ke The Warren Report and the Truth

In an age that prides & self in belief in science and
a country that puts a high value: on the reole of technology
the Warren Report is not only an anaé:hmnism, but it and its
reception by the intellectual community is a measure of +ic CNJUI."b d—ﬁ
our times.,

The highest body of scientists precisely concerrd with
tke subjet matter of the Warren Report, the Am rican Academy
of Forensic Sciences, has published a symposium of qualified
experts in this f£idd, and their findings are adequate
justification for the three judges in New Orleans in their
rejection of the Repart as evidence in a court of law, Explicit
and mtent falsificatian in reporting e¥idence was noted, a basic
political motivatim, and failure to make use of qualified
exme rts in ‘the field. These findings alone should be enough
to alert at least the scientific community to the need for a

qualified review of the work of the Warren Commission. As

att orney Jay Schwartz summarized his findings, "The government
casl is weak because it cannot extablish a chain of evidence.. .
It is weak because it relies upon faith in the personalities

and institutions involved as oppcsdd to evidence and reason’.

"The commission did calm the public clamor for information.

It successfully achieved its prime pelitical purpcose. Its

intellectual conclusians. however, lesve much to be desi ed.

"The Warren Commigsion has failed to establish that lee
Harvey Oswald singly assassinated the President of the United
States,"

The vmoderator of thisipanel of experts, Charles Am. McInerney,

Direcdor of the Pittsburgh Pa. Crimel Laboratory, indicates the
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objective and judicial apprc;?n{h of the panelists in saying,
""Ihe panelists have made an evaluation of the report from the
perspectives of their separate disciplines. The approach is
academic; therefore disciplined, There is no specific purpose
to impugn the judgement of the WarrentLCommission, or te
undermine the United States Government, or to encourage

any extiemist vigws_ of conspiracy..

" "This is a critiquie by panelists, all of whom are well
qualiffed in the areas explored in their discussims. In
thg}e instances where the mrticipants treat theif subject
harshly, these should be recognized_ as natural consequences
of learned, objectie studies, totally cm sistent with tte
aims of the Academy to adwarce the pplication of forensic
sciences. 1In fact, the hature of this symposium is nét
apmrfciably different than some presented in former years
where rezl situatims provided tke bhasis for panel discussions
and mock trials.,"

"Some of the questions to be considered are: Was everything
done that could have been done? Was anything done that should
not have been done? o

: i/Were the "expert" witnesses truly expert?’
Should additional independent witnesses have been consulted?"

It is highly significant that ome of the most prominant of
the forensic scientists participating in this symposium, Dr.
Cyril Wecht, director of the Institute of Fokensic Sciences at
Duque sre University, criticized the government case at a crucial
point while yet assuming that its conclusions were sound. Yet
after fusther study 6f the evidence Dr. Wecht later reviséd his
judgement to as seveye an indictment of the Warrén Report as

ttﬁ:of any of the panel members during a two and a half hour

interview with Columbia Broadea sting Company staff who e
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prepared the four hour CBS documentary on the Warren Repar t,
CBSr. toek from this interview only *a brief excerpt that
was the most inoccuous and least definite in criticism of
tle Warren Report — to the effect that unlikely things happen
every day, but the Warren Repa t was a whole fabric of unlikely
things,

. - One -of -the faults ° that Dr. Wecht first found and reported
in his discussion of the Warren Repart for tlre pénel was that

qualified expert pathologists were notouged by the government,

. dlthough they were available. He wrote, "AMpoint-wtronsiv—te-

of pathologists. One a ma e prominant civilian pathologists

should have been called #&n to help per form tle autopsy, and

I further believe that the autopsy shaild have been performed
only by qualified forensic pathologists. . . . It must be
born Pn mind that many of the foremost fdensic pathologists

in the/'country are located within a flyind distance o one hour
from Wasﬁington D.C.. o(Indeed, g/Y these men tave previously
beeﬁ utilized by the government . . .,Were these occasim s

more :'meortant"‘ttan the autopsy of President Kennedy?)",
Wef Ehis o mment by Dr. Wecht is made more pointed
by the criminologist Osterburg's observatim that ' the Commission,
despitd the high quality of its members, was nevertheless

a ése of the government investigating itself." The military

off icers who per formed the autopsy were members of the

g ernment and subject to its authority as a civilian
pathobgist might not have been. We can document the fact that

military doctors all too commm ly mke medical findings at the

comuand of their superiors in conflict ¢ ';m.ullan medical standards.
' Wt
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at Duquesne University, cr:.t:.c:.z:d/the government case at

