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Slnce the publlcatlon oi the Pentagon Papers The New York Tlmes,"-e’

: Amerlca 's most prestlglous newspaper, has been the. re01p1ent of
- what may be an unparalleled stream of" trlhutes and awards for its,
dedlcatlon to the pr1n01ples of a iree press and the peoples S rlght
to know,' - '.'_" }1 mfl " D T ‘
Uniortunately the Penuagon Papers,flmportant though they are,
represent something oi a departure for. the newspaper whose image of
its-role was described by Gay malese in hls crltlcally acclaimed
‘“blography of” the‘Tlmes, "The Klncdom and the Power," as the "res~_5f
lwpon51ble spokesman ior the system."1 For the Times often: -places: ;-
"h secondary: 1mportance upon 1ts resnon81hlllty to inform the publlc
- when it reqmires” the exo031tlon ot the practices of the Government

and its. agen01es wor when dlsolosure contlicts w1th the’ Tlmes' :
. concept of that omlnous and:allqencompa531ng enlgma known as "the B

wnatlonal seeurlty ",

The example ot the Bay oi Plgs 1s well known. The Tlmes had
‘htifdeduced by: evaluatlng varlous publlsheu'accounts thet a. ;
nu{{wUnlted States tralnedwan& ilnanced group of Cuban exiles was . about -

%o invade Cuba. The story was’ to be a magor exclu51ve ieatured on‘ﬂ g
- the: front rage.’ Instead the management oi the Tlmes d801ded to play
: QOWY} TDP STOY‘V anq STTlT) 1‘[‘ QT ]_‘['Q revpla'r'!qhq VET aT\PQﬂT‘pﬂ 'IYJQ“I (1‘3 :
the paper under the dellberately mlsleadlng headllne "QUICK ACTION"
OPPOSED'”z “Thus a magor dlplomatlc and strateglc blunder which mlght
'"'ﬂ'otherwlse have been averted was not. ’ff‘ ' ' C : -
In 1966 when Dean Rusk protested o the Times that an: 1mpend1ng '
_-‘neWs series on the c.I. A.=W&S ‘not in the national 1nterest the Times. f
'f-responded by sendlng'the oompleted series to John McCone, tormer: head
'oi the C I. A., Ior edltlng. Turner Catledge, then Managlng Editor,
”gwrote R placatlng memo - to hls conoerned boss, Punch Sulzberner, the
~ Publlsher ot the Times. "I don't know of any other series. in my tlme,'
'f:fwrote Catledge, "Whlch has been prepared with greater care and with :
‘fﬁ5suoh gemarkable attentlon to the views ot the agency 1nvolved as thls
,one." RERE A ' '

There is llttle wonder that Talese descrlbed the relatlonshlp

tlbetween the hlghest levels of the United States Government and The h,jff’

_ o New York Times as "a hard alllance" whloh in any large showdown,
'f{"would undoubtedly close ranks and stand together."4 |

***-X*

Perhaps the Fravest threat that has ever conironted the sec-
' urlty oi the Unlted States 1s the queetlons tnat have arlsen out of’
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i fthe 3553531nat10ns ei Pr831dent John F. Kennedg, the Rev. Dr. Martln

Tuther King, Jr.,'and Senator Robert F. Kennedv. ‘In all three cases

~ the official government verdlct was, sw1it and unequlvocal lone as-

sassinj no consplracy. In all three cases serlous doubts have been

'ralsed——doubts tnat have. never recelved satlsfactory answer

The political a553881nat10ns sof the 60's seem to have glven

"rise to a most peculiar pollcy at The New Ycrk Tlmes. It is a

fpollcy Whlch began 1mmed1ately Iollow1ng the ass3581nat10n of the :
*fPre51dent and which-has contlnued un~abated ever since. Tt-is a. o ...l -
.‘pollcy that malntalns that ‘the. "oiilclal" line is" “the only line, '

*ﬂand in defense of that pollcy the Tlmes has subgected its readers‘

. rg;to dlstortlon mlsrepresentatlon,-and outrlght deceptlon. .
z”afﬁ;cHW. ﬂarrlson E. uallsburf, Ass1sbant Managlng Editor of the Tlmes,

described the Tlmes neriormance in the wake oi the Pre51dent S as-

lsa851natlon thusly fi..The Tlmes by pr1n01ple and by habit con51ders B

‘1tseli a 'newspaper of record tn Whlch “con301ously seeks to pre— |
Fwasent all of the- iacts requlred by a publlc splrkted citizen to iorm—'

ulate an 1ntellegent oplnlon. Clearly the snootlng of the Pre81dent
would requlre an extraoralnary record——detalled accurate, clear,'

