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AFTER THE ASSASSINATION

WO DAYS ATTER THE ASSASSINATION of
President Kennedy millions of Americans
saw Oswald murdered hy Jack Ruby,
snd the proliferation of myth and mystery
began,  Was it coincidence or conspiracy?
And, If there was a conspiracy, was It the Right
Wing thet engincered it, or the Left? The
Dallag police, in a genuine effort to help the
press reporters (who created and then exploited
& chaos that the authorities were quite unable
0 control), made their full contribution, with
the help of a blundering District Ariorney,
to the munk crop of rumour and suspicion.
The sppointment, within 8 week, of 4 Presi=

dentinl Commission of Inquiry domped down
%Wm m:hauﬂ%

their Report was published In Sép-
tember, 1964, the public, at least in the United
States, gcneﬂ]ly accepted its conclusions ;
the two murders were independent, insensate
acts ; there was no credible evidence of mn
sssociation between Oswald snd Ruby and no
" trace of any wider conspiracy.

These comclusions were succinctly smlnd
m a volume of some 900 pages, the narrative
that led up to them being clea:ly and vividly
tnld and mn\cnkmly dmdcd into dmmn

*The Assassination”; " The Shots"; “The
Assassin™ (including an account of hu rnu:der

of Putrolman Tippit and !ﬁﬁgﬁwan the
IE of General aiken tention and

th ". his sground and Possible
Ml}l:rvcs A separato chapter wns dovoted
= lnvmnnuon of Possible Conspiracy™ and
th:r: were Appendices dealing with (inrer alla)
* Speculations and Rumours ™, and contining
medical and autopsy reports, expert testimony
about firearms and finger prints, and a fascin-
ating account of lack Ruby., The evidenece
taken b)' the Commission was published (n

volumes, ofthem consisting of
i] e It was un-
ubtedly 37 Tmpressive achievement, and the

American public was duly impressed.

Still, speculation continued on both sides
of the Au:umc especially in Europe (where, |t
secms, conspiracies are more resdiiy
and there was a good deal of debaie in lh:
press, on tzlevision, and on public platforms,
in which criticism of the Report way expressed
and of a conspiracy suggested ; Mr.
Murk Lane, the “itinerant demonologist ™,
went mu.nd the world lecturing on the lmqumm
of the Commission, and sporadic articles and

By John

books by Mr. Vincent Salandrin, Mr. Leo
Sauvage, Mr. Joachim Joesten and athers,
guve some foretaste of what was to t.nmc
Sill, more

in_the irustworthiness ommis: nn.xmi
the canicliisivenass of its findings, and 1’Jr a year

or more it seemed that the gists
were making no beadway with the g eneral
public.

Then, half-way through 1966, the storm

broke : there appeared a number of books that
were intended to discredit completely Chiel
Justice Warren's Commission and their Report.
All of them criticized the methods of the Com-
mission, some msinuating, others asserting
outright, that the assassination and the murder
of Oswald were the us::llt hgf 1; large-scale
consplrnq-: comspiracy deliberately ™ covered
jﬁ by the Chiel Justice and his colleagues.

gist of all these attcks upon the Warren
Rapon can be summed up in the words of the
most energetic of its cntzcs the report, says
Mr. Mark Lane, “ may be ranked with Teapot
Dome and the Reichstag Fire trial as a synonym
I't;r I|:\2t:|i|m:l cover-up and cynical manipulation
of the truth

- - - -

The campaign was sstonishingly successful.
By the end of 1966, according o & poll taken
during the closing months of that year, most
Americans considersd that the Report was not
to be trusted, and two out of every hundred
persons  consulted that President
Jobnson was somehow implicated in the
murder of his predecessor, Thess proportions
are probably larger now, and larger still on this
side of &he Azlan ic. E__M:_acsure ol'.
canspincy theo

in :ETM ; and over heru
K nati; TEWSPAPErs

Sparrow

torians are likely to be more interssted in its
aftermath. As time goes by, it will becoms
increasingly evident r.hu real mystery
cancerns not 1ke doiogs of the protagoaists in
“Dallas duri week, but the subse-
quent_ performance. of the _mystery-makers

was it, posxemy will_ask ask, lhak in-
spired this outbreak of ** demonoloy n.nd
how were its exponents cast ' thel
spells so widely and compel beliel in lhelr
lurid denunciations ¥

** The real problem in Hamlet ', said Oscar
Wilde, ** is Are the criticy mnn or ane they only
pretending to be mad?™ So here, confronted
by such onslaughts on the Commission as those
nf Messrs. Joesten, Lane, and Weisherg, en:
is tempted to ask the very question
themselves raise about the murders in Dallu

they to be explained as the result of some

E?:mpm antecedent combination, or were they

work of obsessed, unbalinced men, each
\cting independently?

There is cezmainly :‘??"g of association
between those who have criticized the report:
Jocs.r.en the most outspoken of the ** demonolo-

dedicated Oswaid: Asassin or Full
Gm? ““To Mark Lane. The brilliant and
courngeous New York attorney whose * Brief

for Oswald * will go down in hmorynsnmuf-

the great libertarian documents * ; Edward Jay
Epstein, the most incisive, and Lane hlmwlf
the most industrious of the critics, worked
together for a time on their mves:jgmians
le?d Weisberg, the author of Whirewash,
“the incendiary, world-wide sensation that
strips the wveil of secrecy from Warren
Commission “, supplied material to Jim Garri-
son, the District Attomey who claims to have
traced the ion plat to New Orleans,

the cause, ane of them giving prids of placs to
an article by a mid-Western editor suggesting
wholesale murder of ** awkward ™ witnesses
by the Federal and State pohu. \ror is it
only the i and the d that
have been nffected: intcllectuals and aca.
demics in this country seem ready to entertain
the wildest suspicions about conspiracies
mmlvln? * Texas oil-men ", the Dallas police,
the F.B.1L, lhn C.LA., the Warren Commission,
even President Johnsan,

While Lh: ussassination itsell has till now
remained the focus of atention, future his-

and he weat to New Orleans to assist in the
investigation, as did the indefatigable Lane ;
Professor Richard Popkin has put in a pln
for Garrison in The New York Review of Books
(which printed the first version of his own
*Second Oswald " theory) and Joesten hzu
published a whole book in his support ;
was close association between the English ¢ Wha
Killed Kennedy Committes (arwhlchncrrrand
Russell, Michael Foot, the Bishop of Southwark,
and Professor Tmm-Roper were members)
and the American “Citizens' Commitree of
Inquiry ™, of which Mark Lane was the

founder ; Professor Trevor-Roper, pub-
lished in The Sunday Timesa violent criticism of
the report as soon as it came out, has written &
commendatory introduction to Lane's Rush o
Judgmenr; while Lane praises Trevar-Roper’s
Sundety Tiptes article as ‘“a major actack ™
upon the Report. If the critics turned thelr
scrulmy upon théemselves they might well
detect in their own activities evidence_ofa
sinister combination.

concerted plm of action on the part of the
critics or to impute sinister motives o any of
them ; to do so would be to fall into their own
beun‘ error. A complex and sensational
story ilku this brings to the fore, along with
serious and level-headed inquirers, a host of
-:m:k -pots and rabble-rousing publicists, of

* patrios * with a sd‘r-appomned mission and
Baconiama with sn idée fixe. Not all that
such men say can be safely dmenrdcd u is the

task_of the 10" %% il
there 18 @ of truth n i their hay-
stacks of denunciation.

. . . -

It is not difficult to trace the development
of opinion among reasonable, critically-minded
people,
10 suspect that a carefully organized plot must
have lain behind the asssssination ; the coinci-
dence of two unrelated murders seemed so
improbable, and the atmosphere of Texas was
s0 auspicious for conspiracy. But people soon
perceived a conspiracy involving not
only the sssassination of the President but
also the murder of the assassin himsell would
have to be an extremely elaborate affair : apart
from all else, such a story must make the
Dallas police force principals in the murder
of Oswald and at least accessaries to
murder of the President. It was hard,

wald was simply 4 tool in the hands of ﬂ‘u:
i account for his murder of

1ppit ; and his at

‘ing. Genesal Walker seemed
inconsistent his acting in concert with
Texas oil plutocrats. If, then, first thoughts
suggested a conspiratorial explanation, second
thoughts made such an uxplamuun difficult 0
sustain, It is not surprising that, when the
Commission, after a lengthy investigation,
announced that they could find no evidence of
4 conspiracy, many inguirers should have been

assags:
Patrolman
Ri

hmn:edmsuppomamy-

At the outset, it was only natural *

-
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yendy 1o accept the verdict contained in their
Rupoct,

Still, it was possible, while accepting that
verdict, to feel dissatisfied with the way in which
the Commission had to go about their work :
hey had an xmmcr_mé_ﬁfi to co‘l\:‘; url!:l'.i'om-

tims, u OiT-
iers lﬁem:tﬂzl necessarily delegated the
examination of mast of the witnesses to a stafl
which, though expert and without political or
pther bius, was working under pressure ; even
if the Chiefl Justice and his colleagues reached
the right conclusions, it might be thought that
they hud done so without adegquate exploration
of possible wliermatives, and that & number
of unlikely but perhaps significant truils had
not been followed up.

Moreover, the frame of mind in which they
approuched the cass afforded grounds for
miagiving, Mr. Dwight Macdonald wrote for
Ewgitire 3 Critigee which §s the shrewdest
fairest, weightisst, and most entertaining of
al| the strictures on the Report that have besn
‘publvhed He did not pull his punches
agamnst the Cumn‘ussmn. which he thought
altogether too legalistic in jts approach to the
facts amd in i3 presentation. of them; the
Commissioners, he said, sufféred from The
Exrapiishmens  Syudrome and  their  Report
was The Prosecutor's Brigf. None the less, he

I\lcl not believe that they intended o conceal
anything. aag he agreed with their conclusions ;
pthey muy. have oo easily impressed by
the overwhelming prima facie case aguinst
Oxwald as the sole assassin; but. after all, it
ngt overwhelming. Professor M.
Bickel, of Yule, in a ¥rching asticle in Com-
midtary for October, (965, took a similar ling «
he would have liked to ses a further inguiry
indtituted, but rather to set at rest possible
Idoubts than to challenge the conclusions con-
uiined in the Report.

Aguin, it was possible, while accepting the
hona fides of the Commission, and without
supposing the existence of a widespread con-
spiracy, Lo conclude that something must have
slippedd through the meshes of their investiga-
tiom and to believe that Cswald was assisted
by a single accomplice—a theory that removes
any difficulty that might be fel sbout the
timing of the shois and the proportion of hits
achieved, but runs into difficulties in other
directions.

. . . .