#ts achiiies heel while yet assuming that its conclusions

after further study of the evidence Dr, Wecht
were sound. Yet/later revised Mis judgement to ar .severe

indic¢tment of " tht Report ‘during.a-lengthly interview with CBS, = :
 briefly used in\ its documentary. first

The mrticulx fault that Dr. Wecht/found with the governmert

case was that it did not/draw upon the many qualified
. _pa Qolo‘gists

civilian forensic J/ ~.:u.s available to it and relied

exclusively on mili a%‘y off icers. Thus the only judgement

brought to bear ofi the b:utopsy of the late president was by
/’ A very
men subject to/tte autho}tity of tre /MEMXENXERX government

whose mot iveé/had been und suspicion. It is not commonly

recognizegl/that a military dog¢tor is not free to tell tie

truth af he sees it, but ewdy as\jis superiors order him to

find 4dt.

Despite such findings by the most qualified body of
scientists in America, the public press tas been flooded by
the disquisitions of litei'ary men defending the Warren Report
in the public press. Onlyuin the margins of the lift erary world
have serious and competent critiques of the WarrenReport
been given a hearing, as in Ramparts ma gazine., The meaning of

this phenomenon is pointed up by a statement by Martin Buber

about our times:

The intellect with its gift for language has been all

too willing to put itself at the disposal of whatever
trends prevail at the time. Instead of letting the

wa d grow out of thought in a responsible silence, the
intel lect has manufactur ed words for every demand with alx
mechanical skill. It is not only the intellectuals

who are now finding a suspicious reception fa their
.disquisitions, whomust suffer for this ftreason'. What
is worse is that their audience, above all the younger
generation of our time, is deprived of the noblest
lappiness of youth, the happiness of believing in tte
spirit., It is easily understood that many of them now
see nothing but 'ideologies' in intellectual mtterms
nothing but pompous robes for very obVious group intetests
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that they are no longer willing to believe there is

a truth over and beyond thosé who wield power and are

greedy for it.," . . ,

No matter what others may do, we, my ffiends should
not choose this way,"

The '"way" that Martin Buber warns against is particularly
exemplified in an essay by a ‘promingint English intellectual,
John Sparrow, in the Times Lite.rary'Supplemenf of December 14, 1967.
Writing ex cathedra as from the responsible scholar of authority,
Mr. Sparrow proceeds to survey the wide field of literature
a the Kennedy assassination and Warren Repa t, laying dowﬁ the
law, making judgemem; and establishing''fact) The Warren
Report is accepted as authoritati'ye, amd its critics are
immediatealy labled "demonol-ogists'.', with tle empm sis and
approach to :l': wide spectrum £ the critics en:fef a study
cf social pathology in these misguided peqple., The facts
and interpretations Mr. Sparrow .adduces are as simated—and
mis represented by Mr., Sparrow as those of any of the critics
of the Warren Report thi Mr., Sparrow excoriates. It waild
tale a long study to list all of his misrepresentatioms.

A few must suffice, »

Early in Mr. Sparrow's argument he states that after
the 1Waz:ren Report, "for a year or more it seemed that tte
demonologists were making no heagdway with the general public,

"Then, halfOway through 1966, the storm broke, there
appeared a number of books that were irt ended to discredit
completely CHief Justi e Warren's Commission and their Report."

| "The campaign was astonishingly successful. By the end
of 1966, according té a poll taken durir{g the closing montﬁs

of thatoyear, most Americans considered that the Report was nd

to be trusted,"
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Mr. Sparrov proceeds to ask, "What was it, posterity will
ask, that inspkred this outbreak of ""demonology', and how
were its exponents able to cast their spells so widely

and compel belief in their lurid denunciations?"