".».cgmﬁla-t'o‘u l“‘{’}qus +hn lnltlal respons‘lb11l+v'n+ ‘thc "P-ir_:l g ia +@ prc

©vide an 1nt1mate, detailed, accurate chronology ol everus...The Tlmes-

record must be the one that Wlll enanle the reader to plck hls way,

‘ falrly well, through fact," ilctlon, and rumor."5 o
o Sallsbury s prose ‘made good readlng, but it hardly descrlbes"we r_ Q;
'the true nature ot the Tlmes coverage which con31sted of such head-

llnes as “LEFTIST CHARGED WITH MURDER IN ASSASSINATION OF" KENE DY
AND POLICEMAN S DEATH " EVIDENCE AGAINST OSWALD DESCRIBED AS CON=~

o CLUSIVE " DALLAS POLICE DESCRIBE THE EVIDENCE AGATNST OSWALD AS

ENOUGH TO 'CINCH' THE CASE," CARbER OF SUbPECT HAS BEEN BIZARRE "

- PRESIDWNT S ASSASSIN SHOT TO DLATH IN JAIL CORRIDOR BY A DALLAS -
.CITIZEN," LONE ASSASSIN THE RULE IN U. S.: PLOTTING MORE PRBVALLNT

-7wABROAD " and“DOCTORS QULSTION:OSWALD'S SANITY. w6 In short the
;Tlmes coverage consisted oi storles designed o Iorestall conspﬂracy
.rumors and of oiflclal 1eaks Irom the ‘F.B. I.»and the Dallas Pollce——

l'1eaks that, had Oswaid ilved, would have cast great doubt upon the

‘ 'poss1b1l1ty that he could have recelved a ialr trial.

Once tne Varren 004P1s81on Was Iormed tne mlmes acted .as: llt—*
tle less than a press agent ior 1t As early as March 30, 1964 it

~-carrled an AP story reporulng that the Comm1351on had "found no ev~f.g




?Eldence that the crime was anythlng but the 1rrat10na1 act oi an:

"f: 1ndlv1dual ancordlng to knowledgeable sour es o'l ‘although the -
:lﬁileld 1nvest1gat10n in Dallas had not begun untll Mareh 18, only..
'twelve _days earller.8 On June i, the Tlmes ran a Page One exclus1ve :

;f;by then Supreme Court corresnondent Anthony Lew1s,,"PANEL TO REJECT °
'fTHEORInS OF PLOT IN KENNEDY'S DBATH;" whlch amounted to an exten81ve

5prev1ew of the darrﬁn Report nearly iour months prlor to 1ts OiJlClal

"release. . . R T , o : : :

R Predlctdbly, when the Warren Comm1ss1on s report Was 1ssueq on ‘

iﬁseptember 27 its most vocal advoeate was The New York Times. Anthony

ﬂfLew1s' iead story said that "the co:mission analysed every 1ssue in

”Vﬂexhaustlve, almost archeologlcal detall‘"g A Times editorial sald

l#that "the Iacts--exhaustlvely gathered 1ndependently checked and

‘gcogently set Iorth——destrOJ the ba81s Tor- consplracy theorles that '
“'have grown weedlike in thls country and abroad. #10 prthur Crock S
,;called the report a "deilnltlve hlstory of the tragedy.f’11 and C. L
’iSulzberger -expressed rellei at the report s conclu81ons. ‘"It was
Aaessentlal in these restless: daJs " wrote Sulzberger,,"to Iemove _
;guniounded susplclens that could ex01te latent Jlngo SPlrlt And it

‘ to reassure J"I lli es thuat ours. ls a stdolel réLlaoxe
:fidemocracy. ' ‘l. - e AR
' Such unequlvocal praise oi the Wa*ren Renort was nothlng less
l;than 1rrespon31ble 3ournallsm. There had been barely enough tlme Ior
f;a thorough reading of. the- report, and moreover the testimony and €X—
;Jhlblts upon which it supposedly was- based was not yet available.
“ﬁWlthout the latter no objective appralsal of “the 'report was pos51ble.
i ~ The Times also made quite a flnan01al pr0p031t10n out ot the
sfﬁarren Report. The entire report was prlnted as' a supplement to -