The books that have most influenced
opinion, however, go much farther than thiy,
both in Lheir criticism of the Report and in their

conjectures about the assassimation. The

ot
insinuate, or suggest, or actunlly allege, con-3
spitucy of a sensational kind. The Commission,

"ypyt0 write the s dynm!_o}%%i " offas | |111m:rm

suys Mr. Joesten,
deliberniely suppressed materiul evidence of

highesi importance ; it deliberstely uxmrcd t
tesiimony of scores Dl eye-wipesses |

thut dore (he hallmark of truth, [t coanived ut u
the outriges commiitted against truth and Jumee
by the Dullas Police, the Secret Service, and the
F.RL It mided quite a few of its own,

Mr. Lane—" willing to wound and vet afraid
v strike “—is not 30 outspoken ; but he does
not shrink from accusing the Chiel Justice of
¢y iical manipulation of the truth, and a great
part of his criticism only makes sense on the
bypothesis Lbat the murder of Cswald was the
delfiberate work of the Dallas palice : Chinf
Curry and Cuptain Fritz (to mention no others)
aught, il Mr, Lane is right, to be charged as
accessories, if not as principals, both with the
assassination of the President and with the mur-
der of the President’s assassin, Mr. Weisberg
1n ke o outspoken as Mr. Joesten: * The

The Report

1mﬂ' of the Commission did not shun lying to
the Commission irsell ™, he writes, * mdmlmer
was deterred by ;)etjnry or its subornation ™
a.u for the F.B.L, its report inculpating O‘mnid
“is 4 tissue so thin and a polemic so un-
disguised that it would demean the labours of &
hick police force m\ves:m.mng the purloining
of a desiccated Hounder ™,

. - - -

What is it that has Inspired such rabid
denuncidtions? Most of their authors have, in
the words of Mr. Dwight Macdonald,
lasge, _left-handed political axe to nnnd
In the less pictifesque Ianguage of Professor
Bickel, " A portion of the Left, cllngma
stubbornly to a kind of abstract logie, [wishes]
{0 believe that the shots that killed John F.
Kennedy came from the organized Right ™
“ I the Warren Commissioners are exposed

14

_‘-,\

;wunhlm the Warren Commission naturally
v based its conclusions on the
r;nm{my that njudped in the light of the whole
| ol the evidence, to be refiable ; rightly disregard-
ing much that was wild, mu.ch that was honest
but mistaken, snd much that was fantastic or
|simply irrelevant; and necessarily accepting
+as part of the texture of events 2 number of
actunrial improbabilities. The Commission i3
biumed by its critics for * selecting” the
evidence that “suits its case "—because in
presenting its conclusions it draws attention (o
pme evidence that supports them. Whag else
m_inmtlpmr do? Tt js for :Tr: critics
o :hnw that they themisefves have svalpated
311 the evideace, and can make g selection lrom
it as reliable ag that made by the Commission,
iand base upon thut selection conclusions that
|compel acceptance as strongly a3 do con-
\clusions reached in the Report.
Very diffecent fmm that is the procedure of

The Warren Commission in session

as merely I\nplcﬁs dupcs ) Sy Mr. \nd.r:w
Kopkin: * other

|t.be dcmanolugins. Thoy seek to discredit the
on vital points (e.g,,

doubts lhmu Am:rlm h.lMory during the |
last two decades become more pertinent.
‘Was the Rosenberg case also a fraud 7 . .
‘Was the whole U.S, position on the origins of
the cold war fraudulent 7 * It the critics
could go further, und convict the Commission,
with the F.B.L and the C.LA., of participution
in a eriminal conspimcy, the damage done
to the Government and to the whole Right-
Wing “ Establishment " would be immeasur-
able, and the political consequences might be
BEEIME.

And yot, though political i

' may go
fi[ 10 explain Their & nmrnl.;s‘ it wou

e Tring
ten has

their persisence (MF. written &ix

T"';:.;bouu on the assassination, “ five pubtished

~and one 48 yet unpublishable ™ ; Mr, Waisberg
~ has published three; Mr. Lane Eas devoted

--:‘EE ast folf Feirs ot his life to an unfiz
mign against the Report); the stri y
ir tone ; even the extravagance of thair
this is surely evidence of some

.2al'
b

wt
{wrz of genuine passion. Where such passion

is at work, it _is beside EEQ m.L Lﬂ. SDﬂﬂk of
intetlectual hofiesty or di o

tion, whether ft b€ To a politieal | ology or to
an idée fixe, i apt to induce an intellectual
myopia that blinds its victims, when weighing
one plece of evidence against another, to the
fln.;lr.eriu used by judges with cooler or clearer

ds,

Tt is the chief weakness of thess critics that
in dealing with evidence they run counter to a
num it are knowladge

the source nf the shots) slmply by calling atien-
{ tion to differences of opinion among the ob-

o servers | they think that they have undermined

a Dom:luﬂm supported by m'crwh:lmml
evidence (e.g., that Oswald murdered Tippit}
if they have demonstrated the unre!m!nlnly of
some of the witnesses (e.g.. Mrs. Markham)
whose evidence confirms it—though in support
of some of their own hypotheses they rely on
evidence that [acks from begitining 10 end the
. stamp of credibility. They treat blunders on
the part of officials as proofs of dishonesty
\(mferrm;. e.g., from a policeman’s misidenti-
|fmnon of the make of Oswald's rifle, an
llborn.lz conspiracy that involves the “ plant-
lmz of that rifls by the police). And they pomt
Jio improbabilities {e.g., that * Buller 399",
which the Commission concludes passed through
two human bodies, should have been so little
| affected in the process) as invalidating explana-
tions given in the Report, when their own
teaplanations of the sams facts are. not merely
on grounds of actuarial improbability, far more
difficult to believe (in the example given, they
suggest that Bullet 399 was specinlly propared
for the purpose by the conspirators and some-
| how planted by Hm'n in the Parkland Hospital),
Worst of all, the critics repeatedly fail 10
distinguish between 2 good point and a bad
one and refuse to abandon arguments that have
| been shown to be without foundation. Three
ror four years of debatz and discussion have
\cleared away a vast undergrowth of miscon-
ions ; circumstances that seemed suspicious
Kc.;. the mj.hurly rehearsal, shprlb- beiore the

1 among lawyers. (1) Every lawyer knows ltm
no evidence is less dependable than that
witnesses present at o sudden and un-
expected uccident : o dozen honest observers
will give o dozen different accounts of what
“Woceurred. (2) Every lawyer knows thar a
witness—called, say, to u‘knury 2 suspect— |
while wrong on & number of points may yet
be right on others, perhaps mcludma the
essential one. (1) Every lawyer knows that
honest and' truthful witnesses may contradict
themselves, particularly on questions con-
cerning their own and others’ motives and
states of mind, without thereby forfeiting
credibility. (4) Every lawyer knows that in a
sensational case, such s the assassination of a
pubhr: ﬁmm:. sconu of peaple will turn up with
OTieS—4C sheer inven-
uuus, snm:nmes funtasies that they have some-
how persuaded themselves are true. () Again,
human beings, even trained officials, are liuble
1o maks mistnkes in carrying out their tasks
and in the accounts they afterwards give of
how they did it—and the Dalley police in the
cheos that followed the assassination were
certzinly no exception 1o that rule. But
every lawyer knows that such blunders do not
vitiat all the testimony that contins them ;
still less need they cast doubt upan the honesty
of the witness. (6) Finally, every lawyer knows
that in a g and complicated case there iy
always, at the end of the day, a residue of
unpmhﬂhle. n‘m]ﬂﬁ:lblﬂ fact. You do not
1g that the
chances were lsnin:t the occurrence of mme
ni:hemnudm.:pmmu oany thi
that happen are actuarially improbable, bu!
they hippen. To make up its mind, if it can,
what musi have happened, despite incidental
improbabilities—that is the sk of & Com-
mission of Inguiry.
Confronted by masses of conflicting (esti-
mony and flooded with & myriad statements
ranging from the certainly true to the completely

| for a Presi-

[{dential funcral) have besn shown to have an

l.m.:mnﬁnl expinnation ; significant mistakes (e.g.,

the story that the splintering of the windsereen
of the Presidentinl car was on its front surface)
! have correoted ; vital nl:.-ulmun.l (eg.,
| the estimate of the time needed to fire three
shots from Oswald’s rifie) have been shown
to be based on error; damaging allegations
(e.g., that the Dallas police took notes of
Oswald’s interrogation and then destroyed
¢them ; and that they destroyed the bag in which
he earried his rifie, and fabricated a substitute)
have been explained as belng due (o Talse
assumptions or 2 hasty misreading of the
ovi remains a small hard core of
reel difficulties—most of them arising out of the
reactions of the President and the Governor
when hit and the reputed positions of the
President’s wounds—and it s on these that
rational critics rely in chailenging the con-
clusion that Oswald was the sole assassin. A
case can indeed be based on this hard core of
difficuities, and it can be stated effectively and
with moderation ; but that is not the way with
Messrs, Joesten, Lane and Weisberg.

- - - -

They put forward good points and bad
alike, mingle discredited assertions with valid
¥ and make up for weak links in their
hypotheses by loud asseveration and virulent
abuss of the Dallas police, the F.B.I, and the
Commission. It is this that makes the reading
of their books so painful an rionce for
-to. discover

M be turns over page after page

ol exaggeration, dnsmnm and piam mis-
statament, reader's indignation  kindles,
and the impulse to refute the authors' assertions
one by ope bocomes almost irvesistible; it
seems (ntolerable that accusations of murder
and treason against specified individuals,

o
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based on such n presentation of such evidence,
should be allowed (o go unanswered.

A moment's reflaction, however, shows that
to answer their charges individually would
take up volumes at least a3 long as the books
that contain them. And misrepresentation is
too often like the hydra : cut off one of s
heads and a score of others take jis place;
the task is never-ending. Worst of all, the
controversialist becomes o bore, and his readers
are inclined to say: * After all, there must be
something in the charges if a man has to
spend s0 much labour in an effort w0 refute
them,"

P

So there is a strong temptation to leave it
all alone, relying on the assurance that such
exaugerated accusations will answer themselves.

So, no doubt, they eventually will : when
the Report and the attacks upon it have stood
side by side on the shalves of libraries for
long enough, a proper balance will assert
itself, at least in the minds of thinking people.
But in the short run the demonologists’
methods are effective, and at present they are
reaping a remarkable harvest, in credit and no
doubt in cash. The passion of their attack
convinces some people; its sheer volume im-
presses others. The Gallup polls prove their
success with the mass of the public ; the utter-
ances of sages like Mr., Norman Mailer
iwho believes that the Dallas police killed
Ruby by injecting him with cancer ceils)
and Dr. Conor Cruise O'8rien (who finds Mr.
Lane’s arguments “ devastating ) show that
the intellectual can be duped as completely
ns the man in the street, In the United States,
leading publicists speak of terrible unknowns”
and their * appalling duty ", evidently believing
that if they cackle loud enough in commenda-
tion of the eritics they will save the Capitol
from dangers that exist only in their own
imagination ; in this country a distinguished

dotard, Bertrand Russell, has hailed Mr, Lnnu
book as “a great historical document " ; and
on the Continent only a4 week or two ago
another venerable figure attached himself to
the runks of the credulous in the person of
General de Gaulle,

What sort of stories are they that the
public is prepared to accept as supplanting the
answers given by the Commission, and by
what sort of arguments are they supported?

First in the field was Mr. Joesten, in whose
pages may be found at least the seed of maost
subsequent speculutions. Aoccording to Mr.
Joesten, there were two conspiracies: one
agninst Governor Connally, the other against
the President; Ruby, acting for an inter-
state crime ru:kr.t paid Crufurd, an employes
in his night<iub (chowen for his physical
resermblance to Oswald), to murder the Gover-
nor by shooting him from a building close o
the Book Depository where Oswaid worked ©
* the man who from the Dal-Tex Building
was, | believe, Larry Crufurd and he didn't
know that Kennedy was being assassinated,
He was just doing the job for which he had
gotten 35,000 from Ruby. He wus shooting
at Governor Connally.™ (This is founded an a
cock-amd-bull story about o conversation over-
heard in a night<lub, swom to by 4 Dallas
tawyer in an affidavit printed by the Commis-
sion, but rightly regarded by them s of no
evidential value.)

