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Who Killed President Kennedy? 

to keep the champions of the H-bomb 
from leaving the world a shambles. If we 
manage to solve that one, we will still 
have an abundance of others to plague 
us. If we don't solve it, none of the other 
problems will matter. 

If we are not to go over the brink, a 
new party must come to power in Amer-
ica, but in the meantime it is highly de-
sirable that a large number of indepen-
dent votes be cast as a declaration of 
"no confidence" in the established order 
of things and, if possible, a few indepen-
dent voices be placed in Congress to lend 
moral support to the handful of maverick 
Democrats already there. 

R. RIDDLE 
Denver, Colorado 

by HARRISON E. SALISBURY 
Peace Plea 

Dear Sirs: 
Interested readers are invited to help 

the peace movement in Australia and New 
Zealand by sending books, journals, news 
clippings, and documents on the war in 
Vietnam and other trouble spots. Informa-
tion received will be used in articles, re-
printed, or distributed to concerned indi-
viduals and groups. 

Free mailings of important articles are 
made to all Australian and New Zealand 
Members of Parliament to promote peace 
in Vietnam and a more realistic foreign 
policy toward newly emerging Asian states. 
If elected to office during the November 
1966 elections, the Labor parties of Aus-
tralia and New Zealand may withdraw 
troops. This would be a significant de-
escalatory step toward peace. 

In return for materials sent, correspon-
dents will receive selected Foundation 
peace papers by return mail. 

L. F. J. Ross, Chairman 
Bertrand Russell Peace Foundation 
of Australia and New Zealand 
Box 18527, Christchurch 7, 
New Zealand 

Progressive's Courage 
Dear Sirs: 

I regard The Progressive as the truest 
exponent of an indigenously American 
contribution to political thinking. More-
over, your courage in voicing opinions 
which are highly unpopular in a country 
prone to hysterical witch-hunting (a ten-
dency which is not restricted to the Unit-
ed States) deserves the heartiest applause 
and support. 

ENRIQUE VERA VILLALOBOS 
Buenos Aires, 
Argentina  

ppi, DAYS after President Kennedy 
was assassinated, November 22, 

1963, I made a few notations in an oc-
casional diary I keep. From the moment 
of the assassination until the evening of 
November 27, I had been so occupied in 
directing the news coverage for The 
New York Times that I had not had a 
moment for reflective thought. I want 
to quote two paragraphs from what I 
jotted down because they have a close 
bearing on what I shall have to say in 
this review: 

"I am sure that the echo of this 
killing will resound down the corridors 
of our history for years and years and 
years. It is so strange, so bizarre, so 
incredible, so susceptible to legend 
making . . . It matches Lincoln's 
assassination and may well have equal 
public effects. 

"I arts convinced that Oswald was a 
psychopath and Ruby a cheap gangster 
and that these were individual acts. 
But it is no trick to create a hypothe-
sis of something just the opposite. We 
are running down every single item of 
Oswald's background that can be 
found. And, strange story though it is, 

INQUEST, by Edward Jay Epstein. 
The Viking Press. 224 pp. $5. 

RUSH TO JUDGMENT, by Mark Lane. 
Holt, Rinehart & Winston. 478 pp. 
$5.95. 

THE OSWALD AFFAIR, by Leo Sauv-
ge. World. 418 pp. $6.95. 
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there is not one fact thus far which 
essentially changes the public story—or 
makes it any more understandable." 

Ten months later, September 27, 
1964, the Warren Commission issued its 
report on President Kennedy's assassi-
nation. Writing that day in an introduc-
tion of a paperback edition of the 
Commission report I said: 

"It seems naive to suppose that the 
Warren report—comprehensive, care-
ful, compendious, and competent as it 
is—will provide the final word on Mr. 
Kennedy's death. The facts of Abraham 
Lincoln's murder are well known. Yet 
today, one hundred years after his 
death, the legends of its occurrence are 
still flowering. 

"The legend of President Kennedy's 
death began with the crack of the 
sniper's rifle that took his life. It was 
bOrn at about 12:30 p.m. on Novem-
ber 22, 1963, when the lethal bullet 
whined toward his body. 