This apprach to the suh’ject established a false
premise as a springboard to a slanted and prom gandis tic

survey of the lliterature. The facts are, as carefully
developed in the Journal of Forensic Sciences, that tte v
awd HhE lyanen  [Reper) WYL
FBI Report that proceeded the Warren Report, -was- not
.y w—
Yl iTY
accepted by the American public, amd, ;n./the words of
attorney -Jay “Schwartz, '"one of the underlying caws es fof
the creation of the commission was a need to provide a |
cloak of dignity for the agencies primarily responsible
for\the investigation. It was asled to examine certain
evidénce in the poss.essionoof the FBI ard to make additional
search. It did not examine the FBI evidence, but indéead
relied upon it, although the Commission did go through
the motiofls of.a large scale investigation.to provise
window dressimg for the report which was already deemed
unacceptable by the public." As proof of this statement
Mr, g‘.Schwartz quotes the Report:
-~ ''Because of the diligence, cooperation and facilities
; -of federal Invextigative agencies, it was unnecessary

for the Commission to empldy investigators other than the

members of the Commission's legal staff."

The extent and character of this '"diligence" and ''8ooperation'
is indicated by the fact that the CIA did not respond to the
request by the Warren Commission staff fa information on
the key leads as to conspiracy * (now being investigated by

Jim Garrison) during the period of investigation by the

Warren Commission, despite repetition of the reqeest. Liebler

n Cpgdony Ingead”

is quote pas saying that the CIA was "'virtUally ugeless’



to the Commission', fic womeminte immwco,  Mr. Sparrow

derogates Epstein's work with a blanket condemnatim that
Rad beew . .

his work was attacked as full of misquotatims. But this

qudtation from Liebeler can be ~© L7 - substantiated las
a statement of fact by r€ference to the documenfs in the
Warren Commission's Hearings,

As furtler evidence that Mr. Sparrow's introductory
premises are false, another of the sp cidbdists in the
the criminologist James Osteeburg of the University® of Ind.
Forensic Sciences;,panel analysed in detail tte public ’

response to the Warren'Report)-gyva.ﬁ‘;a;: o DMLLLC was Tl

1

Yiaret o TLis freiad. Be orettag . "The data dis closed

o through a'ﬂp.%‘;.ié.lsurvey made by Louis Harris of a cross-.
S the : . )

sectim of ,American pubjlic sha tly after ttle release of

the Report is possibly suggest¥ e of it's success.' After

listing tle questims and response, Mr. Osterpbfirg wri es,

Foawa S
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"Any investiation which fails to satisfy 55 percent of thas e fof

whom it was made can hardly be designated an outstanding
»7'.{.[“‘:‘VA N

success." .TIt is here that Osterberg observedr" that- ~'ig
T ey R s e A s// "Contributing

: ’ Attt

tocthis sképticism is the fact, the Commission, despite the

high quality of itx members, was nevertheless a case & the

g ernment investigating itself," '
: C auiing r'éﬁ"{'[ ™
There is nomention in Mr, Sparrow's essay of such factors'\

‘ . . LG . . s
or of the existagrce of the high degree &f skepticism before
wad—14486
tle  wave of rew criticisms of the Warren Repat.

There is one:ipoint ¢ which I {Uo’oe‘vv.fﬂ.dr"]t&(fiﬁn‘}ﬁfag {\.a,f/:_{

{
—¥N U2 Mr, Sparrow's work as being fraudul%nt as a-piece.

of intellectual scholarship. Among—the Tnany—gtle-rs;—tiis

Mr. Bparrow writes at
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1ength about tie fantastlc impossibility fo coordinating

/an assassination by assassins shooting fram widely different

Z/ places. This would have been a sound objection two:years

ago when the critics of the Worren R port tad neither

/
;}tMOry nor evil ence for such coa dinatibn, In the early

i spring-of 1966 I cdeveloped a thory and was giren from

the Commission's Hegrings evidence to suppart it, that
. the coordinatimn of shoss .was achieved by means of mobile radio

- .., -~

g
§ communicaticn =< s between members of the assassination
1

team, This theory is generally accepted and frequently referred

' to in the literature on the as smat:.on that Mr, Sparrcvw

! (n d nd thy ,{,%uuﬁt-y&s -‘ﬁrsi’*'-‘m.