At the same time, says Mr, Joesten, there
was on [oot & conspiracy to kill the President,
the parties to which included one of the Presi-
dent's aides, Ken O'Donnell, Chief Curry und
Capmain Fritz of the Dallas police, members of
the F.B.L (among them, it seems, Mr, Hoover)
and—Mr. Joesten makes much of this—Mrs.
Paine. a Quaker ledy, who had been kind to
the Oswald: and in whose house Marina
Oswald was living at the time. The President
was 1o be killed by nmulumous fire from the
fi " und from & window in
the Book D:po!ltnrv—in essentials, the plot
is the same as that postulated by Messrs, Lane
and Weisberg and by Professor Popkin. The
man who fired from the window (according to

Joachim Joesten

Mr. Joesten) was not Oswald but Patroiman
Tippit of the Dallas police. who wus chosen
hﬁ: for his resemblance 1o
Owald. - lamuucmkms this charge lightly ",
says Mr. Joesten ; * It is my considered opinion
that the sniper i the sixth-floor window of
the T.SB.D. was Tippit ruther than Oswald "
He varies this account later by sugyesting that
Tippit's role was only diversionary ©

He [Tippit] didn’t fire 2 single shot or at any mte
2 single buflet. He fired all right, and mude an
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awful lot of noise in onder to_attract everybody's
afiention to that window. .. . Plenty of noke came
from rhe Book Depository but not o single bullet
| believe the man in (he window wus Officer Tippit,
of the Dallas police force. And the man who
fired. from the Dal-Tex building was, | believe,
Larry Crafard,

Oswald, an innocent * fall-guy "', was (o be
soized before he left the Depository, where his
gun, fetched from Mrs. Paine's garage, was (o
be planted by the police (this is suggested also
by Mr, Luane); he was 10 have the guilt pinned
upan him, or be " mada to confess ", and then
1o ke liquidated “ before 4 lawyer or anyone
else [could] challenge the * evidencs " ™.

1 am satistied 7, savs Mr. Joesten, " that
this was the blue-print, give or take @ few
minor deails."

Ruby's plot did not come off, because
Crafard's bullets failed 1o kill the Governor ;
the other plot also miscarried, Oswald
managed (in all innocence) to leave the Deposi-
tory urapprehended, -This faced the plotters
With a problem . with Oswald at large, * one
of their own fellow conspirators, indesd ane of
the twor killers, was in dangsr of exposure, That
man was Patrolman J. D. Tippit ™. Mareover,
30 long as Tippit himsell was slive, there was 4
further peril | * in such a situation as this
s&ys Mr. Joesten, “cthe danger of endless
blackmail {5 ever present, and [he udds]

it is usually eliminated at the poimt of a
gin . * Now improvisation had to ke

the pliuce of careful planning
few minutes of the assassination * the death
of Pasrolman Tippit was ir v decided
by those in control of the entire operation ™,
Where and by whom and how this decision was
taken Mr. Joesten does not tell us; anyhow,
he is saiisfied that Sgr. Hill of the Dallug
police was told off (by Capt. Fritz, it seems)
to dispatch Tippit, and Oswald, his own
revalver having been plunted on him by the
police, was arrested in the Texas Theater.
Oswald having been apprehended and
saddled with the guilt of both murders, Ruby,
* the tool ", was culled in by the police,
* Justifiably afrid that their lies and distor-
tions, their trumped-up churges und fabricaled
evidence, indeed the whole pattern of the frame-
up, would come apirt at the sesms in the course
of u fair wrial, und would reveal the underlying
fabric of conspitacy und official complicity ¥,

o within a

and he finished off Oswald = in approved
gangsier style
. . - .

Mr. Joesten's story is extravagant and in-
credible. his book a compound of bad logie,
bad English, bad temper, and bad faste. But
it is not without fts lessons, and these are
applicable 1o all large-scale conspiruey theories
it shows the lengths vou have to £0 10 in

order ta support thert. No wonder M 9
Lane and Weishers have no DRSIIE (heory 1o

Lgaesy
Take the murder of Parolman Tippit.

To believe Oswald innocent of it, ¥OUu. NSl
not only reject & muss of evewliness and
circumstantial evidence, individually open to
eriticism but cumulatively overwhelming (the
revolver, the bullets, the cartridge-cuses, the
discurded jacket), you must also suggesl some
other plausible explanation of the murder,
Mr. Joesien’s incredible hypothesis iy the only
. 0ne so0 far put forward. Mr. Weisherg, who
Jrefises to believe that Oswald killed Tippit,
can suggest no other explanution; Mr. Lane
seems to be equally reluctant 10 acsept Oswald's
guilt, bur is equally unable to produce an
alternative.  Bur if Oswald i kil Tippit,
he must surely have been guilly i least of
complicity in the murder of the President.
Why should 3 completely innocent Oswald
shoot a policernan 7 W] uld an Oswild
w g ted '

: the
zouuitgusly cominit
wn  We shull never Kitow
what passed between Tippit and his murderer :
but the obvious explanation i that Oswald,
confronted by a policeman within an hour of
baving shot the President, lost his head
and fired: it gave him a chince of escupe,
and a second murder couid not fnerease the
penilty he would suffer il he was caught.

It is Instructive to observe how, when
faced by diffioulties such v Tippit's murder,
Mr. Joesten is compelled., in order to supplant
the siory told by the Commission, 1o treat as
perjured the évidence of witness after witness,
and to brand as sccomplices in the conspiracy
one party arter another, éach less likely than the
last, until the structure becomas top-henvy
and collupses under its pwn weight.

Thus in order 10 explain uwiy Oswuld's

- ination_of General _Walker,
ol his_wife, Mr. Joesten
hus to allege thut Murlnas circumstantial

account of the confiession, wfnnﬁtd.uu by
mu%if@c was simply an invention—
jor him, t 15 casy: she was admitedly a
temperamental  und  sometimes  unrellable
witness ;. therefore, in uccordance with the
familiar principle, all she says can be dismissed
as perjury (Lane and i L | _that
ully er o

in. (he
d—shauld
u Rository 1 in order
to hecount Tor the awkward fact that the job
was procured through Mrs. Paine, whose
shines out from every line of her evidence,
Mr. Joesten has to make her an accomplice in
the plot.
To take one mors instance: 1o justify
Imputing to Oswald advance knowledge of
the route of the procession, Mr. Joesien actually
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suggesis that the President’s assistant Ken
O'Donnell, who had some responsibility for
planning the trip to Texas, was impiicated in
the plor.  Most of his other necusations are
essential to any large-scale conspiracy theory ;
this one is as gratuitous-as i s cruel,

. - . -

There is this, however, to be said for Mr.
Jocsten : he hos the courage of his own crozy
convictions ; he is not afraid w put forward

positive theory, and he names his guilty men.
And in this he has provided an object-lesson
for Messrs. Lane and Weisberg, most of whose
suspicions and innuendoes are directed ut the
E::w targets as are Mr. Joesten's f‘onhr;gm
unciations, or_four
yeacein which ta'think of i’ e convincing
copspi theary than thit of” Mr. Josten,
b£m :’H.Evm%nve not” produced-oms. —WhY ot !
—— - NCa - ——

Mark Lane

They must have considered possible alierna-
tives ; il either of them had found one, why
should he not have brought it forward *
Presumably, each of them realizes that il the
explanationy he has been able to think of fuil
ta cover all the fucts ; and that if exténded so
#s 10 cover them they would become, like
Mr. Joesten's, top-heavy and patently im-
plausible.

. . . .
Mr, Lune and Mr, Weisberg huve therefore

adopted 4 method of controversy that
ngt_expog irecy cefutition i, they
affer no connected account &y think
d. Wei v i I

il Hire of rhetonical gues-
ons, Mr. Lane with o steady bamrage of
infiuendo.  Most o Mr. Weisberg's questions

u
mistice Q¢ _mmudmd“; ; ig far as they arg
relgvant and valid (hey Angvered gon-
sistently with the | . A
of hem in | :
e

one_lopwird, As for Mr. Lane's in-
nuéndos, they mean nothing if they do not
imply a conspiracy implicuting, among others,
Chiel Curry, Captain Fritz, and other officers
of the Dallas police; but when he is faced
(as he was not long ago in & review in Town)
with the suggestion that he is charging these
afficers with murder he hus recourse to bluster
and sbuse,

If ane cannot attack conclusions that Mr.
Lane refuses 10 siate, aone can ul least oriticize
the methods he employs in establishing a
basis for his innuendos. Let me give an examplé
of two | one does not have to look far
find them, ;

On the first page
Mr. Lune recounts, as
fuct, the story told by o Miss Mercer, who
on the morning of the assassination saw a
truck parked by the grassy knoll from which
(according o him) fire was later opened on
the President; she saw a man take  what
appeared o be a riflecase ™ from the truck.
ctrry it towards the bushes on the knoll and
put it {occording to Mr, Lane) behind 3
fence ; three Dallas policemen were standing
near, but did not move the truck or inke

of Rush to Judgiment

any action. Mr. Lane complains thet Com-
mission i yators did not i Miss
Mercer and * did not by to identify the

three police officars so as to question them or
10 locate the truck ~; he the police
with thus condoning a breach of security
regulations, and suggests that the incident
wus connected with the fire from the grussy
knoll ; the obvious innuendo being that the
palice turned a biind eye and that the Com.
miEsion  culpably abstained from probing
o the incident. Thua on i apening page he
credles an atmesphere of suspicion which
pervades his book.

What Mr. Lune does not tell us is thar the
F.B.L took sutements from Miss Mercer and
the palice and identified the truck (which
belonged to 2 construction firm working on a
neighbouring building) ; it had broken down,
and if any box was removed from it, it rust
have been 4 tool-box ; the police mana; ta
gt it moved on, with all s cecupants, shonly
before the arrival of the President’s procession,
The report recording all this Is aceessible in the
Commission's archives,

_Dne can only suppose that Mr. Lane was
ignorant of this report and recklessly made his

if it was estabiished | performed

ignorance the basis of his churge againg the
Dallas pofice. I that is so, was ot his own
negligence as gross as that which he imputes
to ths Commission ?

My neat example of Mr. Lane’s methods
comes 2 page Or two later in his book. A
erucial questian (s w any shots came from
the grassy knoll, in front of the Presidential car.
Many witnesses thought so, und Mr, Lane,
who devotes @ whole chapter to * Where the
Shots came from | insists that they could not
have been mistoken. A key witness was Lee E.
Howers, o ruitwayman who worked close by.
Here (s 4 passage from his evidence :

Me. Bawers - | heard three shors. One, then a slight
pause, then two very vlose iogether. Also reverbera-
tians from the shots,

Mr. Ball: And were you able to form an opinion
5 10 the source of the sound or what direction it
came from?

Mr. Bowers : The sounds came either from UP against
the School Depository Ruilding or newr the mouth of
the triple underpass,

Mr. Ball - Were you able 1o tell which?

Mr. Bowers : No : | could not . . . IFhud warked this
same tower for some 10 or 12 years . , , and hud
noticed at that rime the amilanty of sounds vccur-
ring in either of these two locations . ., There i a
similarity of sound, because there fs o reverberation
which takes pluce fram either location.