"It has grown steadily since that mo-
ment. As an editor of The New York 
Times remarked when he read the 
bulletin announcing the President's 
death at I :35 p.m. that day : 'The year 
2000 will see men still arguing and 
writing about the President's death.' " 

A little more than two years have 
passed since the Warren Commission 
delivered its report and those words 
were written. It is nearly three years 
since the President's tragic death. The 
legend, the enigma, the Euripedean 
tragedy of that event have not receded. 
As was predicted, all have grown and 
flowered. The Warren Commission 
report, far from quenching the flames 
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of rumor, has become a principal 
source—the principal source—of the 
ever-broadening tide of hypothesis, spec-
ulation, guess, and challenge of the 
verdict that Lee Harvey Oswald, acting 
alone, shot and killed the President. 

I began this review by citing my 
own conviction immediately after the 
assassination that Oswald was the killer 
—a lone killer. My belief in this expla-
nation was strengthened—not weakened 
—by the Warren report. I still hold to 
that belief. 

But the interesting, shrewd (and 
sometimes unfair) analysis by Ed-
ward Jay Epstein, in Inquest, of the 
methods, procedures, and internal 
"checks and balances" within the 
Warren Commission convinces me that 
there are questions—some of them of 
major importance—which must be an-
swered. And the exhaustive, stimulating 
(and sometimes prejudiced) reinvestiga-
tion by Mark Lane in Rush to judg-
ment establishes half a dozen areas 
which must be reexamined. 

I cannot say that the work of Leo 
Sauvage, in The Oswald Affair, on 
what he calls the "contradictions and 
omissions" of the Warren report is as 
impressive as the other two bodies of 
research and analysis. A good many of 
the "contradictions" which still concern 
Sauvage are in reality the byproduct of 
the publicity-seeking and panic-inspired 
statements of Dallas officials during the 
incredible first forty-eight hours after 
the tragedy. 

Not so the works of Epstein and 
Lane. These are serious, thoughtful ex-
aminations. They ask many questions. 
I think some of the questions are un-
fair, some biased, some are "lawyer's 
questions"—seeming to imply more than 
the humdrum non-logicality of life will 
support. But not all of them. Many are 
pertinent. 

I do not really believe that if we 
got all the answers to all the questions 
we would have a verdict other than the 
one the Warren Commission presented. 
But I would still like the answers and 
I think the American public and the 
world public are entitled to them. 

Before going into the specifics I may 
as well also record my absolute convic-
tion that no amount of investigation; 
no inquiry, re-examination, reassess- 

ment of evidence is going to erase 
from the minds of people in the 
United States and especially from the 
minds of those abroad the indelible 
impression that President Kennedy was 
the victim of an assassination plot 
much more complex than U.S. authori-
ties ever will admit and with ramifica-
tions which lead in curious directions. 
That impression has been tattooed on 
the world mind. It is going to remain. 
Nevertheless, there are questions beg-
ging for answers. 

The first area of questions centers 
on the Warren Commission, its meth-
ods, its omissions, its commissions. This 
is the area in which Epstein has 
worked. He analyzes a whole series of 
Commission actions and demonstrates 
clearly that both in investigation and 
reasoning the Commission was careless, 
inadequate, ambiguous, and even occa-
sionally misleading. 

No one can read Epstein (or the cri-
tique of Epstein by Fletcher Kriebel 
published in Look) without knowing 
that the issue of whether or not Oswald 
was a paid informer of the FBI should 
be painstakingly re-examined. This re-
examination might well prove inconclu-
sive. There is good reason to believe 
that for sound police reasons the FBI 
does not maintain any written record 
of some categories of informers. And 
even if Oswald were an informer it 
would have no necessary bearing on the 
assassination or his role in it. But the 
point should be settled. 

Epstein makes much of the differ-
ences in various medical and autopsy re-
ports about the Kennedy wounds, the 
bullets, and the Commission thesis that 
a single bullet wounded both the Presi-
dent and Texas Governor John Con-
nally. He suggests that an FBI report 
was either suppressed or ignored because 
it did not agree with a Commission 
hypothesis. 

The question of the number of 
bullets fired and the sequence of 
wounds is central to almost every chal-
lenge to the theory of Oswald as the 
single assassin. The question might not 
be fully resolved by a re-examination 
of all the doctors, the medical attend-
ants, and the various Secret Service 
and FBI personnel who were present 
before, during, and after the autopsies. 
But all the questions as to the purport-
ed "discrepancies" should be susceptible 
to resolution. Epstein is very convincing  

in his demonstration that the Com-
mission by selectivity in citing evidence 
weakened rather than strengthened 
credibility. 

