the Warren \n!port must
be viewed as expredsions of po-
litical truth,"”

And' the " commission has
_#tood mute, '

It oonsldered its firgt - words,
published .in 27 volumes in the
fall of 1964, to be its last. It has
did)anded )

"The publi¢, in the jury box,
may . wohder ,at the eommxs-l
sion's work. But it must. also
ask after the critics’. Is it true
iwhere the commission’s is not?
B

of new “evidence. What  they
have done ‘is use what the ‘ot
mission provides in its 26'vok.
umes of testimony and exhilits|
—but to different conclusions
The crities’ case nem-on-ﬂy
same bedrock -as. the: comuilif
sion’s—the Warren report. . .

Lane mentions sn Tiisots ballis-
tos éwpert, Joseph D. Nieol.

Cemmission Report .on the assassination of Presi-
ook ummmﬂn&smmmm

shells found at the sofne ¢f: the
ing of officer J. D, Tippitt

Lane saya Nicol . k f‘appeared
i ‘than ‘certsin’ the “shells
m from Qswald's gun. There

looum in:the passage Te-

i ~to ‘Volame - TIL of the
heatings, Page 511 Fewreaﬂ-
¢ Bave the volumes much{less
the dime 1o cheek. Wsﬂwu
ot of citatibhs. AﬂW '

, . Very Definitive
w Page 511, Volunie m“Nieol
by cortanission counsel

‘#
Eisen it he " vas
?fmniny:;gmmilﬂo{

th identxﬁcaﬂoﬂ“’ of the shells.
- .'" , “Y“ m!

Yet Lane says Joseph D. Ni-|
col appeared ‘less than cer-
tain.” e

o Y u- book Epstein queptions
e sommission’s 'c«mm
| thedit Divwald was a'good shot. He
méstiohs the shot et Edwin A\
Wilher, former U. S. Arnty-ma-|
jor general which riviesed.
e ‘mientions the testimoiy of
Nelwon Delgado, a fellow
Marine who had watched  Ok-
wald on the firing line. Gswa,

testified, got a Jot of
fe’'s drawers’— cm
mlim

Delgado. said sgmcthmg.
e e i
Just Qwiﬁed c

On the rifle r e he
m “didn't gi!e a (%
jed. (He) wisn't hird:

m o exert himself.”

And Walker himself teatified
thet his assailant ‘‘could have,
bewsi & very good shot aill Jiet
by ‘chgnce (the bullet} hit the
woolvmork (of a window). There
wilsh gﬂmgh deﬂecﬂon in lt 1)
m m Rl N )

Mt ﬂlese passages have
some bearing on  Oswald's
mhip" 'Epstain - evi-
dently didn’'t think so. They
don’t appear in his book.

il.- Resembling Rliy

Sanmfdevotes: seversl pages 4
fhe: Selitimony: of - former - ;&'
hr




.. gs. E "mal:e's much ‘of

Inquu'y by the writers, How-
ever, has esbblbhed that the
FBI ‘wrote  its origieal - report
before gemng that of the
doctors, which - reached ‘the
agency Dec. 23, 1963. The FBI
nonetheless stuck to its original
version in a_supplémental re-
port Jan. 13, 1984. The agency
felt duty bound not to alter a
report by .its agents—its . cus-
tomary’ policy--even though oth-
:rmroporn rmght contain other
A

‘ It )vas.jﬂle commission’s task
to choogse between the ]
agents—Jlaymen who  reported
what “they hed overheard the
autopsy - doctors say—and the

doctors - themselves who were
making the one authorized ex-

mmu:m»vn

Shkould Be Appmised

Shouldn’t a critical appraisal
o the mim bave made

Mmmrnmm
it 18 pot récorded.

] me man jumps onto the bumper of the presidentiai } Knmlno
y . ngnedv was shot bv an assaasin in Daﬂas in No- -

lapses, and many othiers o e
cited later, have some bearing
on the objectivity the crities
claim for themselves and deny
the commission?