...~ the September 28 edition, and:- the Tlmes also collaborated with the‘ﬁ'
?fa_UBook of the Month Club- on a hard cover edition and with Bantam
ﬂf&Books on a- paperback edltlon ot the report(w1th a laudatory 1ntro-e”"
_ f‘Qductlon by Harrison Sallsburj in the’ ‘Bantam edltlon) By the end |

v"ﬁ_foi the Ilrst week Bantam had p*lnted 1, 100 OOO coples.13 Ironlcally
lxzﬁffthe Tlmes' would later 1mply that the critics of the report were
7¥lflgu11ty of exp101tatlon because ot the’ "mlnor, At lucrative 1ndu try“‘>

| l»that arose from ﬁhelr challenges to- the oiilclal ver51on oi the as—‘

'fljises31na 1oﬁ.14 B SIS SRR : _ , :

Nor was: the Tlmes less eiiu31ve when the 26~volumes oi exhlblts

3,;‘fand testlmony were released on . November 24 The llmGS instant analy81s'




fcluded the description each gave o a- bullet WoTnd in’ the President™s

“_ oI the more: than 10 mllilon words oontalned in the volumes brought

A

‘the premature observatlon that thelr pubilcatlon by the Warren Com-

‘.,m1831on Pbrings to a close its 1nqu1ry, at once monumental and met- -
L 1cuious " o ' '

15

Wlthln a month aca;n in’ coiLaborat on w1th Bantam, the Times"

H?publlshed "The Witnesses," conswstwng oz “hlghllghts".oi the heaangs o
| ”~beiore +he Warren Conm1581on, prepared by "a - group of edltors and
”“?reporters of The New York ‘Times." ' I T A A

Thus,'lncluded in "The Wltnesses” was the aIIldav1t oI Arnold

‘ pRowland stating that he had observed a man with'a rlile on the sixth

’iloor oI the Texas School BOOK Dep051tory beiore “the assa381nat10n,

| wngbut not. hls teetlmony in. Wthh he stated that he. had aotually seen. -
'Qgtwo men,. and the ¥.B.I. had told hlm to"iorget 1t LS and.in whlch he |
¥ also tated his oplnlon that the shots had been’ ilred irom the rall—

‘road yards in tront of the President. Also omited was the _portion of

lsamateur photographer Abraham Zapruder s +est1mony in Whlch he stated

‘;=that his immediate reactlon was that the shots had been Ilred irom

'o'behlnd hlm (1n Iront ot the Pr051aent) The excerpted testlmony OL

nis E?STlmﬁﬂV that he nad.- uitg, ileefﬂﬂg 1mvre331op ThaT tne n01qe ap-~

ppeared to come from the Lront " The excerpted testlmonj oi Secret
dServ1ce agent Forest V. Sorrels did not 1nciude hls Tirst impression

%{that the. shots came - from "the terrace area" in: iront oi the Pre51d—e_
_;‘ent Port1ons or the testlmony of Secret Serv1ce agents Wliilam Greer,v‘,

'.Cllnton Hlil “and Roy Kellerman lett out ot "The ﬁltnesses“ in-

" back, below the shoulder (“oiilclally“ 1t Was situated above the

mvshoulder in the neck) Also omlted trom the excerpted testlmony ot

'agent Hill was his statement that he was not certain that all of the
’shots had come from the rear,land that the shots .did not all sound

allke. Omlted from the testlmony of autopSJ eurgeon, Commander James
J. Humes, was his statement that he. hagd destroyed his original au-
topsy notes, as well as his verbal gymn?stlcs 1n reoonolllng the lo-
catlon of bullet holes six inches be low . the collar in the President's

:Shlrt and. Jacket w1th the actual 1ocat10n of the wound in the neck,

approx1mate1y six inches hlgher. Both Humes and Colonel Pierre Flnck

a second autopsv surgeon, expressed doubt ‘that tbe prlstlne bullet

“_iound on a stretcher in Par?land Hospltal could have hit~ both Kenn N

"gllfnedy and Gov. Coqnally (the ?arren Comm1551on concluded that 1t dld)



| | i =5-

That part of Humes' and Flnck's testﬁmony was also emlted Irom "The =

Wltnesses," as was the portlon 01 the testlmony oi Nelson Deigado,

. a irlend of Oswald's: Irom his Marlne Corp days, 1n Whlch hevreierred

to Oswald's extremely poor marksmansh1p.~ Tf f' o
: Testlmony lert. out oi "The Wltnesses" altogether 1ncluded that S
” ﬁg oi Janes Tague, Bllly Lovelady, Roy Truly, Lee Bowers, James Under-