Epstein's most devastating criticisms 
are directed toward the writing of the 
Commission's report; the choosing of 
adjectives, the emphasis, the inclusions, 
and exclusions, the rows, the wrangling. 
He documents the obvious fact that 
the busy prominent citizens who consti-
tuted the Commission often were un-
able to attend its sessions and that, in 
consequence, the main burdens devolved 
upon the staff. 

Nothing can now be done about slip-
shod logic or efforts to orient the re-
port toward supposed public needs. 
That is past. But the revelations can-
not fail to erode public confidence in 
the Commission's conclusions. This is 
not to say that a Commission with a 
more formal approach to investigation 
and evidence would have arrived at 
different findings. I happen to think 
it would not have. But the procedural 
flaws open the way to legitimate crit-
icism, attack, and eventual loss of 
credence. 

The thrust of Mark Lane's book is 
in a somewhat different direction. Lane 
entered the case as a kind of self-
appointed gadfly. In the early months 
after the assassination he was striking 
out in almost every direction, firing off 
charges, allegations, and denunciations 
more rapidly than they could be 
recorded. 

However, he was also engaged in 
something which, in the end, has 
proved most useful. He was carrying 
on single-handedly his own investiga-
tion, not only of the assassination but 
of the Warren inquiry into the assassin-
ation. He is still at it, still asking ques-
tions, still seeking answers. They may 
not always be the right questions. He 
may not always get the right answers. 
But we owe him a debt of gratitude 
for his persistence, for his everlasting 
determination to run down every single 
seeming discrepancy he can find. And, 
because he has a lively mind and inex-
haustible energy, he has found plenty 
of them. Far too many to mention all. 

For example, no one has examined 
the slaying of Officer J. D. Tippit 
more painstakingly than Lane. And 
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with profit. The unanswered questions 
about how and why Tippit was killed 
are legion. 

Lane demonstrates that there are 
several versions of how the officer was 
killed. None is convincing and most 
are contradictory. To take one puz-
zling circumstance. Two transcripts 
exist of the Dallas police radio tape, 
one submitted by the Dallas police, a 
second transcribed and edited by the 
FBI. The Dallas police tape shows 
that Officer 78 (Tippit's call number) 
twice tried to reach his dispatcher 
apparently just before being shot. The 
FBI transcript attributes the calls to 
No. 58 and No. 488 and reports both as 
being "garbled." 

A minor point? Perhaps. Yet the po-
lice tape would seem to have recorded 
Tippit's voice a moment before he 
died. There has never been any clear 
indication of why or how Tippit became 
involved with Oswald—if, indeed, he 
did. 

And that puzzle leads directly to an-
other which Lane presses with great 
force: What was the origin of the po-
lice broadcast of a description of the 
assassin: "The wanted person in this 
is a slender white male about thirty, 
five feet ten, one-sixty-five, carrying 
what looked to be a 30-30 or some type 
of Winchester." This was broadcast at 
12:45 p.m. 

The Commission was never able to 
establish the origin of the description. 
Did Tippit recognize Oswald from the 
description? As Lane and others have 
noted, the description probably fitted 
many thousands of young men on the 
Dallas streets that day. 

A careful re-examination of the 
Tippit killing might still leave the 
police officer's death a mystery. It is 
not necessary to prove that Oswald 
killed Tippit to be convinced that he 
killed the President. But an understand-
ing of the Tippit killing would elimi-
nate one of the major ancillary mys-
teries which cluster around the Pres-
ident's death. 

Lane has made a careful inquiry into 
what might be called the "grassy knoll" 
hypothesis. Many persons who stood 
outside the Texas Book Depository 
and witnessed the shooting thought 
that the shots came from a grassy  

knoll or from behind a wooden fence 
just beyond it about 200 feet south-
west of the Depository building and 
adjacent to the underpass. In the very 
first moments a police officer charged 
his motorcycle up the knoll and scram-
bled over the fence, presumably in 
search of the assassin. 

