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1. Our Concern. Frcm the day of President Kennedy's assassination ca, _, 37/
there has teen speculation about the responsibility for his murder. Althougn T
this was stermed for a time by the Warren Commission report (which appeared at
the end of Septermber 196L), various writers have now had time to scan the
Commission's published report and documents for new pretexts for questioning,
end there has been a new wave of books and articles criticizing the Cermission's
findings. In most cases the critics have speculated as to the existence of some
kind of conspiracy, and often they have implied that the Commission itself was
involved. Presumably as a result of the increasing ckallenge to the Warren '
Cormmission's Repcrt, a public opinion poll recently indicated that L6% of the
Amzrican public did not think that Oswald acted alone, while more than half of
those polled thought that the Cozmission had left some questions unresolved.
Doubtless polls abroad would shov similar, or possibly more adverse, results.

2. This trend of opinion is a matter of concern to the U.S. government,
including our organization. The members of the Warren Commission were naturally
chosen for their integrity, exverieace, and prominence. They represented btoth
majo* parties, and they and their staff were deliberately dran from all seciions

£ the country. Just because of the standing of the Ccrmissioners, efforts to-
impugn their» rectitude and wiscdoz tend to cast doubt on the whole leadership of
American society. Horeover, there seems to be an increasing tendency to nint
thet President Johnson himself, as th2 one person who might be said to have
benefited, was in some way responsible for the assassination. Innuendo of .
such seriousness affects not only the individual concerrzed, but also the whole
reputation of the American government. Our organization itself is directly
involved: a-ong other facts, we contributed information to the investigatica.
Conspiracy theories have frequently thrown suspicion on our organization, for
exazple by falsely alleging that Lee Harvey Oswald worked for us. Tae aim of
tnis dispatch is to provide material for countering znd discrediting the claixs
"of th2 ccaspiracy theorists, so as to inhibit the circulation of such clalzs ina.
other countries. Background information is supplied in a classified section znd
in a number of unclassified attachments. .
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3. Action. We do not recommend that discussion of the assassination gques-
tioh be initiated where it is not already taking place. Where discussion.is
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e. To discuss the publicit, zroblem with liaison and frier .y =lite contacts
(especially politicians and editors), pointing out that the Warren Commission
made as thorough an investigation as humanly possible, that the zh arges of the
ceritics are without serious foundation, and that furthsr specul.tive discussion
only plays into the hands of the opposition. Point out also th t garts of the
conspiracy telk appear to be deliberately generated by Communist propagandists.
Urge them to use their influence to discourage unfounded and irresponsible
pﬂculatlon

b. To employ propaganda assets to answer and refute the attacks of the

critics. Book reviews and feature articles are particularly appropriate for
this purpose. The unclassified attachments to this guidance should provide
useful background material for passage to ssete. Our play should point out,

as applicable, that the critics are (1) we "ded to theories adopted before the
evidence was in, (ii) politically 1nterest“d (iii) financially interested, (iv)
hasty and ineccurate in their research, or \v) infatuated with their own uheorlea.
In the course of discussions of the whcle phenomenon of criticism, a useful
strategy may be to single out Epstein's theory for attack, using the attached
Fletcher Knebel article and Spectator piece for background. (Although Hark
Lane's book is much less convincing than Epstein's and comes off badly where
contested by knowledgeable critics, it is also much more difficult to answer

as a whole, as one becomes lost in a morass of unrelated details.)

k. 1In private or media discussion not.directed at any pa*ticula* writer, or

n attacking publlcatlons which may be yet fortheoming, th° follcw1ng arguments
hould be useful: .

a. No significant new evidence has emerged which the Commission did not
consider. The assassination i1s sometimes compared (e.g., by Joachim Joesten
end Bertrand Russell) with the Dreyfus case; however, unlike that case, the
attacks on the Warren Cormmission have produced no new evidence, no new culprits

" have been convznc1ngly identified, and there is no agreement among the critics.