- ‘wood, Frank Rellly, S.M. Holland and others who reporued at ‘least
L;;%msome shots ilred From - the»iront' -and Jean'qlll,who reported seelng a
"‘man fleelng from the "gra ssy knoll" area atter the shootlng,‘and

Wllma Tlce and reperter Seth Kantor who:*eperted seelng (the latter
conver31ng with). Jack Ruby- at Parkland Hospital; ‘and many others. _
‘ ... In short, "The Wltneqses" was. a careiu1‘se1ectlon oi oniy that -
testlmony that tended to support the Ilndlngs of the darren Comm1551onr;
It was a patently’blased and dlshonest work shameleesiy slan+ed
: teward the 1ene-assa531n hypethe51s,-and eap1tallzlng on the 1amed
“f ebaect1v1ty of The New York Times. -
‘ ~But the eiiorts of the Times could not prevent the Warren Report

i from hecemlng & major controversy. In Eungpe "“#ho Kllled Kennedy," a .>f"
' Expaty

§.

f’u book elalmlng eonsplracy, by Amerlcan » ,Thomas Buchanan, hadfrv,f

[
4
4
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le cluded some’ oi the most 1n11uent1a1 memoers of the Brltlsh Lntellectual.
cummunlty. In. December 1964 Hugh Trevor—Roper, well- known British | v
hlstorlan and Regius. Pro?essor of Modern. History at Oxiord Unlver31ty,
e ertlng in The Sunday Times of London accused the Warren Comm1881on-_
'HMQmmoi settlng up-a. smokescreen of- 1rrelevant mate 1al:wﬂllekia;11ng to
: f ask elementary and essential questlons.

In the ‘United- States, too, the Teport elowly'emerged as a magor
o 1ssue~-spurred first by & numbexr of critical arulcles, and later by
i“ﬂi:& serles of major books, the pr1n01ple ones belng;“Whltewash " by . ,
Harold Welsberg, "Inquest " by Edward J. Bpsteln' "Fhe QOswald Atialr "
by Leo: Sauvage-'“Rush to Judgment " by Mark Lane* "Accessories Aiter»-'
'.i the Faot " by Sylvia Meagner- and "SlX Seoonds In Dallas," by Pro;‘
~fessor J051ah Thompson.., ‘ _ PR . _
_ George and. ?atrlela Nash ertlng in. the October 1964 New Ledder,
documented Commission negllbence bJ ‘inding three ea311y 1ocated wit-
:“ nesseQ to the Tlpplt slaylng whose accounts dliiered radlcally from .
_ .vthe Commission' s. Vineent" Saiandrla, a Phlladeiphla attorney, wrote o
'fg two hlghly crltlcdl artlclea about the Comm1581on 1n leeratlon mag—vr5“-'




L .‘—6;;
azine in Jahaary;aﬁd'ﬁafeb 1965 “An article in the January 1965 |
Amerlcan Bar &ss001at1on Journal by Aliredda Scobey,-a lawyer who had :
served on the staff‘oi the Warren Comm1381on, ralsed new doubts. --’i
Miss Scobey s article acknowledged that much ot the ev1dence against
Oswald was 01rcumstan$1a1 and that much oi it would have been 1n—‘.f-‘
adm1ss1b1e in a trlal She strongly implied that QOswald's. conv1ctlon .
,would ‘have been 1ess than guaranteed had he gone to trial.