Plainly, the sounds heard coming from the
kmoll might well have been reverberations of
shots coming from the D itory, How
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paper the attempted murder of General
Walker, the murder of Tippit, the murder of
Oswald himsell, the alleged assocition of
Tippit and Ruby—as well as on a host of
subsidiary issues, his presentation of ihe
fucts is so slanted—owing no doubt. fo his
firm conviction that his conciusions must
be right—that it simply cannot be relied
wpon, Tn short, Rush ta Judgnwnr conlipms
Mr. Dwight Macdonald’s impression that
Mr. Lane is ** less a truth seeker than 2 lireless
demagogic advocate ** who * expounds the
conspirucy thesis far less roasonahly and fur
mare tendentiously than the Warren Repoit
argues the opposite cise™.

It is a relief to turn from writing of this
kind to Mr. Edward Epstein's foquest, which
is short, clear, extremely well argued, and all
the more effective because it is moderate in its
conclusions and stares them quietly, The book
started life as a university thesis on the workings
of Government-appointed investigative hodies,
of which the Chief Justice's Commission was
taken ag a signal example, The acudemic
oarigin of the work seemed to guarantee its
scholarly accuracy, und it claimed authority as
being based upon a series of interviews srumeéd
1o the author during 1963 by five of the Com-

does Mr. Lane deal with this jmportant testi-
mony ! By making no reference (o it. One
can think of only three reasons for this omis-
sion: (1) Mr. Lane somehow missed the
passage in his study of the evidence: (3 He
read the passage. bui did not appreciate its
significance: (1) He uppreciuted its signifi-
cance, but decided (o suppress it. It vould be
interesting to learn from Mr. Lane which of
these represents the truth, and whether he can
suggest another explanation less dumaging (o
his reputation as a dependable investigator.
Mr. Lane omploys similar methods through.
out the book—e.g., in dealing with the Generul
Walker episode. Before his attempted assassin-
ution of the General. Oswald wrote a note to
Marina, udvising her what to do in the event
of his arrest; this note was found in a book
that was handed to the polica by Mrs. Paine,
together with Other belongings of Oswald. on
December |, 1964 ; it was undated and did not
name General Walker, but jrs contents show
plainly enough that it is to that episode that it
refers.  (Mr. Joesten disposes of this note by
saying that it was * produced " by the treacher-
ous Mrs, Paine to confirm Marina’s evidence
(which he thinks perjured] about Oswald's
confession. That it was in Oswald’s hand-
writing, and wus hunded over to the police
Mrs. Paine months before Marina gave
evjdence of the confession, are details has do
not trouble Mr. Joesten) Mr. Lane has an
casier way ol dealing with this vital piece of
evidence: he simply ignores it. In the few
Jimadequute and misleading lines that he accards
1o the Walker episode in his book he does nat
mentfon Oswald s note; when he was gues-
toned abowt the episode in interview he not
only failed t0 mention the note but went on
to deny by implication thut it existed. declaring
that o photograph of Walker's house, also
found amang Oswald’s things, wis * the ome
piece af phvsicval evidence [my italies] used to
show that Oswald shot ut General Walker ".

. - . -

One more example. Tt is important to Mr,
ne's case that the wound in the President’s
jthroat should have been the result of fire fram
the front.  Unfortunately, within minutes of
{ his arrival in hospitl the wound was obliterated

, by a tracheotomy—the doctors had no time

and no reason (o examine it, nor did they
turn the body over und examine the wounds
in the back. Answering questions at a press
conference that uficrmoon, in conditions that
were siid to be like Bedlam, the doctor who
the trucheotomy and another
| surgeon said that the neck wound looked like,
‘or might have been, an entrance wound : it
jwas 5o described in 4 report drafted in the
hospital that day. In evidencs before the
Commission, however, the same doctors
repeatedly explained that they had no means
of knowing whether it was un * enfrance ™
or an * exit " wound; it might have been
cither. Mr. Lane tells his readers: * The
doctors were unanimous about the nature of
the throat wound : it was an entrance wound ™ ©
they = took a stund ~, he says, to this effect ;
und he declares in interview: ' Every docror
at Dallas's Parkland Hospital who examined
the wound in President Kemvedy's throut [my
italics] and made 4 statement ta the press an
the day of the assassination suid the throat
wound was an emtramce wound. " (This
becomes, in the mouth of Mr. Lane’s disciple,
Professor  Trevor-Roper, ™ doctor  after
doctor at first inviring [my italics] that the siors
[Professor Trevor-Roper's plural | my iralics]
came from the front ) Had he stopped to
think, Mr, Lane would have realized that it
was, (o put it mildly, misleading to say thai the
dogtors unanimously pronounced the throut
wound [o be an entrance wound, and worse
1han misleading 10 suggest that anything they
said was based on an examination of it.

Mr. Lane's zeal for the truth as he sees it
leads him again and again, no doubl unwit-
tingly, not only to suppress but to misrepresent
the evidence on crucral points. On every Issue
of importance—e.g. the ori@n of the shots
that hit the President, the nature of the Presi-
dent's wounds, the identification of Oswald's
rifle, the “ fabrication ™ of the imporiant

and a members: of their legal
stafl.

Irquest created a sensation when it uppeared
2:)1!: summer of 1966, and it fas pm"ahli:
ne more 1o mg the Commission in 1
eves of enlightened readers thufamv™ other

contribution o the debate.
The greater part of the book consists of

cgiticism of the way the Warren Commission
GRS Oners
themseives, Mr. ailoges, were desultory ]

in attendance at the hearings | their staff, many
of them busy lawyers, were short-handed and
over-worked ; both Commission and suff bad
to conform 10 4n impossibly restricted time-
schedule ; they suffered from having 1o reiy
on G agencies for the collection of
ematerial ; above all, they were 10 4 man com-

mitted to the ** dominant purpose "' of allaying -

public anxiety by suppressing all truces of 4
possible conspiracy—an aim that blinded them
10 any evidence, and prevented them from
following up &ny line, that might have shown
Oswald not to be the sole assassin,

These allegutions were made afl ihe mere
steiking by the author's repented appeals in
support of them to his interviews with members
of the Commission and their staff. For Mr.
Epstein took his readers behind the seenes,
showed them the Commission performing (or
scamping) s duties, and et them overt sar
what, the Commissioners and the staff said
ubout their aims and about each other. As
Mr. Epstein presents it, it is a damaging picture.
One of the staff counsel, eheles
i) F i ionsdmidml,_aml&lmg
against procedures of which he disapproves an
conclusions with which he disugrees ; time and
agnin ' Licbeler interview ™ is wiven as the
authority for some particularly danuiging

Jim Garrison

remurk ; for instance he s quoted as saving,
when asked what the Commissioners did, ~ in a
W nothing "—while Mr, Ball, a &mor
counsel, is said D have declared thar they ~ liz
hat was hay ing ~. Mol dumagin,
of all, Ms” the Commission’s
subservience to its “ dominani purpose * by 4
remark of their chiel counsel, Mr. J. Lee
Rankin, about the rumour that Oswald had
been a paid informer of the F.B.L. : g (said
Mr, Rankin) was *“a dirty rumour , . very bad
for the C ission . , , very J g o the
agencies that are involved in it and it must be
wiped out in 30 far as it is possible 10 do so by
this Commission . That must mean, according
to  Mr. Epstemn, | the rumour was
*“ congidered dirty ', not because it was known
to be untrue, bul because it was known 1o be
nment. The * solution
NS, ™ was to " wipe oul " the
rumour. This would satisiy the implicit purpose

|
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of the Commission ™. In other worda,
Mr. Epstein is cluming that he has
cgught the Commission’s chief coun-
sel in feyronie deliciu declaring that
the Commission’s purpase is to scotch
rumour, even 4l the expense of truth.

No wonder [ngqueest crealed a sen-
sation, Seme sia months sfter it
sppented, however, The Luw Quar-
Jerly Review published un urticle by
Professor A. L, Goodhart which was
in effect an Inguest upon [fngeuest.
Professor Goadhurt had applied Mr.
Epstein's methods o Mr, Epslein’s
work: he had gone behind the scenes
and questioned same of the persons
from whose interviews Mr. Epstein
hud guoted: and in his srticle he
preseated the results,  They were
startling: Mr, Ball had replied that
all the quotations atiributed to him
by Mr, Epsiein were ©wroag or
false *: he saw Mr. Epstein omce
ooly, foi sbout ten minutes the
labby of » hotel; he had protested
to the publishers. As for Mr. Liebe-
ler, he hud denicd having said that
the Commissivn did “ nothing ™, and
declared that he was incensed at Mr.
Epstein's misstytements of distortions
of the racerd § hus own ¢riticisms
the Commission's staff work. he said,
“were directzd nol b the investiga-
tion—which he helizves was thorough
—but at the writing of the Repott ™.
He deelared himsell * thoroughly in
acvord with the Comnmission’s find-
ings . and said thut he wus ap
at the pulure of the nitacks that
tinned the conclusion iwhich he fully
sceepteds thal Oswald was the assas-
din and acred ulone.

Finally, Prafessor  Goopdhart
showsed  thut  Mr. Epstein  had
{acilitated misinterpretation of Mr.
Ravkins remark about wiping
out the “dicty rumour ™, by quot-
2 it out bf lis context It

tred in the course of a dik-

ox ‘
ctission  between members of the
Commission and their siall which Iy
st out ut length by Mre Gerald Ford,
himself @ Comniissioner, in Porerait

af the Assissie, No one who reads
Mr, Ford's sccount cun have aay
doubt sbout their determination to
get ut the truth, and Mr. Rankin him-
salf caneluded the discussion by de-
claring that the uim of the Commmis-
sion must be * to find out the fucts . ...
to steh an extent that this Commis-
sion can fairly say. ' o our opiaion
he was or was not an employee of
any intelligence ugency of the United
Stuges "" "

Those words (pol quoled by Mr.
Epsicini ure. us Professor Goodbart
savs, “mol 3 declaration that the
rumour * must be * wiped out’ even
if it is true ™ but “a declaration io
words that cannal be mistaken that
the Commission must fairly say whe-
ther Oswald *was or was ol an
smployee of the F.B.L"

» - .

Critica) though be is of
i demonolo-

ission, M Epstein mof
g L: he does not believe in 3 con-
spiraty involving the polics or the

B.1. or suggest thut the latter acted
collusively with the Commission. He
accepis the view that Oswald shot
the President, and does not (it seems)
question the conclusions of the Report
concerning the murders of Tippit
and of Oswald himseif : he does not
muke play with the planting of bullets
and mifles. with putis of smoke and
fubricated paper bags. He confines
i hard core of evidence,
which, by close argument, he
concludes that the Commission’s
theory is unicnable and that there
must therefore have been a second
marksman.