All theories which suggest there was 
more than one assassin point to this 
area as the locale of a second rifleman. 
This possibility was examined by the 
Warren Commission and rejected. 
Possibly a re-questioning of all the wit-
nesses who stood in this region would 
merely add to the confusion; possibly 
a reconstruction of the trajectory of a 
bullet fired from here would neither 
prove nor disprove the possibility of a 
shot from the knoll, from behind the 
fence, or from the overpass. But the 
questions raised by Lane deserve an 
answer—a more complete answer than 
is provided by the Commission's report. 

Lane is not convinced by the Com-
mission's investigation of the Mann-
licher-Carcano rifle, either concerning 
its necessarily having been fired by 
Oswald, or that it was the assassination 
weapon. Or the only weapon used. He 
asks an interesting question: One live 
round was found in the rifle; three 
spent cartridge cases lay on the Depos-
itory floor. No other cartridges for the 
weapon were ever found. Did Oswald 
own but four bullets? Did he have only 
four in the Depository? If not, where 
were the other bullets? (Lane does not 
but could raise the same question about 
the ammunition for the revolver seized 
from Oswald when he was arrested.) 

This is not to say that all of Lane's 
points are necessarily valid. He seeks 

L
o demonstrate that the package carried 
y Oswald to the Depository was too 

short to have fitted the rifle. He cites 
Oswald's statement that he was carrying 
curtain rods. He does not add that no 
curtain rods were found in the Deposi-
tory building to bear out Oswald's 
explanation. Lane's section on Jack 
Ruby notably lacks the careful detail 
and rechecking to be found in his ma-
terial on Oswald. 

But this does not invalidate my cen-
tral thesis: Enough questions have been 
raised, fairly and squarely, about the 
assassination, and about the Com-
mission's findings, to warrant a 
reexamination. 

Allen Dulles, the former CIA head  

and a member of the Commission, has 
very reasonably said: "If they've found 
another assassin, let them name names 
and produce their evidence." 

Neither Lane nor Epstein has found 
another assassin. Lane has demon-
strated, however, that there could have 
been another assassin. Professor Rich-
ard H. Popkin of the University of 
California at San Diego, basing his the-
sis largely on Epstein's work, has filled 
the gap by suggesting that there were 
"two Oswalds," that is, another man 
looking very much like Oswald was in-
volved in the killing. Lane suggests the 
same possibility, even hinting that 
Oswald could have been a patsy or fall 
guy for the real killer or killers. Per-
haps. I doubt this very much. It 
sounds too much like Uncle Tom's 
Cabin with two Simon Legrees. But 
nothing in the work of the Warren 
Commission has foreclosed the possibil-
ity of such a fantastic conspiracy. 
There could have been two Oswalds. 
Or three. Or seven. 

I do not believe such a theory for a 
minute. But I would like to see the 
most painstaking inquiry into each of 
the principal areas of doubt. The na-
tion no longer lives in the trauma 
which persisted for months after the 
President's death. The Warren Com-
mission had good reason to concern it-
self for the national image, to worry 
about national morale, to take upon it-
self the task of damping down rumors. 
But today and tomorrow the sole cri-
teria of an inquiry should be the truth 
—every element of it that can be ob-
tained—and a frank facing of unre-
solved and unresolvable dilemmas. 

Demands for a new official inquiry 
are beginning to be put forward se-
riously. Representative Theodore R. 
Kupferman of New York has proposed 
a joint Senate-House Committee to in-
vestigate the Warren Commission's 
work. This is a sound idea and should 
engage our national attention. A rein-
vestigation, in my opinion, would not 
produce a single piece of important 
additional evidence. Yet, even should 
that be true this would be as valuable 
a contribution as might be made toward 
cleaning the slate of rumor, slander, 
gossip, and old wives' tales. 

There is precedent for it. The Pearl 
Harbor investigations quickly come to 
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mind. And even if there were no 
precedent it would be a wholesome 
air-clearing process. 

I will add one warning. Even after 
another inquiry few of us will feel 
that the final word has been spoken. 
For in each of us there still burns some 
sense of guilt, some sense of responsi-
bility—personal responsibility and per-
sonal guilt—for the President's death. 

That it happened is a stain not alone 
on the nation, but upon each of our 

private consciences. 
Most of us feel that in some way 

and in some measure by some deed 
committed, some duty ignored, we con-
tributed to the tragedy of John F. 
Kennedy's death. And it is that knowl-
edge which does not let us rest, which 

sends us questing on and on for an ex-
planation and an answer which will 
never be forthcoming. 