: :? The §8th annual meetlng oi the Amerlcan &oaaemy ot Foren81c A
-301ences held in February 1966.added new fuel to-the ilre.-It ilrmWy
Snored the Comm1551on tor 1ts tailure to hear enough expert testlmony,
and for tailing to- corvoborate the autonsy report by V1ew1ng the
;photos and x—rays taken of the Pre51dent's bedy. e
: On Mav 29, 1966 the Warren Report became a natlonal 1ssue over—{;

~n1ght when The Washlnvton Post ran an 8-column banner headllne on

w“the iront ‘page, “AN INQU“ST SKBPTICAL POSWSCRIPT TO WARREN GROUP'S

REPORT ON ASSESSINATION " deallng with Harold Welsberg s "Whltewash"'~?

e

and Edward Epsteln s "Inquest n In ‘addi tlon to a 81zeab1e portlon of

‘”-vpaae one,_the story consumed nearly all oi page three and 1t conn-'"'

cluded tnat the two books ralsed "grave doubts about the Comm1531on s

O r\“" "
ot

“Inauest‘s“ maln contrlbutlon 1ay in the iact that Epsteln had
been successiul in 1nterv1ew1ng members : ot the CommlSSlon and ivs sta;i
and - he was glven access to & number of internal memorandums (the book

lwmwas orlglnally 1ntended as bpsteln s Basteré rr‘hes:Ls) Ee concentrated

malnly upon the 1nterna1 worklngs ot the Comm1551on, arguﬁphg that

~bureaucratlo pressures from within and time pressures “imposed trom “"fd”“”
<”w1thout ‘had severely handlcapped the Comm1351on, and that thelr 1n- S
‘ VEStlgatlon was superticial rather than exhaustive. Epstein also |

made much of the discrepancy between the p051tlon ot a wound in the

B baek in a report of the autopsy made by F.B.T. agents Slebert and -

i O'Nelll and’ the location in the neck in the official autopsy. The

Commlsslon had theorlzed that the same bullet that hlt the President

 had traversed his body and struck Gov. Connally. lhls would have been -

1mp0381b1e ir ﬁhe bullet that struck Kennedy had hit hlm in- the back '

“as the F B.I. ‘men Sald 1t dld and as seemed to be corroborated by o
'-bhe\holes in the clothlng and by the’ testlmony of. Secret Serv1ce agents i

;b'Greez,"Kellerman, and Hlll Dpsteln sdggested tbat there was g strong
o bos51b111ty that there had been a second assassin, but that th

s'Commlss1on had been more 1nterested in dlspelllng rumors than in ex-

'”uf_pos1ng faﬂts He suggested thau there was a strong 1ndlcatwon that



| ST~
the Warren Comm1851on had dellberately altered the autopsy renort
and that if thls were true the conclusions.of the &arnen Report
| Would have to be v1ewed as- an- expression of "political truth. "16
. Weisberg also made much ol the ‘discrepancy of the back wound
but his book analysed the Warren Report in far more detall than did g
Eps+e1n. ihus "Whltewash" went into “such matters as - Oswald's marhs—f sl
manshlp, the tanglble ev1denee linking Oswald with the assae51nat10n,
or the sixth floor WlndOW Wluh the source of the shots, the number
of shots, the Lippito slaylng, eic.,"ﬁhltewash“ strongly. 1mp11ed that
‘there had been more +than one abSaSSIH, and that ﬂswald had not- been
one ot them. f‘ ”_ o , ‘
The maJor polnts oi contentwon that arose out of these- books
and those %o follow. 1ncluded _ o o o
— THE SINGLA—BULTPT!THFORY tbe comm1351on 's re- enactment of the Sk
‘~':assas31nat10n and*observatlor oi the Zapruder film of the assasnee7*'
_slnatlon‘revealed”that irom the tlme Kennedy would. flrst have S
- Dbeen visible;tO‘aeman 1n~the 81xth tloor TSBD WlndOW until: the SRET AR
time Connally was shot Oswald's gun was physically capable'oi |
: ilrlng only one shot (the ¢1lm did ‘not show the ilrst Kennedy
hit, as there: was-a vr hefween-Vﬂnnude* and the fnesldeht'st
that p01nt) The.- Conm1851on reasoned nat a v1rtually pristine
.zbullet tound. on a- streueher at. Parkland had passed through the o
fPres1dent's neck, hlt Connally An the back, shattering a rib,
‘emerged irom his chest traversed hls wrist, lodged in his thlgh
~ and ftell out onto the stretcher. The Commission reasoned that
eConnally experienced a delayed reactlon to his wounds, explalnlng
‘ why the - President could be Seen reactlng to his wounds When the o
' car emerged tTrom behmnd the 81gn while Connally did not reaot ﬂA ”f7*§f
until about 12 frames later. Cnltlcs argued that one bullet was
-1ncapable of creatlng seven Wounds, and even if it could that it. L
would be severely deformed. They also argued that a delayed reaction
- was. not possible 1in -the- case of a bullet striking bone--that the
x ‘laws of- transier ot momentum would dictate an immediate reaction.
., +* THE GRASSY KNOLL: the ‘immediate reaction of most ot the w1tnesses»
. and. law entforcement OiilCETo on the scene was to converge on an '
- area to the right front ot “the Pre51dent s llmou31ne as the ource  o
ot the shots,.' o 12 RS o .'. ' _ }A_.-v,}.
'*'—+;THE HTAD—SNAP +the Zapruder illm revealed that upon 1mpact of the
711na1 and 1atal bullet the Pre51dent's head was thrust v1olent]y