(A tetter parallel, though an imperfect one, might be with the Reichstag fire

‘of 1933, which some competent historians (Fritz Tobias, A.J.P. Taylor, D.C. Watt)
‘now believe was set by Van der Lubbe on his own ‘initiative, without acting for.

either Nazis or Communists; the Nazis tried to pin the blame on the Comrunists,
but the latter have been much more successful in convincing the world that the
Nazis were to blane )

b. Critics usually overvalue particular items and ignore others. They tend
to place more emphasis on the recolleéctions of individual eyewitnesses (which

.are less reliable and more divergent -- and hence offer more hand-holds for

"“eriticism) and less on ballistic, autopsy, and photcgraphic evideace. A close

examination of the Commission's records will usually show that the conflicting
eyewitness accounts are quoted out of context, or were discarded by the Commls—
sion for good and sufficient reason.

c. Conspiracy on the large scale often suggestea would be impossible to con-
ceal in the United States, esp. since informants could expect to receive large

_royalties, etc. Note that Robert Kennedy, Attorney General at the time and
"John F. Kennedy's brother, would be the last man to overlook or conceal any

conspiracy. And as one reviewer pointed out, Congressman Cerald R. Ford woul
hardly nave held his tongue for the sake of the Democratic administration, an
Senztor Russell would have had every politi:zal interest in exposing any misdeeds
on the part of Chief Justice Warren. A conspirator rcoreover would hardly choose
a location for a shooting where so much depended on conditions beycnd his con-
trol: the route, the speed of the cars, the moving target, the risk that the
assassin would be discovered. A group of wealthy Conspirators could have
arracged much more secure conditions. .

d. Critics have often been enticed by a form of intellectual pride: they.
light on some theory and fall in love with It; they also scoff at the Commis-
sion because it did not always answer every question with a flzt decision one
way or the other. Actually, the make-up of the Commission and its staff was
an excellent safeguard-egeinst over-comalitment tc any one theory, or against
the illicit ﬁﬁbnsformatlon of probaplllt1°s 1nto g* vainties,

-—

RN -
Y -5. S\,' S . .
~- vy * 4.?\3 S ey . e
e T s
= *
N . CLASZIFICATION PAGE NQ
sl . . )
Lpar e b -
ras B3e USE PR EVIOUS EDITION, M ) X : TWO
add CONTINUED

~— : . T .

- —— ——— .



Cay

 CLASSIFICATION S s STVIOL AND MUMYER

CONTINUATION OF

DISPATCH g & - BRI

BD 5847

e. Oswald would not have been any sensible person's choice for a co-
conspirator. He was a "loner," mixed-up, of questicnable reliability
and an unknown quantity to any professional intelligence service.

f. As to charges that the Cormissiocn's report was a rush job,
three months after the deadline originally set. But to the degree that
the Commissiontried to sreed up its *enorting, this was larg gely cdue to
the pressure of irresponsible speculat
coning from the same critics who,
putting out new criticisas.
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Such vague accusations as that "more than ten neonle

g.
ously” can always be explained in some rore natural way: e.g., the indi-
viduals concern2d have for th2 most part died of natural causes; the Com-

mission staff questioned 418 witnesses (the FBI interviewed far more

people, concducting 25,000 interviews and reinterviews), and in such a

large group, a certein number of deaths are to be expected. (When Penn
Jones, one of the originators of the "ten mysterious deaths" line, ap-
peared on television, it emerged that two of the deaths on his llSu vere
from heart attacks, one from cancer, ong was from a head-on collision on
a bridge, and one occurred when e driver drifted into a bridge abutment

5. Where possible, counter speculation by encouraging reference to the
Commission’s Report itself., Open-minded foreign readers should still be
impressed by the care, thoroughress,
mission worred. Reviewers of other bocks migrht be encouraged to add to their
eccount the idea that, checking back with the Report 1uself they found it fa
superior to the work of its critics.
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tion already appearing, in some cases
refusing to admit their errors, are now

have died rysteri-
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Background Survey of RBooks Cou-erﬂgng '
the Assassination of President Xennsdy

1. (Except vhere otherwise indicated, the factual data given in

paragraphs 1-9 is unclassified.) Some of the authors of recent books on v
the assassination of Prasident Xennedy (e.g., Joachim Joesten, Oswald:

Ascassin or Fall Guy; Mark Lane, Rush to Judment; Leo Sauvage, The Oswald %/l
Affair: An Exanination of the Contradictions znd Cmissions of the Warren v’

Revort) had oublicly ssserted that a consviracy existed before the VWarren
Commission finished its investigatiocn. Not surprisingly, they immediately
bestirred themselves to show that they were right and that the Commission
was wrong. Thanks to the mountaln of material published by the Commission,
some of it conflicting or mlslead1n5 when read out of context, they have
had little difficulty in uncovering items to substantiate thelr own theories.
They have e2lso in some cases obtained new and divergent testimony from wit-
pesses. And they have usually failed to discuss the refutations of their
early claims in the Cormission's Report, Appendix XII ("Speculations and
Rumors"). This Appendix is still a good place to leok for material counter-
ing the theorists. .

2. Some writers appeer to have been predisposed to cr1t1c1sm by anti- y/
American, far-left, or Communist sympathies.- The British "Who Killed
Kennedy Cormittee" ircludes some of the most persistent and vocal English
eritics of the United States, e¢.g., Michael Foot, Kingsley Martin, Kenneth

Tynan, and Bertrand Russell. Joachim Joesten has been publicly revealed
 as a onetime member of the German Communist Party (KPD); a Gestapo document
of 8 November 1937 among the German Foreign Ministry files microfilmed in
England and now returned to West German custody shows that his party took
was numbered 532315 and dated 12 May 1932. (The originals of these files
are now available at the West German Foreign Ministry in Bonnj; the copy in
the U.S. National Archives may be found under the reference T-120, Serial
4918, frames E256482-4. The British Public Reccrds Office should also have
a copy.) Joesten's American publisher, Carl Marzani, was once sentencad to
Jail by a federal jury for concealing his Communist Party (CPUSA) membership
in order to hold a government job. Available information indicetes that
Mark Lane was elected Vice Chairman of the New York Council to Abolish the
House Un—American Activities Cozmittee on 28 May 1963; he also attended the
Bth Congress of the International Association of Democratic Lawyers (an inter-
national Communist front organization) in Budapest from 31 March to 5 April
1964, where he expounded his (pre-Report) views on the Xennedy assassination
In Ris acknowledgmnnts in his book, Lane expresses special thanks to Ralph
Pchoenman of London "who parthlD,u-d in and supcvorted the work'; Schoenman
is of course the expatriate American who has been influencing the aged
Bertrand Russell in recent years. (See also paraz. 10 below on Communist
efforts to replay speculation on the assassination.)

3. Another factor has been the financial reward obtainable for sen-
sational books. Mark Lane's Rush to Judgmant, published on 13 August 1986,
had sold 85,000 copies by early liovember and the publishers had printed
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140, 000 copies by that date, in anticipation of sales to come. The

‘1 January 1957 law York Times Book Review revorted the book as at the

top of the General category of the best seller list, having been in top
position for seven weeks and on the list for 17 weeks. Lane has re-
portedly appeared on about 175 television and radio programs, and has

also given numerous public lectures, all of which serves ror advertisa-
ment. He has also put together a TV rilm, and is peddling it tc Eurcpean
telecasters; the BBC has purchased rights for a record $45,000. thile
neither Abraham Zapruder nor William Manchester should be classed with

the critics of the Commission we are discussing here, sums paid for the
Zapruder film of the assassination ($25,000) and for magazine rights to
Manchester's Death of a President ($665,000) indicate the monsy availsble
for material related to the assassination. Some newspapermen (e.g., Sylven v’
Fox, The Unanswered Ouestions About President Kennedy's Assassination: lLeo
Sauvage, The Oswald Affair) have published accounts caanlng in on their
Journalistic expertise. -

L. Aside from political and finencial motives, some people have ep-
parently published accounts simply because thev wsre burninzg to give tre o’
world their theory, e.g., Harold Weisberg, in his VWnitewash II, Penn Jones,
Jr., in Forgive ly Crief, and George C. Thomson in The Quest for Truth.
Weisberg's bookx was first published privately, though it is now finally
attaining the dignity of commercial publication. Jones' volume was pub-
lished by the small-town Taxas newspaper of which he is the editor, and
Thomson's booklet by his-own engineering firm. The impact of these books
will probably be relatively slight, since their writers will aopear to
readers to be hysterlcal or paranoid.