; Did : the -critics, not the com-
‘mission, ‘‘cite evidence out of

context, ignore and reshupe evi-
dence?”’ -

They did.
Not Judges

They have sat in judgment of
the Warren Commission and
found it wanting. But they are
rot judges. They have been
Mm _making a 7 case,

fuct hay served, they
have used it. Where it has not,
they have not.

It they have read all the evi-
dence, they have not quoted it
all. They have taken evidence-to
form theories, to launch specu-
lation. But they have not taken
all the evidence,

They have said “perhaps”
and ‘it seems” and ‘it is lke-
ly.” But they must say more.

~mufnwmummmm

They ﬂhn-t say here is thé evi-

Same Evldence

- mhe irony of the Warren re-
port is that it is based on the

attack it. The commissmn pro-
vided in the 96 volumes of testi-
mony and exhibits and addition-
al matter in the National Ar-
chives 'the results of its - inves-!
figation, And this is the heart of
the critics’ case. Their witnsss-
o werk the oommllﬂm’! 'meir

evidence was the commissicn’s,

But, again, not all of it.

A doctor . spid Kemnedy
was shot from the front. A
man saw a puff of smoke
from some trees ahemd of
the motercade. The man,
and ethers ‘who saw smeke,
wers commissién witnesses.

The doctor, and othérs who |

thought K ¢ anedy’s .. throat
wound was m‘ot m,

| damaged. Tests

This is the bhullet that was
found at Paskiand Hespital.
Some critics said it  came
from Gov. Copmally’s stretch-
er. The commission says it

came from Kennedy's
stretcher.

The bullet was almost un-
showed ' it
came from Oswald’s rifle
and no other.

A few fragments found in
Connally added to the weight
of bullet 309 approximate the

weight of such a hullet. Park-

Innd doctors have besn quot-
ed out of ‘context by soime
crltles to say the fragments

fa Conmally are too big to
have eome from bullet 200.

But not always in the critics’
books does one read of the peo-
ple who saw.a rifle’in the win- -
dow of the Texas School Book.
Depository. Not always does ohe

read the doctors’ testimorny that

their first interpretation of Ken-

nedy's wounds was not theu“
final one. - -

Found Commission Wrogg

The commisgion presented an
the evidence it could find. The
critics did not. As a group they
have found the commission
wrong on almoet apything but
the fact of assassination itself; -

{One critie, Grorge c. ’l‘hmn
son, doesn't even axﬂg on ﬂm\t. )
{He claims ;tive
iciled, that d%y-ﬂm m qu




&m ‘does. ot p-mu a-foot:
note . apmlysis of the :eritical
bmh;'alm this ‘was dbné
with - ‘several’ of thzem n
preparing this report.” (The
notes -made on Mark Lane’s.
book alone run to 50,000 words). -

The “intention, rather, is- to .
focus on several key. issues in-
contention and: compare what -
the commission volumes said -
with what the critics said they -
said. Such comparison is often -
illuminating. Such a comparison -
may not convince the two-thirds
of those questioned in a recent -
poll whd said they doubted the

commission’s ‘conclusions. . - .

This is ‘the approxmm vicw the assnssm of
© President Kennedy might have seén as he trained
his weapon on the President in Noveéntber, 1963,
This scene was reconstructed and the picture was
‘made with a long lens duplicating the scene as it
appearcd ia ﬂle W slght of ﬂu mﬂe

The Facts .
But, at the lmst it may serve’
to have asked of the critics what

they have asked of the commis-
sion—the: facts All of them.

Surely, one can fault the com-
mission. Why didn’t it call this
witness, investigate more deep-
ly in that area? Whén there
was . doubt, too often the com- -
mission spoke, needlessly, in .
more positive language than the
tacts allowed. Maybe it should
have behaved more as a court
than a comrnission.

Maybe it would have been
'better for Oswald to have bheen

" fepresented Posthumously by

mw
&dhnwmfm&mw
in twning in W veport

v‘ ‘while ‘some mm s
li:?” mder way, tm Maybe,

b

ENN

j,arenowwillmghodoso The

- looked like.