TThe = hard core “ consists of the fol-
lowing difficultics snd doubts: (1) the
fact thut the Interval between the re-
action of the Presidem and thap of the
Csvarner was shorter than the shoetest
time within_which two shots could be
fired from Oswald's rifle: (2} the dif-
fetence between the account of the Predr-
dent’s back wounds given in the doctory
antopsy repam and (hal given in two
F.B.L, reparts, apparently based on staia-
ments from ugents who were among
those present at the awtopsy ; the FRL
TepoTHs aTe Incunsistent with the single-
bulley theary adepted by the Commis-
sion in arder 1o surmount difficulty (11
131 photographs of the President’s cloth-
ing prima facle supparting the FBL evi-
dence about the wounds: 14) 7 Bullet
399, which ought. on the Commission’s
“ single bullet ™ hypothesis, to huve been
distorted by its paswage through two
bodies; (%) Governor Connally’s [mpres-
sion that he heard a shot (which musz
Tave hit the President) before he felt the

the Com-

shot by which he himsel{ ‘wat
kit Difficulty (1) can  be sur-
mounied by  supposiog  that a
single shot hit the President and

the Govarnor, the latter's ceaction being
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delayed by rather less than two
seconds;  difficulties  (3)  and  (4)
are nol  copclusive: the clothing

might have been rucked up by the Presi-
dent's movements: the buller might have
emarged almosl intact, particularly if It
did not pass through strong and solid
bone; (5i the Governor's evidence [s
not dependabdle: he was clearly bewil-
dered, und became  onconscious
shortly after the evenr As for (23, the
FBI has explained thai its reports
reproduced the first Impressions of the
ductars, reporied by its agents while ths
2utopsy was stifl in progress | the auiopsy
Tepadt, according 1o which the wounds
are locuted conustently with the single-
bullet thaory, te nis ths doctars”
final conelusions.
. . .

S0 far. then, a3 concerns the
assassimation itself. Mr. Epstein's
coticlusion, though it differs from
that of the Commission, i1 not sen-
sationul: it simply means that
Cswald must have had an accomplice.
In order to vindicate it, however, Mr,
Epstein has to allege that the Com-

SUPPLEMENT THURSDAY

despite Professor Goodhart's expo-
sure of hls method, in the eyes of the
public M¢, Epstein remulns, for the
time being at uny rate, in possession
of the field,

Qfcou Mr. Epstein did not de-
liberul_n[%u‘n‘e_;_’m’; ader
his book shows how a clever
man can uawittingly allow parti
pris to vitinte the building uvp

and presentation of a <ase, SO
that 3 chain of reasoning cogent
r.nau_lh if one adopts certain presup-
positions is made ta lead to 4 conclu-
sion that is in fact ill-founded. In
short, Mr. Epsicin hus  proved
sbout himself what be sought o
prove about the Commission,

[A key goint in refation to the hard
avidence relied on by Mr, Epstein i3
provided by the X-rays and photo-
grapha taken during the wutopsy, These
have been piaced in the Mational
Aschive and, till 1971, ¢can only be seen
by permission of the Kannedy family.
1E they show that the posterior = neck ™
wound wis really a wound in the back,
that practically rules out the possibility

Clay Shaw after & session of the hearing

mission induced the doctors to scrap
2 genuine report containing an
sceouat of the President’s wounds
inconsistent with {ts  single-bullet
theory {and agresing with the F.B.L
teports, which fof some reason they
left unaltered) and persunded them
to substitute o false report which did
not necessitate the existence of a
second nasissin,

Mr. Epstein mokes this allegation
in discreet terms: his verdict, he says,
*indicates that the conclusicns of
the Warren Report must be viewed
ay expressions of political truth "—
ie, the Commission fabricated a
document in order to achisve iis
* dominsnt purpose " and reassure
the public thut the President's death
was the work of a “ lone assassin ",

Why did the Commission have to
resort (o such an expedient 7 Because,
says Mr. Epstein, they accepled & con-
clusion that he attributes to Mr. Red-
lich, Mr. Rankin's special asistant,
who played a leading part in the com-
pilation of the Report: * To say that
[the President and the Governor]
were hit by separate bullets is synony-
maous with saying that there were two
assussing " if it occepizd this, the
Commission could not afford to pub-

wn account of the autopsy that
contradicted the single-builet theory.
Unfortunstely for Mr, Epstein, he
misquotes Mr. Redlich on this vital
point: asked by Professor Goodhart
sbout the remark artributed to him,
Mr, Redlich replied that * he did not
say this and he did not belisve it ",
and went on to declure thut he was
" appalled by the inaccuracies of the
book and the statements which [Mr,
Epstein] has sitributed to me which |
nover made ". What Mr. Redlich did
say, it appears, was that the facts
could best be expluined in terms of
the one-bullet theory ; but neither he
nor & majority of the Commissioners
*“ rejected as imposstble the other ex-
planation that Oswald had fired two
shots that separutely hit the President
and Governor Connally ”. (Profes-
sor Bickel, in the article above re-
ferred to. has advanced a plausible
slternative 1o the one-bullet theory,
which accounts for all the “hard=
core™ difficultizs consistently with
Oswald’s being the sole assgssin.)

Unfortunately, readers of The Law
Quarterly Review are counted in hun-
dreds, as against the thousands of
those who have cead Inqguesr; 4o that

different wajectory.
was that u second dssassia had aided
Oswald. The issue iz resolved by the
X-rays and
taken from
during the autopsy on the

(

of the anteripr neck wound’s being a
wound of exit, and with it the single-
Dubler theory. i
clumour for a sight of this evidence, and
soma have ted that the embargo
Is due to 5 suilty i
Here )

Vil gt Ba e
o a

e crilics  thet

desire to mippress il

PFrexident
summer  of

“In
former

he  writes:

the L9686  a

Cornell gradunte stdent [(Me Epstein]

book which s,
fit  bullet followsd &
The implication

photographs which wexe
every conceivablg angle
Prasident’s
Becuuse thid maseral is unsightly,

How-

it will be unwvallable until 1971,
eves, the suthor has discussed
three men who examined it before it
was placad under seal. All these :tu'ria_g
3

it with

ranger (o jor A Never-
theless thesr accounts were identical. The

X-rayn show no entry woaund ~beiow

the shoulder® as argoed by the gradu-

ate sudent. Adminedly X-ravs of active

projectiles passing through soft tixsue
wre difficult to read. Yet, the photo-
graphs support them in this sae—and
reveal that the wound was in the necil”
And that, it would scem, is that.]

Professor Richard Popkin. Chair-
manof the Departmentof Philosophy
at the University of California, s an
expert og the History of Sceplicism
—y history to which, in his book The
Second Oywald, he has himself made
1 notable contribution. Such intense
sceplicism as  Professor  Popkin's
needs u great deal of credulity to
support it: in order nor to believe
in the probable there is so much of
the improbable that he has to believe
in.

Professor Popkin ls ne more of 2
demonologist than s Mr. Epsiein:
he makes no sensational accusations
ngainst the C.LA, or the F.B.L. or the
Dallas police, and his only criticism
of the Commissioners—" that they
did not do an adequite investigalive
Jab, and did not weigh all of the data
carefully "—is based on the * rove-
lations ™ in Inguest snd on the sup-
posed contenls of the “ rwenly-six
page critique ' of Mr. Lisbeler’s
therein referred to. Unfortunately
for Professor Popkin, since his book
was published these supporis for his

s prrgticed
S The Deuth
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criticism have been undermined by
Professur Goodhart’s article,

The merit of Professor Popkin's
book is that like Mr. Joesten, he
puts forward a pasitive theory | but
while Mr. Joesten attempts, with dis-
ustrous results. to make his sxplana-
tion cover all the fucts, Professor
Popkin concentrates on one element
in the paltern, and leaves most of the
difficalties to take care of themselves,
Like & Baconinn who has discovered
a hidden cipher, he follows the clue
wherever it leads him. oblivious of
atiendant |oconsistencies.

- - -

Ear Pra i e key lies
in_the existence of a Second Oswald.
ATumber of witnesses declared that
during the months immediately pre-
ceding the assassination they had
seen Oswald, or someone very like
him, in places and circumstances—
there were about a dozen such ocea-
sions—into which Oswald could not
be fitted. The Commission concluded

mistaken: in all
scores of people will come forward
who think that they have scen the
principal figure, and honestiy per-
sunde themselves that they rrmemh:r

was that the could not remember his
ever being in the shop. The owner
was away.ducing the relgvan]

and was “convinced " of nothing.

The key witness was the manager,;

who contradicted himself 16~ the
police mbout whether he had ever
seen Oswald, when pressed
about the coniradiction on oath be-
fore the Commission, and asked
whether he could sav definitely
wheiher he had seen him * outside
of the shop any place *, replied (and
his answer, seen in conlexl. seems
to cover the shop also):  No, Sir,
1 don't believe I have. | mean, 1
couldn't say specific, because back
again to the common features, so on
amdd so forth.” (This was the only

* evidence connecting the mg with a

man who Jooked like Oswald))
Again: Professor Popkin tells us
that on November § Oswald asked
Hutehison, an Irving grocer, to cash
a cheque for $189, * pavable to Har-
vey Oswald ", Trie, Hutchison told
the F.B.I. that he saw the name
Qswald in ink upon the cheque; but
he swore to the Commission that he
did not recall to whom the cheque
was payable: “ Na, Sir; no, Sir. 1
sure don't. Tt just didn’t enter my
besd, Mr. Jenner, after it was that
amount " i that he never

Professor  Popkin
assumption that
in every one of these instances
the witness's recollection was acour-
ste, and bases on it the ingenious
suggestion that the man in question
was a .conspirator impersonating
Oswuld. This man, apparently, was
an expert marksman, chosen lo be
the sssassin for his resemblance to
Oswald (unless i was that Oswald
was chosen for his resemblance to the
marksman), who went ubout befors
the assassination showing himself in
order to altract attention to fthe
imsge of Oswald and divent it from
himself, and alio (it seems) to pro-
vide the real Oswald with some sort
of alibi if be was caught.

At Dullas on November 22, ac-
cording to Professor Popkin, * there
were two assassing, plus Oswuld the
suspect, Asaussin Ofie WBS. Of
knoll ; assassin two, second Cswald,
was [he must mean ' assassin two and
second Oswald were '| on the sixth

the Book tary "3

shot, real Oswald was not, R
Oswald's rile was 1o be the prime
suspect chased by the police, while
second Oswald, one of the assassins,
could vanish," Everyhing went
according to plan, says Professor
Popkin, excepr for the murder of
Tippit, which be light-hedrtedly ex-
plains a3 the result of 2 *monumen-
tal misunderstanding.”

This hypothesis is vuloerable at
every stage: (1) the evidence for the
existenca of a deliberate impersona-
tor is mis-stated in the book and its
offect exaggerated; it is really very
tesuous | (2] his supposed pre-assassi-
nation actvity is (in current jargon)
* insufficiently motivated ", not to say
pointless : and (3) his suggested rdle
in the assassination itself involves a
number of practical jmposnbmm:s
which Professor Popkin cannot ex-
plain away, .

Most of the appearances of * O* ™
ware (though Professor Popkin dovs
not teil uy this) anonymous—the man
appeared without giving & name in
shops, stores. &c.. in Dallas or its
neighbourhood. Now Oswald had, in
the words of one of the witnesses (no1
quoted by Professor Popkin), “a
common [ace for this part of the
country "; - his features, face snd all
is [sic] commun with the working
class here and he could casily be
mismken one way or the other ™.
May there not well have been
nol only one person, bur seve
eral rsons. in the neighbour-
hood who resembled Oswakd closely
encugh to have been confused
with him, in recollection, by people
who saw them in slorzs or shops or
rifle-ranges 7 And if the man these
people saw was really éngsged in
actively impersonating Oswald, why
did be not give Oswald's name ?

Even where therz Ts evidence con-
necting 0 with Oswald’s name, Pro-
fessor Popkin's presentation of it is
aot alwiys dspendable. A tag
marked * Oswald ”, relating o re-
pairs 1o & gun thar was certainly not
bis Mannlicher-Carcano, was found
in an Itving gunshop: “The clerk
issure he ran into Oswald somewhare,
and the tlerk seems reliable. His boss
Was convinced ", says Professor Pop-

. I fact, the glerk waxa woman,
;;:1 1&%13'&“\ seeing Oswald

cushed cheques over 513, and a look
at the amount wus enough for him.
He repeated this denial—buy Profes-
sor Popkin mukes no reference o it
There was nothing apart from the
cheque to connect this customer wilh
the name of Oswald.