5. A common technique emong many of the writers is to raise as many’
guestions as vossibdle, while not bothering to work out all the consequences.,
Herbert Mitgang has written a parody of this approach (his questions aq Tually
refer to Lincoln's assassination) in "A New Inquiry is Needed," New York
Times Magzzine, 25 December 1966. Mark Lane in particular (who represents
himself as Oswald's lawyer) adopts the classic defense attorney s apoproach
of throwinz in unrelated details so as to create in the Jury's mind a sum
of "reasonable doubt." His tendency to wander off into minor details led
one observer to comment that whereas a good trial lawyer should have a sure
instinct for the jugular vein, Lane's instinct was. for the capillaries. His
tectics and also his nerve were typified on the occasion when, after getting
the Commission to pay his travel expenses back from England, he recounted to
that body a sensational (and incredible) story of a Ruby plot, whila ref fus-
ing to name his source. Chief Justice Warren told Lane, "We ha e every
reason to doubt the truthfulness of what you have heretofore told us" -- by
the standards of legal etiguette, a very stiff rebuke for an attorney.

6. It should be recognized, however, that another kind of criticism
has recently emerged, represented by Edward Jay Epstein's Inquest. Epstein Ef/
adopts a scholarly tone, and to the casual reader, he presents what appears

to be a more coherent, reascned case than the writers described above.

SETTT | ( Survey Cont )
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Bpstein has caused people like Richard Rovere and Lord Devlin, vpreviously
backers of the Commission's Report, to change their zinds. The New York
Times' daily book reviewer has said that Epstein's work is a "watershed
boox' which has made it respectable to doubt the Commission's findings.

- This respectability effect: has been enhanced by Life magazine's 25 Novem—
bYer 1966 issue, which contains an assertion that there is a "reasonable
doubt," as well as a republication of frames from the Zapruder Tilm (owned
by Life), and an interview with Goveinor Connally, who repeats his Dbelief
that he was not struck by the same bullet that struck President Kennedy.
(Connally does not, however, agrze that there should be another investiga—
tion.) Epstein himself has published a new article in the December 1966
issue of Esguire, in which he explains away objectiozns to his book. A
copy of an early critique of Epstein's views by Fletcher Knebel, published
in Look, 12 July 1966, and an unclassified, unofficial analysis (by
"Spectator") are attached to this dispatch, dealing with specific ques— .
tions raised by Epstein. :

T. Here it should be pointed out that Epstein'’s competence in research
has been greatly exaggerated. Some illustrations are given in the Fletcher
Knebel article. As a further specimen, Epstein’s book refers (pp. 93-5) to
a cropped-down picture of a heavy-set man taken in Mexico City, saying that
the Central Intelligence Agency gave it to the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion on 18 November 1963, and that the Bureau'in turn forwarded it to its
Dallas office. Actually, affidavits in the published VWarren material (vol.
XI, pp. 468-70) show that CIA turned the picture over to the FBI on 22 No-
vember 1963. (As a matter of interest, Mark Lane's Rush tc Judgrent claims
that the photo was furnished by CIA on the morning of 22 November; (begin
SECRET) the fact is that the FBI flew the photo directly from Mexico €ity,
to Dallas immediately after Oswald's arrest, before Oswald's picture had
been published, on the chance it might be Oswald. The reason the photo was
cropped was that the background revezled the place where it was taken.) An-
other example: where Epstein reports (p. 41) that a Secret Service inter-
view report was even withheld from the National Archives, this is untrue:
an Archives starff member told one of our officers that Epstein came there
and asked for the memorandum. Fe was told that it was there, but was classi-
fied. Indeed, the Archives then notified the Secret Service that there had
been a request for the document, and the Secret Service declassified it. But -
by that time, Epstein (whoée preface gives the impression of prolonged archi-
val research) had chosen to finish his searches in the Archives, which had
only lasted two days, and had left town. Yet Epstein charges that the Com-
mission was over-hasty in its work. (End SECRET)