<

. bers of the commission stsl¥, é‘

-~ kpow witnesses don't &gNG :

.:.you have testimony that has
‘uniformity, you have to look mtt

‘some of the puzling tes%
. that may never be resolw :

; \./ Not Infallible

“tfoite who thought lﬁmnedy

‘ why
lmssion had not defend

/ Without question the commis-
sion was not allible. But it
has too long been the tadget of
critics who ‘have mot reéceived
the same scritiny they gave |
Warren report. This does_aredit
1o no one. . ; :

" Bat . recenﬂy books ﬁ;
begunt to appear attacking"
dritics, ‘one by Charles Robatts
of Newsweek magazine snil.an-
other by Richard Warten ]
a magazine writer, and. lww-
Tence Schiller, a photo-jo\M _
ist. v

* And while the commhdion
xlbeit disbanded, has not spoken
as an organization in its* de-
fense, many of its staff lawyers

writers ‘interviewed' 11 of the
commission’s 15 senior ‘corm-
sels.

Contradicting Eyewltnolm
They spoke of the eugtra

dicting eyewitnesses: Those
thought the shots came from-

/'Téxn choouaooknepuw

and those who didn’t, those m
didn’t agree on what Ti
_slayer was wearing or

“T've had a lotof trial mﬁ-
ehce,” said one of the key!il‘m

for ‘perjury.”
‘The staff lawyers talited. of

gunsmith who said he: m !lg
gun for some one names:“O8-|
wald, the men who- saw iﬁae
one who looked like Oswald &t a
firing range, the persoms who
saw Ogwald driving » oMt 'tthe

commission deeid@d he
drive), the woman in . as
who said Oswald had been intm-

duced to. her as an anti-Cis:)

should be 'shot, ‘the”
thought they saw Qswh
Jack Ruby’s night b,

Beneﬂcla.ﬂes Fra.nd o

T'thought people wwu hlw o
much regard for the na A

. what we were trying to 8

They talked of

“II! we were to anuwei- the
Lanes and the Sauvages, who

. would believe us? We had ‘all
kinds of suggestions. One was

that (Chief = Justice ~ ¥arh
Warren, himself, come out in

- defense of the report.



1 dm’j‘ ¥ that megm any-
thing. ¥ m@m% 1
- wounﬁt take this. You'd be

fools if you did. Byt the press
-~ has an ‘obligation to examine
each book as it comes out and
present it to the public as a
- searching for truth, And T think
- this might‘goon!or&?orlm

years. As long as pedple can
make a quarter or-a half4xiilion
‘dollars, we're going 5 hawve
" these books. ‘ Lo

.- “The mass media devote time
" to the Lanes and the Kpsteins
because it sells. Coming up with
. the . establishment - viewpoint
- .doesn’t have much mileage.”

One staff mermber talked. of
the charge that the commij ,
entered the investigation with &

* préconceived belief of Cewald's
‘gullt. “Nonsense. We looked for
. the incredible as well as ‘the
crefible. A lot of us were young
lawyers. What greater festher
could it be in our caps to prove
the #BI was wrong?" o

. Most Uriequal
_Aisimior counsel discussed the
i el o X
Y sys “the invedtiga-
tiomt, ‘with a‘prosecution agkinat
and & defense for Oswald.
woul have heen most unequal;
the gwernment all on one side,
The: seport would have sousd-

ed Hiw a brief for the prose.
cution, ’ m '

“The staft was instructed to
proseed in each instance oh the
Oty that Oswald was not
od. If they didn’t want 15
proceed on that basis; the’ onm:
. mission didn't want them to
" continue.” e

One lawyer, Wesley J. Ligbel-
er, talked of Oswald as. a
marksman. “I took the position
that you, well, you couldn’s tell,
The evidence that Oswald' s
able to shoot the President was
that he did. He was lucky,  Os-
wald . Had something i his

aights that he knew he was nev-
er going to have again. I sus:,
pecthe was up for it
“Grassy Knoll”

Liebeler talked of the “grassy
lmoll” where .Lane and others
think shots came from, in- part
because people ran in that di
rection -after the gunfire.’ .