Trade and Politics 
AMERICA IN THE MARKET PLACE, by 

Senator Paul Douglas. Holt, Rinehart 
and Winston. 381 pp. $7.95. 

Reviewed by 

John S. Gambs 

I-1  0R ALL who want to know more 

-IL about foreign trade and especially 
for those who seek to understand the 
foreign economic policy of the United 
States, America in the Market Place 

is an indispensable book. Senator Paul 
Douglas is uniquely equipped to do the 
job he has done so well. He was a 

major American economist before he 
entered politics. His many years in the 

Senate and his service on several com-
mittees related to problems of foreign 

trade have shown him economic and 
political realities that cannot be seen 

from the towers of Academe. In this 
book, Paul Douglas has skillfully mixed 
theory and fact to make an admirable 

volume—though a few doubts wilItaave 
to be registered presently. 

Douglas is a liberal in both the 
American and the English senses of the 

word. As an American liberal writing 
on foreign trade he advocates policies 
which would tend towards full employ-

ment and low prices for mass-consumed 
goods. He wonders, for example, wheth-

er the maintenance of artificially high 

prices for coffee through commodity 
agreements does much good to the 
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underlying populations of either Brazil 

or the United States. Do not high 
coffee prices here merely subsidize the 
already rich planters at the expense of 
those millions of American coffee 
drinkers whose incomes are low to 
modest? 

In common with most progressive 

economists, Douglas has few kind words 
to say about the old gold standard, 
which often achieved equilibrium in 
international trade at the expense of 

full employment. He expresses the 
same distaste that most American lib-
erals express for speculators—in this 
book, speculators in foreign exchange, 
of course; and he makes the speculating 
"gnomes of Zurich" seem pretty sinister. 

A liberal in the English sense, Doug-
las believes that free international trade 
is the goal to strive for. But he is by 
no means a simon-pure free trader. 

There are many derogations from the 
basic principle. We should not now 

trade freely with the Communist na-
tions. We should retaliate promptly 

by erecting trade barriers against nations 
that place obstacles in the way of our 
exports. He dislikes trusts, cartels, and 
the multiform consortiums of interna-
tional business, and feels that expansion 
of the area of free trade will lessen 
their power. 

To help remedy the unsatisfactory 

balances of payments, such as now 

trouble the United States and the 
United Kingdom, Douglas would urge 
supplementary international money to 

be managed by an international agency. 
This would reduce the world's depen-
dency on gold as an international 
currency and dissolve the fears of de-

valuation by the great nations. 
No reader can leave the book un-

impressed by the erudition and wisdom 
of its author. Though his language is 
relatively simple, Douglas reveals 
enough knowledge of trade theory to 
be able to give the pure theoreticians 

themselves a handicap. But two things 
bother this reviewer. The first is that 

Douglas seems to see the world's wel-
fare in terms of the welfare of the 
United States. Though he does concede 

a few American mistakes, his broad 
thesis appears to be that if only the 

free world would have sense enough 
to accept American foreign policy, 

economic and political, the nations 
would move towards greater prosperity 

and international peace. One almost 
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IT Murray B. Levin ushers you be-
hind-the•seenes of big-stakes 
political campaigning with his 
controversial new book 

KENNEDY 
CAMPAIGNING The System and the Style as 

Practiced by Senator Edward 
Kennedy 
Only a distinguished liberal scholar 
could have written it so sincerely and 
skillfully. 	(55.95) 

John Lofton takes you behind. 
the -f u nda mental issues with 
his masterfully comprehensive 
new study of journalistic report-
ing of sensational trials—from 
Aaron Burr to Dr. Samuel 
Sheppard: 

JUSTICE AND 
THE PRESS Only a veteran newsman with solid 

legal training could have explored the 
conflict between press freedom and 
due process of law so usefully. "lie 
has made a valuable contribution to 
those on both sides." — Harry S. 
Ashmore. 	($5.95) 

Joseph P. Ritz shows you how 
and why headlines were 
generated in the first full-scale 
reappraisal of the celebrated 
Newburgh welfare controversy: 

THE 
DESPISED 

POOR Newburgh's War on Welfare 

Only a reporter who was on the scene 
could illuminate what happened (and 
its effects) so provocatively. Joseph 
Ritz is the reporter who first brought 
Newburgh to national attention. ($4.95) 
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