8. Aside from such failures in research, Epstein and other intellectual
eritics show symptoms of some of the love of theorizing and lack of ccrm-on
sense and exverience displeyed by Richard H. Popkin, the author of The S=ccnd
Oswald. Because Oswald was reported to have been seen in different places at
the szme time, a phenomenon not surprising in a sensational case where thou-—
sands of real or alleged witnesses were interviewed, Popkin, a professor of
-philosophy, theorizes that there actually were two Oswalds. At this point,
theorizing becomes sort of logico-mathematical game, an .exercise in permutations
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and cozbinations; as Commission attorney Arlen Specter remarked, "Vhy not
make it three Oswalds? Why stop at two?" Nevertheless, aside from his
book, Popkin has bzen eble to publish a summary of his views in The HNew
York Review of Books, and there has been replay in the French Nouvel
Observateur, in Moscow's liew Times, and in Baku's Vrshka. Popkin makes

a sensational accusation indirectly, seying that "Western European
critics' see Kennedy's assassination as part of a subtle conspiracy at-
tributable to "perhaps even (in rumors I have heard) Kemnedy's successor."
One Barbara Garson has made the same point in another way by her parody
of Shakespeare's "Macbeth" entitled "MacBird," with what is obviously
President Kennedy (Ken O Dunc) in the role of Duncan, and President
Johnson (MacBird) in the role of Macbeth. Miss Garson makes no effort

to prove her point; she merely insinuates it. Probably the indirect form
of accusation is due to fear of a libel suit.

9. Other books are yet to appear. Willianm Manchester's not-yet-
published The Death of a President is at this writing being purged of
material personally objectionable to Mrs. Kennedy. There are hopeful
signs: Jacob Cohen is writing a book which will appear in 1967 under the
title Honest Verdict, defending the Commission report, and one of the Com-
mission attorneys, Wesley J. Liebeler, is also reportedly writing = book,
setting forth both sides. But further criticism will no doubt appears; as
the Washinzton Post has pointed out editorially, the recent death of Jack
Ruby will probably lead to speculation that he was "silenced" by a con-
spiracy. . -

10. . The likelihood of further criticism is enhanced by the circum-
stance that Communist orovagandists seem recently to have stevved up their
own campaign to discredit the Warren Commission. As already noted, Moscow's |,
New Times reprinted parts of an article by Richard Popkin (21 and 28 Sep-
tember 1966 issues), and it also gave the Swiss edition of Joesten's latest
work an extended, laudatory review in its number for 26 October. Izvestiva
has also publicized Joesten's book in articles of 18 and 21 October. (In
view of this publicity and the Communist background of Joesten and his
American publisher, together with Joesten's insistence on pinning the blame
on such favorite Communist targets as H. L. Hunt, the FBI and CIA, there
seems reason to suspect that Joesten's book and its exploitation are part
of a planned Soviet propaganda operation.) Tass, reporting on 5 November
on the deposit of autopsy photographs in the MNational Archives, said that
tke refusal to give wide public access to them, the disappearance of a ’
"number of documents, and the mysterious death of more than 10 people, all
make many Americans believe Kennedy was killed as the result of a .con-
spiracy. The radio transmitters of Prague and Warsaw used the anniversary
of the assassination to attack the Warren report. The Bulgarian press con-
ducted a campaign on the subject in the second half of October: a Greek
Communist newspaper, Avgi:, placed the blame on CIA on 20 November. Signi-
ficantly, the start of this stepped-up campaign coincided with a Soviet

i o e S o (survey Cont.)




demand that the U.S. Embassy in Moscow stop distributing the Russian-
language edition of the Warren report; Newsweek commented {12 September)
that the Soviets apparently "did not want mere facts to get in their
(SECRET: A curious aftermath was that a2 known Soviet intelligence
officer in a Far Eastern country called a U.S. diplomat six times during
the week of 20 lNovember, including after working hours, in an effort to

way."

obtain a copy of the Russian-language edition.

he wanted it for propaganda work, or to satisfy his own curiosity as to

what really heppened. End SECRET.)