. - .

In any case, it is not clear how
O was helping Oswuld or his fellow-
conspirators by his acts of impersons-
tion. He does not seem o have
declared himself politically oa any
of these pceasions (except a highly
dubious visit to u Mrs, Odio, who
was involved in anti-Castro, not pro-
Castro, machinations) or 1o have ex-
hibited in any other way a striking
“image”, Surely the plotters would
huve given their * double " something
better (0 do thun pay these unmem-
orable and anonymous visits to
grocers and furniture stores, to
garages and rifle-ranges 7 And what
wus their object? Not, according
1o Profesor 0, to = frmme <
Oswald; the ¥ snawer be cun
give to his own quesiion " Why
duplicate Oswaid ! * is thal the cases
of apparent duplication may be
“ plausibly interpreted as evidence
that Oswald was invalved in some
kind of conspiracy which culminated
in the events of November 22, when
the duplicution played a vital rdle
both in the assassinnlion and the
planned denouement ", He admits
that his hypothesis ix " tentative and
conjectural "—he might have added
* nebulous ",

The weakness of the theary is
reflectad in the reasoning with which
Professor Popkin defends it. “In
October ™, he says, " there seems [0
have been lintle double Oswald
activity,” This is a serious objec-
tion, for on his hypothesis one would
expect O%s activity during that
month to have been intease. The
best that Professor Popkin caa offer
by way of explanation is the follow-
ing: “This may be expluined by the
facts that Oswald was looking for
a job and that his second duughter
was born on October 20, But why
should the fact that the real Oswald
was preoccupled in one place pre-
clude the second Oswald from im-
personating him in another 7 It is
fortunate that Professor Popkin's
Chair is not 3 Chair of Logic.

When he comes to the assassina-
tion, Professor Popkin, so sceptical
about the Commission's theary,
readily accepts any ¢xplanation that
comes to hand in order to dismiss
objections to his own. He admits,
for instance, that if, as he believes,
at least one bullet hit the President
from the froat, he knows of no satis-
factory answer to the question what
became of the bullets, and is content
to conclude that they must have
“ fragmented or were deflected and
disappeared in the confusion of that
day ",

Again, be believes (with Mr. Lane)
that the bag Oswald brought up from
Irving to the depository on the morn-
ing of November 22 contained nat his
rifle but a bundle of curtain rods.
Being, like Mr. Lane, unable to
account for the dnappearance of the
bay and its contents, he dismisses the
difficulty by saying “The package
vanishes by the rime he enters the
buikding “—the curtain rods. one
assumes, being lost (like the bullets)
in the confusion of the day.

One more sxample: after the

\
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shooting, 0%, the real assassin, is sup-

posed to have run out of the
depository and into the road-
way, in full view of all; he

is the man, according to Professor
P;fkin. who was seen by a police
officer lo jump into a station-wagon.
Was he carrying the assassination
rifie ! Clearly not. What happened
toit? It too, one must 2ssume, was
fost in the confusion of the day.

Cantrast with this ready acceptance
of improbabilities |nvolved in his
own slory the scepticism with which
Professor Popkin ireats sxplanations
contained in the Report—eg. the
reasonuble suggewtion that Tippit
stopped Oswald as 4 suspect; “It
seems odd ”, says Professor Popkin,
“1hat Tippit would have stopped a
suspect.  He was unimaginntive, and
had shown no resl initiative in all his
vears on the force, as evidenced by
his failure to get a promotion in thire
teen years,"

[Professor Popkin's own explanation is
that Dewald mistook Tippit's car for the
car provided 14 4 get-away by hiy co-
conspirators—" Tippit  comss  along
dowly, Oswald thinks it is his ride, and
b L Tippit then mis
d for O, at whom he had
glared In a café a few days before: “a
monumantal  musundersianding  then
oecury, Hence, the shooting "]

Professor Popkin modestly admits
that his ingenious hypothesis is " no
more than a possibilicy ™, and it
wouid not cull for consideration if
t hsd not been taken serivusly by
persons who ought to kmow berter:
anz Professor of Philasophy calls it
“plausible and significant ™, another
dzscribes it 23 “u brilliant recon-
druction " a Professor of Sociology
oraises it a3 * logically convincing *,
wd Mrs, Svlvia Meugher, who has
compiled a subjest index to the Re-
porf. declares that it iy ~stamped
#ith the suthority that can only be
ichieved by pat and comprehen-
tive study of the 1 limony and ex.
aibits

. . .

What now ol Big Jim Garrison,
he ~Jolly Green Giant™ of New
Irieans, behind whom Mr, Joesten,
Mr. Lane, Professor Popkin and
most of the critics of the Report seem
recently to have aligned themsalves 7
Fo judge from hix appesrances on
clevision and the interviews He bas
panted to the press, he @5 a hand-
wme, quick-witted, forceful, ambi-
ious man, with sn engagingly frank
ind easy munner, bur seriously
acking in judgment. His record as
Jistrict Attorney during five years
hows thal he has used his powers
vithout fear or favour and with con.
picuous sucoess.

Immediately after the ssassina-
lon he urrested some suspicious
sharacters in New Orlesns; celeas-
ng them soon for lack of evidencs
nd on the [ith of rewssurances
boul them from the F.BIL
Yhen the Warren Report came
wt he was ready to accepl =
onclusions, but in the autumn
f 1966 his suspicions were again
wikened. and in the following
‘ebruary he re-irresied such of
he originul suspects as he could fav
wsnds on, and instituted investiga-
ions which have culminuted in crimi-
wl proceedings which are now in
wogress.  Whatever the outcome of
hese procesdings, they cannot be
lismissed us negligible: Mr. Garri-
an has charged one Clay Shaw with
00spiring to assassinate the Presis
lent, alleging that Shaw I3 o be
dentified with a man who rried 1o
wief & lawver named Andrews to
lefend Cywald immediutely after the
ssassination, Andrews, who contra-
icted himself saveral times on oath
bout hig relationship with Shaw, has
seen convicted of perjury and Shaw
Imsell has bean sent for (rial by 2
ourt of three judges 1nd by a grand
ary.

So far, Mr. Garrison has woa each
ound of the legal battle, and from
shat has transpired, very dubious
hough his evidence is, it would cer-
iinly uppear that something fishy was
oing on in ant-Castro circles in New
Jrleans during the summer of |963,
uch goings-on are not a pefori im-
wobable, and Oswald was in New
Jrieans sl the time ; but it remains to
e scen how far Mr. Garrison can
ok him with these machinations, or
hese machinations with the actual
vents in Dallas.

Certainly the District  Attore
ey is oot lacking in confidence.
lealleges that in the vears following
3¢ President’s failure to give full sup-
ot 10 the Bay of Pigs adventurs,
arious * elements “~—anti-Castro
ubans, ex-Minutemen, neo-Nazs,
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with a sprinkling of Cuban or Latin
homosexuals—formed, with the ac-
tive sssistance of the CLA, a
* spider’s web " of conspiracy, the ob-
ject of which was the assassination
of Castro. When in the late summer
of 1963 it became plain that Kennedy
was aiming ata dérante with Cuba, the
plan was changed : its object now was
to assassinate the President. It wny ar
this stage, apparently, that the con-
spirntors decided to make a tool of
Oswald, who had for long, according
to Garrison, besn an agent of the
C.LA.—a heliel held strongly by
Qswald’s mother, but hsrd to recon-
cile with his rnurr{ag! to gmna. and
Auite icceconcilable with the contents
af_his Histocic Diary. (This is a key

wﬁlc the criticy ars in-

d iz,
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Mr. Garrison, was carried out by “a
precision guerrilla team of at least
seven men ", four of whom fired
at the Presdent—iwo from the
“grassy knoll" (with ~two more
whose sole function was to catch the
cartridges as they were siected from
the assassins’ rifles), one (not Oswald)
from the Book Depository, and one
from the Dal-Tex building; five, six,
or seven shots were fired. All the
murderers got clean away: as for
their identities: *1 can't comment
« .« there will be more arrests ™,

. " -

It is not clear why Oswald, whose
rdle in this plot is exceedingly
obscure, should have consentsd (0
take the map for his fellow-conspira-
tors when, sccording ta Mr, Garri-
son, he did not fire a shot; pressed

Oswald's mother, from the jacket of A Mather in History by Jean Seafford

that, like Casement’s Diary, it was a
forgery.)

Mr. Garrison does not explicitly
accuse the CLA, of being a party 10
this new, anti-Kennedy, conspiracy:
“ In the absence of further and much
maore conclusive evidence ", he says,
“we must assume that the plotters
Wwere acting on their own and net
under C.LA. orders when chey killed
the Prezident.” But he maintains that
the agency was so greatly embar-
Tassed by the fact that men whom it
had formerly employed were in-
volved in the plot that it presanted
frandulent evidence to the Commis-
sion, and “has spared neither time
nor the taxpaver’s money in its efforts
to hide the truth about the assassina-
tion from the American people ; and
he belisves thas the C.LA. may well
have murderad a number of men who
gave evidence before the Commission
that was “ awkward " from the point
of view of the authorities.

- - -

Mr. Cuarrison sgrees with Profes-
sor Poplin [n suggesting that a
"second Oswakl " was employed to
create a4 pro-Commuaist * imags ™ of
Oswald, 5o as to divert suspicion
from the Right-Wing motivation of
the piot. “Oswalds professad
Marxist sympathies ~, he says, ~ were
just % cover for his real wcti-
visles |, . . [His] aetual political
E-i:mauon wias  extreme  right

ving ”. Why, when Oswald professed
Communism himmse!7i Was n
to employ somean® else (o profess it
under his alias, Mr. Garrison does
oot explain. And when he js asked
why Uswald, 17 he was a neo-Nazi,
should have shoy at General Walker,
he can only say that it =~ was just
another pari of Oswald's cover " : the
whole episode. he declares, * rasts on
the unsupported (estimony of Marina
Oswald ™ (he forgets the photograph
and the note), and he concludes that
*it makes little difference .
whether this inciden| wes prepared in
advance to crente g cover for Oswald
ot fabricated ifter the assassination
to strengthen his public image a5 «
Marist ",

The actual murder, according to

on this point, he can only say: “T'm
alraid f“can‘i discuss 1t till we've
built in 1 solid case.” Nor does he
expluin his assertion that Omwald
“ undoubtedly " got his job ar the
Depasitory on the instructions of
the ploners (unless, like Mr. Joesten,
he includes Mrs, Paine among them).
His rifle, we are to believe, was not
ase<l by him at all: Mr. Garrison
follows Mr, Lane in suggesting 1hat
i may have been “taken from
Oswald’s home after the assassina-
Hon and planted in the Depository ™.
This, of course, implicates the police
—but rthen, according to Me. Garri-
son, they must have been up to
the hilt in the plot, a5 appears
from  his  explanation of the
deaths of Tippit and of Oswald him-
self. Tippit was murdered not by
Oswald but by two men whom 1
hope we will be able to produce in a
court of law ", As for the cartridges
found on the site, “ We suspect that
cartridges had been previously ob-
tined from Oswald's .38 rzvolver
and left at the murder site by the
real killers 23 par of the selup 10
incriminate Oswald ™. We are nol
told who the killers were, or why

IDpit was chosen as the victim, or
the circumstances of his murder; nor

is the next step In the execution of
the conspiracy any clearer: *the
plan was to huve [Oswald] shot as 2
cop killer in the Texas Theater
while resisting arrest” | cunt
0 into all the details of this ™,
Mr. Garrison  continues, rather
lamely; “but the murder of
Tippit, which am  convinced

Oswald didn't commit, was clearly
designed to ser the stage for Oswald's
liquidation in the Texas Theater
after another anonymous iip-of .
Finally: ~The conspiracy had gone
seriously awry [through Oswald's
escaping death in the Theater] and the
latters were in danger of exposure
y Oswald"—and so “Enter Jack
Buby—and exit Oswald®, A5 for
Ruby’s own “exit", Mr. Garrison
thinks (with Mr, Norman Mailer)
that the police may well have killed
him by injecting him with the cancer
colls, and he shares the suspicion
entertained by most of the demo-
nologists that there may have been

l There iy difficulty in ident]
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wholesale iquidation of awkward wit-
nesses by the FBI during the last
three years.