“Would peoplé o this? Would
you: if you knéw or thought

it from five

Brennan, is photographed where he &

firing from the sixth floor of the.
“Widow marked B is where he saw one of
& the motorcade. One of them testified he.
his head. Brennan’s testi

e : i
L . A
fo

. T - »‘ :f B . '«l % SRS . 7
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} when he said he saw -
Sthoal Book Depository - (A).
several Negroes who were wakehs :
heard ahells hitting . the fiaer -
mony is a key factor in the critics’ books '

notarcade. I might run foi cov:
er. ‘But I'm' sure most people
would run to get out -of the
way."” o o
Joe Ball, anothier staff mem-
ber, talked of the rifle found on
the sixth floor of the' depository
building which 'pori?e‘first iden-
tified as a Mausgr. Later it was
determined  to he a Mannlicher-
Carcano, an llan . wenpon,
Critics have impliéd this switeh

ed.
" Never Handled Rifle -

“Evldetice " shows that Sey-
moyr Weitzman (who found the
rifle) never handled it and saw
i ive feet away. Weits-

suggests the weapon was plant-|

 the bblt action, But Lagkm
thetsWeitzthan or Boene in any
w Suggest this is not the gun
Hieh swes® found ‘on thetg'th
floor- and which has been fotind
beyond all doubt to have fired
Ithe bullets,” . L

_(This .is - not_guite accurate, |

Lane, on Page 19 of the hard-
cover edition of “‘Rush to Judg-
ment” writes!  ‘“‘Hotne; unili
Weitzman, was - “shown = #hé
Mannlicher-Carcang, ., which .hef
was unable to idertify as the
weapon Weitzman had found."

/Gan’t B Positive

|~ Boorie said no such ‘thing. He

was shown the rifle and testi-
fied: “It looks like the same
rifle. I have no way of being

‘positive.’ .

. dni why ‘wemm't bm sitive?
] X 1y vv; m I.H m .ne? !l' haﬂ-
od the rifte. :

Ball .talkad"of Epstein. .

“He ‘said I sald Norman Red-
lich (ome of the staft) used ‘a
turgid law review style.’ T wroté
Epstein’s’ publisher and said 1
never used-the word ‘turgid’ in
my life. I had to go the dictiona-
ry and look it up. .




Wminlnng Beach
onee s month, and I did.

@ates e 39 times MI
it tadik to that ian for over
hal an pour and that was in’a
Now You hotellnbby" o

‘Nine H the W staff. m
quated by Epstein tha
- interviewed che
misptatements. S¢ y
thlm wyete letters of protest W

pralisdsor for whom he
me € u“t" :
Wu thesix,

-
repHed to one that "exm

has ‘shown thet all tob" oftén
whenapersonisshownhﬁov;;

m on paper he is ‘
that he did not maké Hd
remarks."” P i

‘%

Mxence “showed Qjﬂ 'ln
Epstein's case, anyway, R
lhger, Palm - Pritts t
m ot #
mm e
's palm print- feund on
ﬁn had litile probativé vg
ue, ‘said. Lane, “eapecially %4
local and federal police
who issued  inacclrame
statements. . .were . adng& B
Qewinid, and the weapon.”
Muﬁon seerns ohvious. 4
ﬂ'y«ﬁ " said Lietie,lq'
Police Qap gent, God
thélr souls, were they so" 4
;hly cll;ver that they could
ve taken Oswald’s prigt " “and
planted it on: the 'rifle - b s
taleh it off ajain, of i iy
could have handed the sifle to
Oswald to get the prist? Of
course, that/ would involye. the
Jumplt of Oswald, and do ‘you
think ang one could have, gotten
Oswald #.totich that rifle with &
10-foot pole? Of course not.”
‘Liited” Prints
{ane also suggests it is “su-
llous" tlmgt a Dallas police offi-
cer’ ‘& print on the riffe
land “lifted” it off the weapon
and’ that an FBI expeit was
tinable to find any trace of the
print on the 'gun several day,
later. The reader might
find lt cumom that La 7.

prmt showed minute gaps. They ’
exactly matched nicks and
ting in. the metal - ot the

tﬁaﬁ

u,;b

pomeone set out ‘to design: a.
ecommission of the mcomphtence
Lane, attributes, to it, 1 doubk
very seriously, that it bould evap
have been done. Had he foc

upon some wesknesses et
commission or the report

"And the staff agrees {
kmre weaknesses. Some we!
omission: the co:mmssi

or even, i)erhaps if he '
unaided.