'"l-m1381on had told ‘the iull story, whlle more than half telt that-'

;8l’
to- the left: and to the rear~~a reactlon that seemed to 1nd1cate
that the missile had come'lrom the knoll area. ;

THE THROAT WOUND: the President had a wound in his'throatvwhich
the doetors who' treated hlm at Parkland Poepital thought'was a
.wound of entrance. The Warren Comm1581on concluded that it was
a wound oi exit for the bullet that had traversed the Pres1dent'
neck. The critics contended that 1t was indeed an entrance wounde _ A
The Warren Comm1381on was soon under attack from all s1des. -In- wa&fe

July 1966 Richard N. Goodw1n,'a former speech wrlter, adv1sor,‘and
Atrouble shooter for Pr681dent Kennedy, rev1ewed “Inquest" for Book

Myt i bt

- Week, finding it “1mpre331ve.“ ﬂe called tor the convenlng of  a panel
1o evaluate the ilndlngs ot the Warren Commission to determine it
- a eompletely new 1nvest1gatlon wae warranued.-7 Goodwin 1ater added ,
 that there were. other ass001ates oi the late President- "who feel as o
I do. “18 A Harris Poll released in September 1966 revealed that less
than a third of the Amerlcan puhllc belleved that the Warren Com—

:questlons remalned unanswered. 19 lhe same month Mark Lane 8 "Rush o
to J1 dgment" made the Best Seller llst (w thin ten weeks it becanme’
~ the Number One Best %9'{797‘ , remzining in that peSlth'ﬂ_i for sevegal -
‘Vmontns). The Times-of London called for a new investigation toward
the end or September}1966,:asfdid Lefd?Devlin; one o1 England‘'s
most respected legal riﬁures, writinglin the London. QObserver. On. ...
" September 28, 1966 Congressman lheodore Kupterman {Rep<~:Manhattan)
‘asked Congress to conduct its own investigation into the adequacy
ot the Warren Report. in the October 1966 Commentary Alezander
Bickel, Chancellor Kent ot Yale Unlver31ty, called for an 1mmed1ate.
- new: 1nvest1gat10n, observ1ng that "the ilndlngs o1r the Warren
Commission, and the fatuous pralse with which all the voices oi the

great magorlty greeted them two years ago, were in some measure

 a matter of wish tultillment. f . The Wovember 25, 1966 . cover

ot Life magazine featured a frame from the Zapruder film with'the‘v
ebold eapfion: "DID OSWALD ACT ALONE? A MATTER OF RBASONABLE DOUBT. "
Litfe shed turther doubt on. the-81ngle bullet theory in that issue,
and concluded that "a new 1nvest3ga+1ve body should be set up, perhaps
~at the 1nltla+1ve oi Congress. The January 14, 1967 Saturday pvenlng

"',Post also oarrled a cover story challenglng the Warren Report and,
fialso edltorlally called for a- new 1nqu1ry.

Other calls ior a new 1nqu1ry came irom Arthur Schles1nger Jr.,




o , , L . : _ 1'.’9—}f;
By gliilam Buckley, Norman Maller, Murray Kempton, Max Lerner, Pete | _
B Hammill, Senator Russell Lcng, Congreosman Ogden Reid (Rep.—Westchester),,
'_*fCongressman Wlillam F. Ryan (Dem.—Manhabtan), Congressman John W. 1@;35
“vaydler (Rep.—Long Island), Senator Eugene MoCarthy, Walter Llpnman,

:aqf@Dw1ght MacDonald “and- many ‘others.