It i1s not clear whether

-
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The Theories of Mr. Epstein

.by Spectator

A recent critic of the Warren Commission Report, Edward Jay Epstein,
has attracted widespread attention by contesting the Report's conclusion
that, "although it is not necessary to any essential findings of the Com-
mission," President Kennedy and Governor Connally were probably hit succes-
sively by the same bullet, the second of three shots fired. 1In his book,.
Tnouest, Epstein maintains (1) that if the two men were not hit by the
same bullet, there must have been two assassins, and (2) that there is
evidence which strongly suggests that the two men were not hit by the same
bullet. He suggests that the Commission's conclusions must be viewed as
"expressions of political truth,™ implying that they are not in fact true,
but are only a sort of Pablum for the publie.

. Epstein's argument thet the two men must either have been shot by one
bullet or by two assassins rests on a comparison of the minimum time re-
quired to operate the bolt on Lee Harvey Oswald's rifle -- 2.3 seconds —-
with the timing of the shots as deduced from a movie of the shooting taken
- by an amateur photcgrapher, Abrzham Zapruder. The frames of the movie serve
to time the events in the shooting. .The film (along with a slow-motion re- -
enactment of the shooting made on 24 May 196L on the basis of the film end
other pictures and evidence) tends to show that the President was probably
not shot before frame 207, when he came out from beneath tae cover of an
oak tree., and that the Governor was hit not later than frame 240. If this
is correct, then the two rmen would not have veen hit longer than 1.8 sec- .
onds apart, since Zapruder's film was taken at a speed of 18.3 frames per .
second. Since Oswald's rifle could not have fired a second shot-within . ‘
1.8 seconds, Epstein concludes that the victims must have been shot by
separate weapons -- and hence presumably by separate assassins -- unless
they were hit by the same bullet.

Epstein then argues that there is evidence which contradicts the pos-
sibility of a shooting by a single bullet. In his book he refers to Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation reports stemming from FBI men present at the
Bethesda autopsy on President Kennedy, according to which there was a
wound in the back with no point of exit; this means that the bullet which
entered Kennedy's back could not later have hit Comnally. This information,
Epstein notes, flatly contradicts the official autopsy report accepted by
the Commission, according to which the bullet presumably entered Kennedy's
body just below the neck and exited through the throat. Epstein also pub-
lishes photographs of the backs of Kennedy's shirt and coat, showing bullet
holes about six inches below the top of the collar, as well as 2 rough
sketch made at the time of the autopsy; these pictures suggest that the
entrance wound in the back was too low to be linked to an exit wound in
the throat. In his book, Epstein says that if the FBI statements are cor-
rect -- and he indicates his belief that they are —-- then the "autopsy find-
ings must have been changed after January 13 [January 13, 1964: the date of
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the last FBI revort stating that the bullet penetrated Kennedy's back
for less than a finger-length. ]1." 1In short, he implies that the Commis~
sioa warped and even forged evidence so as to conceal the fact of a
conspiracy.

Following the appearance of Epstein's Incu2st, it was pointed out
that on the morning {Woverber 23rd) after the Besthesda autopsy attendzd
by FBI and Secret Service men, the autopsy doctors learned that a neck
wound, obliterated by an emergency tracheostomy performed in Dallas, had
been seen by the Dallas doctors. (The tracheostomy had been part of the

effort to save Kennedy's life.) The FBI men who had only attended the

autopsy on the evening of Noverber 22 naturally did not know about this
information from Dazllas, which led the autopsy dcctors to change their
‘conclusions, finally signed by them on November 24, Alsc, the Tresasury
Department (which runs the Secret Service) reported that the autopsy re-
port was only forwarded by the Secret Service to the FBI on December 23,
1963. But in a recent article in Esguire, Epstein notes that the final
FBI report was still issued after the Secret Service had sent the FBI the
official autopsy, and he tlaims that the explanation that the FBI was un-
informed "begs the question of how a wound below the shoulder became a
wound in the back of the neck." He presses for making the autopsy pictures
available, a step which the late President's brother has so far steadfastly
resisted on grounds of taste, though they have been made available to quali-
fied official investigators. . '

Let us con31der Epst81n s arguments in the light of information now
available: : .