{ Al many points, as will have been
observed, Mr, Garrison's theory runs
parallel with Mr. Joesten's: * On all
essential issues ", says Mr. Joestzn in
his most recent book. “ I completely
agres with Mr, Garrison’s presenta-
tion of the ause.” His one reservation
Concerns the dearee of guilt 1o be im-
puted to the C.LA.: “ Does not the
Fact " (be asks) that the C.LA,, in Gar-
rison’s own words, ~ began jts cri-
minal activities immediately after the
assassination, in shizlding the assas-
sins, as it did, with all its power,
clearly also bes| a C.LA. {nvolve-
ment in the plot itself 7 Which,
ane may ask, is the harder to believe:
Mr. Joestea’s theory thap the C.LA,
were actually a party to the assassin.
aton, or Mr. Garrison's, that they
Joined the conspiracy afterwards, to
fover up a crime In which they had na
hand ?

The near future will show how
much of the Joesten-Garrisan con-
spitncy theory can survive examina-
tion in Court; at the moment Shaw's
trial is pending, and it iy perhaps sig-
nificant that no co-conspirators havs
yet been added to the indictment.

T have not been uble, in the given
space, to do moce than describe in
general terms, with a few supparting
examples, the main attacks upon the
Report and the hypotheses put for-
ward by its critics, Throughout them
all thers run twe fatal weaknesses,
Of the first, and perhaps the more
frequent—an inability to ses the
wood through absession with a single
tree—I will givs but one exnmple:
Oswald's jacket.

E
the jacket, found on Oswald’s route
from Tippit's murder to the Texas
v Theater, with any jacket known to
| have besn in Oswuld’s possession;
\in particular, it has a laundry-mark,
'and Oswald did not have his juckats
{ Inundered. So obsessed are the eritics
with the laundry-mark and its atten-
dant difficultics that they forget twa
simple fucts: Oswald wns feen but~
i jackel when e |eft his
d at | pam T he et o jacket
on when arrested at about |43 p.m.
im the Texas Theater. If this jacket
{which was found-in & car park to-
wards which the man who killed Tip-
pit was seen to be running) was not
his, then what became of his jacket ?
Was it lost (with so much else) in the
confusion of the doy ?

The other fatal weakness that runs
through the critics” theories 3 that
their muthors have never thought
themselves back into the circum-
stances existing ut the relevant time
end asked whether it iy possible to
believe that the persons concerned,
with the knowledge then available 1o
them, could have decided to do the
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things they are supposed lo huve
done.

Take, for Instince, the ulleged
*cover-up ™ policy of the Commis-
slon.  The Commissioners, il they
decided to “ cover up ~ a conspiracy,
must at the time either have known
its nature and extent or else, while
aware of {or suspecting) its exist-
ence, have besn uncertain how far
its mmifications extended, In either
altecnative, could they have been so
foolish (let alone sp criminsl) as to
conduct their investigutions and
compase their report on ihe fooling

that no conspiracy existed* In
the second fand surely more
plausible) alternative, the thing
15 almost inconceivable, If n

the early months of 1964 they knew
of (or suspected) a conspiracy of
unascertained dimensions, how could
they have felt any nssurance that its
existence might not in the hear future

ome common knowledge ! Far
the critics’ phrase “ cover up ™ is mis-
Jesding: the Commission could not
hide 3 conspiracy simply by ignoring
it; if the “covered up ™ conspiracy
were to burst on the public soon sliter
the publication of their findings, what
—they must have asked themcelvas—
would then be thoughy of them und
their repart ?

And one may ask today, if there
really had been u conspiracy in 1963,
surely some trace of it, In 4 country
where secrels ure not eusy to keep,
would by now have come 1o light ¥
Here Mr, Lane has for once pi
formed a service 1o the truth:
throughout four yeurs America has
been drag-nened, hundrads of wit-
nesses have been [nterviewed, no
money and no effort has been spared
—and the nets are empty, save for
2 handful of homosexunls aind other
queer fish in New Orleans. Thanks
t© Mr, Lane’s own efforis. we can
reject with added confidence the pos-
sibility of any such lurge-scale con-
apiracy as his criticisms presuppuse.

A policy of “covering uwp™
would have required the <om-
pliciy of the seven Commis-
sioners and the uscquiescence of

some, if not all, of their investignl-
ing stulf. Could the Chiefl Justice
have obiained such agreement ? And,
when it comes to the actou| fabrica-
tion of documents alleged by Mr.
Epsicin, one must gu further and usk
—ior he would have been a brave
man o suggest such a step to his
calleagues unless he was sure of their
unanimous support—could he have
counted in advance upon oblaining
it? No reader of Mr. Ford's Par-
trait of the Asesiin—u plain, vivid,
day-to-day account by u member of
the Commission. telling how they
went about their business—can hesi-
tate 3 moment about the answer o
these Questions.
. . .

The same inability 1o form a pic-
ture of how things happen in reul

Oswald :
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life vitiates at several poiots the
theories of conspiracy.

First. the selection of suitable as-
samsine. Mr. Lane misses the point
when he suvs—to quote wverbatim—
" | personally don'l know who a con-
spiracy would pick as its assassin.
Perhups the conspirators, if they
caist. woulg have preferrad a college
pmft“u' or 4 Rhbodes Scholar, But

do  know that Ruby killed
Om.ald quite effectively .  The
point  thot Mer. Lane so lightly
and so wornfully dismisses 5 »
real and an important ome: H W
hard to conceive a pair less likely 1o
be accepted —till less; 1o be chosen—
as tools by men itting down to plua
3 conspiracy that had to gu].lke :isv;k
waork. than the moody and impulsive
Ruby and the neurvtic and un!luhlt
Oswald. v

Then. the actusl assassination. I7 it
is hurd to believe that Dswald hit his
turge! in two out of three quick shots,
it is harder still 1o suppase that two
men. mure then 100 yards apart and
unable to see or communicate with
each othee—for a tree obscured the
grassy kioll from the Depository
window—could have synchropized
their fire so perfectly ; and it is bard-
et of all Lo imagine that conspiratars
would huve a'lowed the success of
their plan to depend on such u feat of
sachronienlion,

Again. il is hard enough 1o see
how a man could bave ficeed re-
peatedly from the grassy knoll and
got clean awny ull view

public: but it is red sibl
sTppose thut nyone AN
assgssinalion would bave bim

there for the purpose, in total ignor-
mce of how many lookers-on, when

Jrnc:nmn passed, would be
stunding near by, or pechaps actaally
accupying the place selected as his
liring-point.

So with (ke murder oEWOsw:ld Tt
s suggested Lhal  Ruby, aving
syranged with the police 10 shoot the

risoner (before millions of viewers
in their busement, joined & gueus
five minutss befure the shooting to
send a4 cuble in 4 Western Union
office more than 100 yards away; the
cable was handed in at 1017 and
the shooting took place at 1121,
Ruby reuching the basement with 30
seconds (by his own account) or (at
most) thies minutes to spare. Such s
course of action—whether be know,
or {as seems nmachy more likely) did
not know. the exuct time when his
target would present jtself—seems
quite inconsistent with & Concerted
plan,

Finally. the crucial Bullet 399,
True. on the ~single bullet™ theory
of the Commiission there was a strong
aciuarfal probability that it would
not have remained as nearly  pris-
tine ™ as In fuct it did, if it encoun-
terad strong and solid bone in its

| passuge through rwo bodies, But
how moch stronger an obstacle to
belief is provided by the practical
improbability lhll l mnxmm::
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readers who accept it, has ever fired
 rifle in his life.
This Iuck of realistic thinking per-

vades ulike the d logisis' and the
professors’ ries ol Conspiracy.
They suppose that a co X organi-
zation can improvise implement

plans as easily as an individual—as
when * the Dallas police * suddenly
* decides " to bump off Tippit in his
car und does o at 3 moment’s potice,
Their * passibilities ™ are paper possi-
bilities. absiruct und unreal, not cred-
ible in the context of actua| events;
the nctars in their drama are puppe
precluded from doing things that will
not fit the predetermined hypothe-
sis. becuuse no perfectly reasonable
mun would have done them, yet
allowed to do absurdly mpmhnble
things (because such thin S
tically possible)

hypothesis requites it

So with the witnesses: the critics
{reat them as si " honest " or
“dishonest ', as if evidence thal
could not be swallowed whole must
(or may, as suits thecmu} be rejected
entire: they forgel that in real [ife
wiliiesses are buman beings, who
may be—like Marina—tempernmen-
tal. forgestul, less than eand:d. Hable
to contradict themselves, and et
bear honest and valuable testimony
ta the truth.

Faced with such 2 volume of con-
troversial matter, how—it may be
asked—ix one o reach a conclu-
sion 7 Read as much as you like of
the critics, 1 would say, and dip as
desp as you can into the twenly-six
;a!:lurrmmnf mda}u then m to

T. el hnur y-hour

‘Eﬁr ; vivid Par-
wrait, o own * Historic
Diary ™, to l.hn Report itself. Glance,
too, &t M ard's account
of her interviewy 's

mother (who can * absolutely prove "
her son’s innocence, yet beliaves that
he shot the President on the instruc-
tions of H:;eCI.A.—l -

-kill-

w course of science fiction or a
ﬂudg of microscopic slides, to the
actual, everyday world ; things appear
in 2 recognizable context and in their
true proportions; Oswald, Marina,
Ruby, and the rest become real people
—unsatisfactory witnesses it may be ;
unreasonable, even half-crazy mdl
viduals, but llvml human bemglz
There is room in that actual wor
for unuccountable factors and i impro-
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a reusonable doubl ™ "Oswntd and

Ruby did it all by

4 1967

By the autumn of 1966 the public,

‘we must accept that even Moun t.he
Warren Report says it's true.”
. .

.
How s it then that people have
fﬁkﬂ for the dnmunalo;ssu. and
‘allen so complerel story
mvﬁ. wsnd has prwud twice over,
the truth of the old adage—Populus
vult decipi: the public is very ready
o be deceived.