Kpretends to lave m stered is reminiscent of those ties
e e e

lsngthly dlsquls:.tions by arthodox scholars trying to disprove

/

// the theory of evo lutlm hout esse havq.ng carefully read

! \

/ O'rwin's Origin of S c\les.M Mr. Sparrow's review is full of

\,

/ substance, an i i ard facts. To him the jarcl facts

‘ one 's i >e” to be \trusted jeo—Slitfnctr——ef. Fatity,
: whereas those questioning the Es abllshment are &w pathological, i
: = J«"udr’

1 j
\ to be held up to his a sis as a\ry i . in social pathology.
! e e o (.——-‘_’ /.

This assert],on on my. .part wpufld be on a par with most of /

e

Mr. Sparrog/s revxew if I were not to prove it with hard evi encey

- As proof, we have the presentation o{ﬁ_:t;:d core of argument

""" U I vevra arives
in Mr. Sparrow s i:wen;y-flve hundred word essay/\x.n a two hundred

tzn/ .
and thlrty word sumien printed in the National Observer,

thch carefully pulls out the substantive heart from -she )iy —
0l eryhely
f}m s : g: Th'e brie £ summat:.on follows'

(here include the Observer statement)
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In the list of operiodicals Mr. Sparrow consulted in the

preparation of his review Jim Garrl.son 8 Playboy interview is
‘%h_.__

/—N \\ oF A4re 220 P e e,
included. I-n—mm Garrison said "It was a

\\______________~ st it
precision operation amd was carried out cooly and with ’

excellent coordination; the assassins even kept in contact
by radio."

I discovered this factor of radio communication about wa
years ago and shared it with other critics of the Warren Repat
after presenting it t{:wr‘c;mbers of the Warren Commission.
<hese other researchers in turn gathered docmncn'tary‘ev'ﬁ ence of
radi6é comunicatiom being used by the assassins from the
Fearings of the Warren Commission as well as >some photographic
evidence, This made it possible for us to establish tte
means by which a high degree of coordination between several
people out of sight fron each other could have been attained
just as a modern police force uses such tools of communication,

Thus' the ma jor factual argument Mr., Sbarrow is able to
present for his incredulity about the critics of the Warren
Repar t is proved invalid and Mr. Sparrow's scholarship is
proved at fault, for nowhere dee s he mention this theory or the
evidence for it or its implicggim s,

The implications of the radio communication theory extend
to Mr, Sparrow's assertion that it is''really impossible' . _
~ "7y to believe that conspirators would have'.placed a gunman
in the grassy knoll "in total ignoranqe of howcmany lookers-on,
when the processio 'passed, would be standing nearby or perhaps
occupying the placll selected as his firing point." The evigence

is that a civilian automobile cruised through that area at 4. .

the time required for this informatim to be transmitted -
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to serve the purpose in{iﬁated by Mr. Sparraos's argument,
with the driver speaking through a microphone as-he~drove.
Anck “{mmedi:kcly after the assassination one of the men seen
ruming from this area was described as carrying what
looked like a headset -- the visible compon%nf of
portable radio communications equipment.

Thus the hemt—or ‘—/;c.‘ﬁuw{ " argument in Mr. Sparrow's
1cngthliy atts;ck on the critics of the Warren Repodt is
shown to be as unsound as the. érguments of the early
savants who preclaimed in the presence of a phonogfaph
that it was not possible, and must be vent riloquism. In each caxe
competence in dealing with the implicatia s of mal ern

technology is sdampidy lacking.