v

1. Epstein's thesis that if the President and the Govermor were not hit t

by the same bullet, there rust have been two assassins:

‘a. Feeling in the Commission was that the two men were probably hit
by the same bullet; however, some members evidently felt that the evi-
dence was not conclusive enough to exclude completely the Governor's
belief that he and the President were hit separately. After all,
Connally was one of the most important living witnesses. Waile not
likely, it was possible that President Kennedy could have been hit
more than 2.3 seconds before Connally. As Arlen Specter, a2 Commis-
sion attorney and a principal adherent of tke "one-bullet thecry,"
says, the Zapruder film is two-dimensional aud one cannot szy exactly
when Copnally, let alone the Presidaat, was nit. The film do2s not
show the President during a crucial pericd {(from about frames 204 to
225) when a sign blocked the view from Zespruder's camera, and before
that the figures are distent and rather indistinct. (When Life maga-
zine first published frames from the Zapruder film in its special

1963 Assassination Issus, it believed that the pictures showad Kennedy
first hit T4 frames before Governor Connally was struck.) The "earli-~
est possible time" used by Epstein is based on the belief that, for an
interval before that tims, the view of the car from the Bock Depository
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window was probably blocked by the foliage of an ozk tree (from
frame 166 to frame 207, with a brief glimpse through th- leaves

‘gt frame 186). In the words of the Commission's Report, "it is
unlikely that the assassin would deliberately have shot at [Presi-
dent Kennedy] with a view obstructed by the oek tres when he was
about to have a clear opportunity": unlikelv, but not impossible.
Since Epstein is fond of logical terminoclogy, it might be pointed
out that he made an illicit transition from probability to certainty
in at least one of his premises.

b. Although Governor Connally believed that he and the President
were hit separately, he did not testify that he saw the President
hit before he was hit himself; he testified that he heard a first
shot and started to turn to see what had happened. His testimony
(2s the Commission's report says) can therefore be reconciled with
the supposition that the first shot missed and the second shot hit
both men. However, -the Commission did not pretend that the two men
- could not possibly have been hit separately.

¢. The Commission also concluded that all the shots were fired
from the sixth flcor window of the Depository. The location of
the wounds is one major basis for-this conclusion. In the room
behind the Depository window, Oswald's rifle and three cartridge
cases were found, and zll of the cartridge cases were identified
by experts as having.been fired by that rifle; no other weapon or
cartridge cases were found, and the consensus of the witnesses
from the plaza was that there were three shots. If there were
other assassins, what happened to their weapons and cartridge
cases? How did they escape? Epstein points out that one woman,

a Mrs. Walther, not an expert on weapons, thought she saw two men,
one with a machine gun, in the window, and that one other witness
thought he saw someone else oan the sixth floor; this does not sound
.very convincing, especially when compared with photographs and other
witnesses who saw nothing of the kind.

N

d. The very fact that the Commission did not absolutely rule out
the possibility that the victims were shot separately shows that

its conclusions were not determined by a preconceived theory.

Now, Epstein's thesis is not Just his own discovery; he relates

that one of the Commission lawyers volunteered to him: "To say

that they were hit Dy separate bullets is syncnymous with saying
that there were two assassins." This thesis was evidently consid-
ered by the Commission. i the thesis were ccmpletely valid, and

if the Commissioners -- as Epstein charges -- had only been inter~ |
ested in finding "political truth,” then the Commission should have -
flatly adopted the "one-bullet theory," completely rejecting any pos-
sibility that the men were hit separately. But while Epstein and
others have e weakness for theorizing, the seven experienced lawyers
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on the Commission were not cormitted beforehand to finding either
a conspiracy or the absence of one, and they wisely refused to
erect a whole logical structure on the slende* foundation of a
few debatable pleces of evidence. o

2. Epstein’s heszs that either the FBI's rzports (that the bullet
entering the President's back did rnot exit) were wrong, or thez official
autopsy report was falsified.