_ . The reactlon ot The New York. Tlmes to the emergence of. the'War—f‘aaib
°7? ren oontroversy was less than enthu51astlc. Following the May 29,

i ”1966 Washlngton Post headllne the Tlmes a551gned a.reporter to do
;;a story on "Whitewash,' "Ipquest o ani other books soon to come out
’fThe stovy appeared on June 5, not on page 1 but on page 42, The
:aautnor oi the plece wrote one oi the crltlﬂs-'"ﬁlth space. 11m1tatlons
_[ and - natlonal desk 1nstructlans, I am,sorry that everythlng but the
,i51ng1e bullet hypothe81s got Iorced out ot the story "ZQ s
DETAE "Whltewash " and- "Inquest" were rev1ewed in the July 3 New '
lﬁYork Times Book Rev1ew by Fred Graham, the man who had replaced
fAnthony Lew1s as Times Supreme Court correspondent when the 1atter
.became Lopdon bureau chlef 1n 1ate 1964. The Tlmes apparently saw

no conillct in 3351gn1ng Graham to revwew two ~books: severelj crltlc—
Z_al 1mp1101t1y if not expllcltly,_of the then Chlei Justlce of +he
aaouvleme Court. The first. half.-of- urdqam s reV1ew conqlaTeo otila -
’ 1engthy deieﬂse of the methods ut111zed by the Warren r‘ommlssn)n ' f5
"aj under the direction of "the natlon S most dlstlngulshed Jurlst A » :
"Q'Graham called -Weisberg a "palnstaklng 1nvest1gator,“ but added

7‘that he “questlons so many p01nts made by the report that the effect
a'ls blunted-~1t is dlfflcult to bellevp thatyagj 1nst1tut10n bould be e
Cas” 1nept careless wrongy’ or venal™ as’ he llelES. Rather, the” read—'f”fff
er is 1mpressed with the elusiveness ot truth.; " Graham called. "Ine~ o

”‘quest" "superilolal." He crltlclzed Epsteln s use oi the. words

o political truth," claiming that Epsteln was actually charging de-
 “a11berate iraud. Graham admltted that ‘the 'single-bullet theory was !
‘;;'“movous," but that no other explanatlon made sense because if another
"3V}¢assa sin had ilred from the TSRD 1t Would have been unllkely that he o
-"jand hlS ‘ritle could dlsappear w1thout a trace. Graham avoided the aluif
cajternatlve that did make sense««namely that an assassln or” assa581ns |
_%ﬂvhad been statloned in tront of the 11mou81ne on the "grassy knoll."
Graham's con1u81on should. have dlsoualliled hlm Irom reV1ew1ng any
h‘iuture books on- tne Warrep erovt‘~"1n iact ", hé wrote,:"a magorf;

,rbscholarly Study is not iea51ble nOW'becauae the crucial papers in N
vthe archlves... have not yet been de ClaSoJiled " Thus, not only Was-_
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T3kEGraham 1gnor1ng the fact that the Tlmes had 1auded the report beiore
cf;_x evidence was avallable, but in one sentance he was paSSIng judg-

’77[ment on any subsequent cr1t10a1 works.f,,',f ,Q;l,_ L

Ry Thus on August 28, 1966 1 iark Lane's "Rush To Judgment "_and Leo
'1_§Sauvage s "The Oswald. Aiialr" were rev1ewed in- The- New York Times |

T~Book Rev1ew by Fred- Grehem._Graham av01ded a dlscu551on ot the "hard"

”fev1dence in both books, 1nstead concentratlng upon their rellance
;on egew1tness testlmony. He noted tnat "eyew1tness testlmony is-
w?iar 1ess rellable than 1t seems to be. : Graham made the. 1ncred1b1e

R

L observatlon that the main source of the Warren Comm1=81on s dilemna ,

1ay ‘in the fact that it had to 1ssue a: report mhe broad proof agalnst

‘”fquswald and the 1ack of ev1dence p01nt1ng to any other p0581ble as-,el,

'5V3331n, according to Graham gave the- Warren Gomm18510n no. choice . o

c;"bﬁt to smooth over the 1ncon51stencles to’ the extent possible and '

[brand Oswald the lone assassrn.9 Graham concluded ‘with the unsub—
‘stantlable claim that "itis clear that any . 3ury,_1aced with the “
;materlal beiore the Warren Comm1831on and 1n these books, Would ‘
'eas11y conv1ct Oswald oi murder.ﬁ_ B e