. But to I
lt is to &

d the neport |
te the depiif
ihg investigation, _Perhaps

Ml 2 I ’ 'M"‘W

that is to suggest thet the FHI

er investigative agencies _dr
which it relied were - som
pot to be trusted.

Weren’t Truatworthy

Some critics suggest that M
were not trustworthy: elpher
subconsciously they sougit to
defend their professionalism by
¢har}tably treating  evifence|
and witnesses or, far worse,
they were involved in-.a‘ sﬁz‘

lot, If the latter were the

would mean; because of-the
intricacy and range of the in-

o cﬂe King and olauns his “Geese!

leis of the -hyge expense, MY
and the Secret Service and oth| -

Epstem lkes much of “the
doctor autopsy jis-
] |erepaney, B 1 answerable, He

vestigation, a conspiracy - h&;k
most universal dimensions, &%
yef, there s 1o such evnd

;The remaininz ll.“v?iﬂch
ly haye no. central in-

dex, are s tidily paoie
il g“%we“bag :mm s

mindcxonhermm
[i¢ talbble, -

Oertain Fa,scinatloa

Y'_ ﬂle volumes, partmularly
the "mon}'fnave a extain

ﬁ-e:mﬁon

0 etary of  staté, a
- There is a dm

¥ who. told the august mém.

‘of the commission in blunt
ﬁnm of the locker mot‘: what
zhtwhenhehenrdarﬂe

- above his head in me
buﬂﬂing‘ R

& Tbé rerities ‘are . equally di-
There lis Harold Weis-

Pr Peace” campaign got the:
peace Corps its first good pub-
Boity - break. Weisberg, who|

L M the report as X
iat hi1;011 an evangel

"WW

' Pointed Qua-aom

Swvage. a French joumalht
argues with Gallic logic, no!
idex ahd membership in ﬁae
‘“perhaps" “and Vit geems”
B «'He raises- me pointed |
questions in areas where uncer-
taint is and may wﬂﬂn !omv
er. -

makes a criticism of many of
the commission’s methods. This
is argu:ble Both Ways. But he

,he files a disclabmer ex-
plaining ‘why he accepted-ma-|
terial contrary to the commiis-
sior’s contlusions and  rejected
material that suppo;«'iiit. 8o, on
almost his last page, Lane fden
tifies himself: He s & mecu-
tor , using the defendant oom

mlssions own witnesses and
tes‘ttmony _But not all of it..

Positive Ooatrlblﬂnn

“1 hgven”t‘immd nnythinz ot
theire that even makes a posi-
tive - contribution,"” said. one of
the senior commission eounsels
‘of the cntlcs

One can assume the commis:
sion staff “would -stund by’ ia
work. Its statements should' be
_considered with that:.in ‘mind.
One, however, should. spproach
‘the oritics with aimilar dispas-
sion. Read theém: But read what
they criticize as well. It it is
ironic that the report is their
foundation, it is also oonvemmt
One can read and compare

“l’oliﬂcal Tru\ﬂl"

BEpstein presumably read. He
found the eommission had’ ut-
tered “political truth.” It
to dispel tumor and: kedp Amer-
ica clean; not to de’cenme fact.

But neither Edward Jay Ep-
stein nor Enrl Warrén is the
jury. The publi¢ is. And: there js
.more to the case for the govern-
!ment than the publxc my have
heard.

The public. may krow. of. the'
single bullet theory. It is & chain
of circumstance, lnked by as-
sumptions. It ‘is & chain: that
leads to Lee Harvey Dswald as
the assassin. But it is vulnera-

ble, sgs 2l ehislne, o s
links himh i ‘ai#gs