a. Epstein prefers tq believe that the FBI reports are accurate
(otherwise, he says, "doubt is cast on the accuracy of the FBI's
entire investigation'") and that the official autopsy report was
falsified. UNow, as noted above, it has emerged since Inquest was
written that the FBI witnesses to the autopsy did not know about

the information of a throat wound, obtained from Dallas, and that
the doctors' autopsy report was not forwarded to the FBI until
December 23, 1963. True, this date preceded the date of the FBI's
‘Supplemental Report, January 13, 1964, and that Supplemental Report
did not refer to the doctors' report, following instead the version
of the earlier FBI reports. But on November 25, 1966, FBI Director
J. Edgar Hoover explained that when the FBI submitted its January 13
report, it knew that the Commission had the dcctor's report, and
therefore did not mention it. 1In other words, the FBI reports were
QSSEDulally reports of FBI information. This seems natural; the FBI
knew that the Cormmission would weigh its evidence together with that
‘of other agencies, and it was not incumbent on the FBI to argue the
merits of its own version as opposed to that of the doctors. When
writing reports for outside use, experienced officials are always
cautious about criticizing or even discussing the products of other -
agencies. (If one is skeptical about this explanation, it would
still be much easier to believe that the author(s) of the Supple-
.mental Report had somehow overlocked or not received the autopsy
report than to suppose that that report was falsified months after
the event. Epstein thinks the Commission staff overlooked Mrs.
Walther's report mentioned above, yet he does not consider the pos-
sibility that the doctors' autopsy report did not actually reach
the desk of the individuals who prepared the Supplemental Report
until after they had written -- perhaps well before January 13 —
the draft of page 2 of that report. Such an occurrence would by

no means justify a general distrust of the FBI's "entire investiga-
tion.")

b. With regard to the holes in shirt and coat, their location can
be readily explained by supposing that the President was waving to
the crowd, an act which would automatically rzise the back ¢f his
clothing. And in fact, photographs show that the President was wav-
ing just before he was shot.

¢. As to the locatidd of the hole in the President's back or shoulder;
the mutopsy films have recently been placed in the National Archives,
and were viewed in November 1966 by two of the autopsy doctors, who
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stated afterwards that the pictures confirm that the wound was high
enough for a bullet entering there to exit through the throat. Com-
mander Boswell, who drew the rough sketch used by Epstein to show
that the wound was several inches down the back, stated that his
sketch had been mistaken, or rather inaccurate, in marking the spot
vhere the bullet entered; he pointed out, however, that the measure-
ments written on the sketch at the time are correct. They place

the wound 1k centimeters frcm the right shoulder joint and 1L centi-
meters btelow the tip of the right mastoid process —- the medical
term for the bony point behind the ear. Thus the location of the
wound was easily high enough to permit a bullet entering there to
exit through the neck. (It is interesting to note that, whether
deliderstely or not, the redroduction of Cdr. Boswell's sketch in
Inquest is too poor for the writing to be readily legible, while the
reporduction accompanying Epstein's Esquire article has part of the
writing lopped off. If we are charitable, and assume that Epstsin
himself could not read this writing, or could not translate the medi-
cal termology, then we must still note that he apparently overlooked
the plain printed reference to the location of the wound contaized
in the €ommission's Report (p.88), which alsoc translates the medical
term into layman's language; this should have clarified for him the
writing on the sketch.) - .o

It is worth considering some of the implications of Epstein's accusation:

a. There was a conspiracy of two or more persons. Yet despite all
the evidence found incriminating Oswald, no evidence has been found
ineriminating any other identifiable person. Oswald would hardly

have been the choice of any careful conspirator. A conspiratorial
group —— especially a Texan one -- could easily have found a safer

and more reliable way of killing the President.

b. - The charge that the autopsy document was falsified incriminates

at the least a large number of government officials and independent °
lawyers, as well as the three autopsy doctors. It would presumably
involve the seven Commissicn members, who vary in political bacKkground
and outlook, but share the attribute of having staked their reputatioas
on the report. Is it really possible. that such an awful secret, shared
by so many, could be kept? A clerk who was wittirng of such a scandal
could expect to sell his story for a figure running into at least six
digits.

It sppears that, to put the matter at its lowest, Epstein has jumped to a

conclusion on the basis of incomplete, inadequate research in a rush to
Judgnent.
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