Al the outset. the ordinary man in
the Uniwd States was_enger to
given an “imnocenl ", Le., non-con-
spiratorial, explanation of the trag-
edy. Very naturally he wanted to be
told that the American people were
“not  guilty of their President's
death”, So he gladly sccepted the
reassuring verdict offered by the
Warren  Comgnission and  wus
ready to ftake on trust the
conctusions cmmnud in_ita Report.
S0, for w tlime, the Commission
enjoyed the benefil of & climate of
public opinion determined nol by
reason but by an emotional need,

Theaa mmo- set in: rebuked for
eredulity, r: hapn to be
ashamed of their previous wishiul
thinking, and the tide of opinion, sull
impelled by a force thut owed less to
reason than to emation, turned and
began o work in favour of the critics.

Since the nbove was written, [ have
received from America copies of two
:;:l]a j"‘“ﬂ_"_ﬁ“' m; the po.;:;’;f
licatiof ra, Sylvia Mea,

Accessories After the Facr and Profes.
sar Josinh Thompson’s Six Seconds in
Dallas. Thavenot had time to study
cither, hul I have read enough of
euch to be satisfied that further read-
ing would mot lead me to alter sub-
stantially anything that 1 have said.

As [ have tried to show, critics of
the Repurtmuf two kinds: * demo-
nalogists ", who are ready to sling at
the authorities any stone and any
mud that presents itsell, and serious
inguirers, who concentrite on & hard
core of relevant evidence, Mm.
Meugher belongs to the first of these

+~ two tlusses, Professor Thompson to

the second.

1 had hoped for an suthoritutive
judgment from Mrs, Meagher, who
has an unrivalled knowledye of the
Report and Evidence, to which she
has compiled an Index ; but the parii

pris and political prejudice  that
permeale  her book drive ler
that make her

o extremes

bable  even

repair g in the ; the laun-
dry-mark on Chﬂld‘s Ja:lm the
strange  entry in  the Mexicun
bus  manifest: the  dubious
apparition of Ruby at the Park-
kind Hospitul—but  such inci-
dental mysteries do not shoke one’s
uitimate conviction, on a review of
the evid u & whole, that the

waould huve s
hospital four miles n‘ay. in gaining
sccess, through its maze of wards
and passages. to the right pluo in
|dmt|f\mg the siretcher, and “ plant-
ing" the buller in it unobserved.
And, above all, how iy i1 possible. if
one gives due weight Lo all those diffi-
culties, 1o conceive of anyone's de-
vising 3 plot in which the bringing
off of s0 ||nprniubl¢ an exploit was
a vitul factor ?

[The imprabability can (as alwiys) be
diminished by recruiting another con-
wlr.uur-—dun {itne. someone on the hos-
pital staif.  Bul the more one thinks
about the planted bullat theory the les

credible it brzomes, W?\nl. was the pur-
pose of plunung 17 To incrimimate
swuld ? 11 seems a very roundabout

way of adding 10 ihe evidence against
him, which was in any case, surely,
strong enough without it. The

wems -L::gptm;‘lim chancy anhle::ug
10 have nm an i
any plutt, and far 00 elaborate & busi-
pess o have been incorporated as an
Inessentiul factor.]

Much of the physical evidence
adduced by the critics belongs to the
| sume unreal, mclndnmui: world—a
' re un object moving slowly
awny :;oul}\ the mkﬁﬁnmﬁ(mm
s fiel vision)

|I e under 100 vards ; and Whete
ln:g: o 4 rifiein the open

gwes rise to & smell of ** gun-powder
pervading a wide area, and creates
fllkru hlund:rbum: by puﬂ'l of smoke
rising " six to eighy leet ™ Into the air.
One wonders whether any of the cri-
tics who solemnly put forward such
evidence in fuvour of a marksman on
the * grassy knoll ; or any of ‘the

i correct in their
reading of rhe facts and just in their
mssessment of the principal charuc.
ters, Neither Oswald nor Ruby was
n cold-blooded schemer, s cog in
some complex machine, a tool of the
C.LA, or of the Dallas police force :
cach ucted on his own, and the
actions of ench were entirely in
kcepm[ with his nature.

Oswald, the frustrated husband. the
Q%m the rootless
mishii, nurls&d"; vindictive grudge

against success. againsi  Society.
aguinst the United States—all personi-
fied for him in the President. The cri-
tics, looking for a copy-book assassin,
ask why he should have denied his
guile why he did nur. rather, glo

the deed 7 But Oswald was no 3.,—-
modius : he ran_pwayy fike the (itlle
TaL he wuST and Sic semper {yrunnis
would have sat il) upan the lips of one
who had just killed a * poor dumb
e

g.: for Ruby: " You all know me,
I'm Jack Ruby ! *; he was as familiar
in the police-station as the stubie
cat—the last man the police would
have refied on 1o do their dirty work
for them, but just the man to :h

inta their basement un

the postmuan in the Father Brmm
story: and just the man., when he
got there, to fire, on impulse, a half-
premedituted shol,

I would conclude then, that even
if one agrees with Mr. Dwight Mac-
dopald in his strictures on the
Repori—its shoricomings, he says,
are serious and sometimes inexcus-
able—one must also agree with him
that it “proves its big point beyond

ive, She con-
fesses  that her instantaneous re-
action to the news on November 22
wis [0 assume that a Communist
wauld be ¥ framed " as the sssassin;
rezders who do not detect & Righi-
Wing plot behind the assassina-
tlon must be, in her phruse,
“indentured to the Establish-
ment”; and she thinks it refevant
o refer in the course of her
“ American  Nazi
the napalmed children
of Vietnam “. Not surprisingly, she
Is inclined l.n agree wuh Mrs,
Marguerite  Oswald’s  *constant
theory that her son had gone lo the
Soviet Union on clandestine assign-
menl by his own government ™

no reference In lhu context

be tnother kind

{she ™

in its ch d mood, was ready for
a conspiracy theory. the more sens-
ational the better, And here those
who attacked the Report enjoyed an
advantage over its defenders: they
had & more exciting story (o tell. The
man in the strect, moreover, likes to
hear that something sinister has been
going on, particularly in high places,
and the innuendoes of the dempoolo-
gists certninly satisfied that require-
ment, Those inmfamdn;smmd i
of appesl: Y
allowed full sope for the
exploitation of political prejudice ;
no  targets  could be more
welcome, both Lo the rank and file of
the Left and to its intellectual leaders,
than the Texan il plutocracy, the
Rudieal Right, the F.BL, and the
CIA. [If the White House and jts
present occupant could be somehow
implicated, so much the better.

So the apti-Exablishmentarians,
sincerely convinced of the justice of
their case, sel about their work. Their
task was all too eusy, for ulupubﬂc
has  almost  lost,  under
impact of * the mediu ”, the
of judging in a complex case between
iwo conflicting bodies of evidence—
and in this case what proportion of

Postscript
the other books that | h:n\;eduh with,

with & greater wealth of references he bases

m the twenty- x °:;:h:.umncni
has unea one new

in the shape of

nidn:sed o oﬂnu at the l'mt Res-

mntz in Dallas—another inexplicable

clue that leads to nowhere,

Mrs. Meagher's gift for innuendo
und her cavilier treatment of the evi-
dence rival Mr. Lane's (on page
151, I notice. Nurse Hencholiffe says
that the neck wound * looked like
an entrance bullet hole to her | by
page 156 this has become Nnru

hl::u who believe in a CDMPII‘IE;'
a.ll.omplcd such a judgm
i _them hay the

H

one wei -
ments againal those of ity nlw:lwn T
Here ugain time has brought in jts
revenges: the critics who two years
ago justly rebuked the public for
accepting (he Report without baving
looked ut its contents are sow profit-
ing from the very same failure on the

public’s purt: th uote_and
alse  misquote ad [ikittm f“"‘!ﬁ?' %

The lust word—if indeed the last
word is ever to be spoken—must
await the outcome of the irinl at New
Orleans. But no light shed by that,
trial upon the trugedy cun =xcuse its
aftermath, or ciface from the
record 3 stin  decper than the
crime itself: that left by the'
sppetite thut could swallow snum'ii-'
ties like MacBird ! (for wbmh Mr.!
Robert l.owail cluims “a kmdl
of genius“). by the gullibilityy
of the American public, and
by the recklessness with which that
the guilibility has been  exploited,
under a law that allows aimost un-
limitad calumay of public officials. at
whatevar cos{ Lo the reputalivn of the
innocent.

seem much (0o uncertuin & founda-
tion for the precise calculations that
on them. | therefore ques-
tion his sclentifically deduced con-
clusions about the trajectories of the
bullets and the origin of the shots.

Ay for the testimony of the by-
standers, Professor Thompson sens
out statistical apalyses of the evid-
ence of neurly 200 of them, and
appeuls to the consensus of 3}
(as against 15 in favour of the
Depository) as proving thal one at
loast of the shots came from the
kooll. (He does ret mention
Bowers's evid about the echo.

Henchelife—who had
firmly that the wound was an sntrance
wound "), In nmpem.lon of the
Commission she is a match for Mr.
Joesten ;
she suggests wholesale murder of the
wilnesses [~ Viewed -uhjamvely
witnesses appeur to be dying like
flies ™} is as deplorible &y anything
1 huve come across in ull the books
relating to the conlroversy.

. s s
Six Secondy in Dallas s a very

differant kettle of fish. Tts author
is a Professor of Philosophy who

. hax taken 2 vear off from his sca-

demic studies to work on the prob-
lems of the assassination. He has
gone m far greater detail thun any
previous student into  two

zreas of the inquiry: the origin and
nature of the shots and the evidence
aof the bystanders, [ cun only deal
very summarily with his conclusions.
Busing himself on scientific uvldsnce
{set forth with a wealth of

Why not ?) For reasons given in my
article, I think that small weight can
be attached to ear-witness evidence;

against his own scientifically based
conclusion that 3 shol must have been
fired from the Records Building, for
if anything stands out from his analy-
#ls it is thai not one of the 150 wit-
nesses is recorded as thinking that
any shot came from that source.
Professor Thompson gives the ful-
lest secount 1hive seen of the finding
of BuMe: 399 and suggests an in-
genious allernative to the theory that
it was * plunted " scceptance of his
theory. however, seems consistent
with the bullet’s huving come orl.gﬂ
wlly from the Govemor's stretc!
a conclusion he wishes to refute.
In deuling with the autopsy X-rays
and photographs. is dnrly

by Mr. Manchesier
disclosure ; and hla'hmh cmlcism

tical equations in a technical appen-
dix prepured by an expert) he bel

that the President was hit by four
shots, two from the Book Deposi-
tory, one from the knoll, and one
from the roof of the Rezords Build-
ing on Houston Street, on the East

nndsh: infheruu-n accuses the Com-

us misrepre- rhu

sentation ™. I cannot. on un admit-
tedly hasty mdin%;lmur unything
important in her book that is not in

of Dealey Pluza
1 find the snlarged photographs
which are % to reveal
ins _in wind behind
fences quite

of the Ci i s approach (o
the one-bullet theory would have
had to be modified if he had read
Professor Goodhart's  revelations
about Inguesr.

Professor Thompson advances no
wide or wild conspiracy hypothesis:
he does not seek to invalve the F.B.L
or C.LA.: Ruby's nume is mentioned
oaly once in his book, Garrison's not
at all. “ Did Oswald shoot the Presi-
dnm ?" s one of the Unanswered

i incing: and the
pbm:njra.plu from :‘hinh Pro!euor‘
ded 1 o

with which his book con-
and among the Answered
ions are two in which he cor-

President and the Governaor,
when hil. and his lions about
the effect of the llma bullet on
the movements of a human body,

rects extravagances of Mr, Lane. one
being a reference to Miss Mercer's
evidence, of which T have gratefully
availed myself in the text above.
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