"As the controversy grew the Tlmes greeted the issue w1th a most S

asg tgplshwpn Q"r-*l"| clg in +‘he QO'n‘{‘am'ho'Y- 11 1G4 \Tegu_' n-n'l- T.x.u..v.eu u@“mnnér
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‘entltled N0 COJSPIRACY BUT -4 TWO. ADSASSINS PERHAPSO" by'qeﬂry

~ N
1l v

; MFalrlle, an English polltlcal commenta+or. Falrlle acknowledged it
.;rru_was hard - to dispute the- contertlon that the Warren Commission. "did -
‘ ' a hurried and- slovenly gob " He conceded that there mlght well be
more than one aos3551n,'"avallable ev1dence ‘seems to me coniuelng ¥
;;%QWM_But even-if.one makes. ‘this supposition,"- Wrote Fairlie, -"it still- i
o does not justity making the long leap to-a consplracy theory of
EE the assa851natlon."‘“none ot thls," he contlnued,,....ls to deny
. that there nay have been two or more people involved in the as-
.sa381nat10n... I am merely arﬂulng that it is 90331b1e to regard
3 -such people as tanatics or nuts and nothlng more;" Pairlie was
o not “bothered, apparently, by the fact that two or more assassins ;
made it by definition a consplracy. Falrlmfconciuded that this was foj

-not. the time tor a new 1nveet1gatlon.‘"To set up another 1ndependent
. body with no promise that it would succeed, would be to agitate
-rpubllc doubt Wlthout belng certaln that it could 1n the end, settle v
it. Popular Iear and hysterla are daneerous w1erds to ex01te..." And
‘f none- is so blind’ as he who w1il not eee, an adage to whlch Falrllev
"iand the Tlmes apparently did not eubscrlbe. ’ o ’
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: Toward the end oi 1Q6o a deg*ee of dlssatlsiactlon w1th the con-

iJclu81ons oi the Warren Comn1551on ‘began to manliest 1tseli at the

Tom chker wrote in his- column ‘that a number oi 1mpr8551ve books

"thad opened to questlon the Warren Commzsszon s "procedures, its ob="

3ect1v1ty and its members dlllgence." "Whe damaglng susplclon has

+ - been planted “here as well as: abroad that the comm1551on-—even if

_nsubcon501ously—~was more concerned to qulet public fears’ oi consp1r~.
‘3_acy and- treaohery than it was- to establish the unvarnlshed truth
Vfand thus made the iacts flt a convenlent theS1s.ﬂ Wloker conﬁluded

*a"by endor81ng Congressman nupievman s call 1or a Congress1onal rev1ew.27ﬁ'

‘ In the November 1966 issue of The. P“ogresslve Harrison E. Sal-
1sbury radlcaily rev:sed his. early pralse of the Comm1851on. He re-
1terated that he still. belleved that Oswald had acted alone, but- hlS

freadlng oi "1nquest" and*"Rush to Judvment" had convwnced h1m that .

”*”.,questlons oi magor 1mportance remalned unanswered ‘He called both

books. “serlous thonghtiul examlnatlons." Sallsbury also endorsed

o Congressman Vupierman S resolutlon, adding that "I would like to

”nocc the. mubu yaLubudniug ananlv into - e&on 0i the nrwnolpai a*ees
ot doubt The natlon no 1ongev 11ves in the trauma whlch perszstea
'for months arter the Pres1dent's death. The Warren Commission had
~good reason 'to concern 1tse1i io' the national 1nterest to. worry
about natlonal morale,.to take: upon 1tse1i the tasn oi damplng down

‘n_;rumors. But ‘today and tomorrow the sole crlterla of’ ‘an 1nqu1ry sqould

_e“be the truth-—every element of it that can be obtalned——and a irank

s,via01n9 of unresolved,and unresolvable dllemnas " . :

B Thls position was far from unanimous. Clliton Danlel then the
Managlng udltOT of -the Tlmes}deiended the Warren Report at a publlc

;wsympos1um on "The Role of the Mass Media in Achieving and Preserving e
a Free 5001ety," and he accused 1ts crltlos of “dragglng red - herrlnvs '
‘all over the place. “22 ' i ‘ ‘ ‘

| Under this settlng the Tlmes qnletlj undertook in- early Noven~

f_tber 1966 ‘a new 1nvest1gat10n of the Kennedy acsassznatlon under the -
.dlrectlon of Harrlson Sallsbury.‘"We will go over all the areas of

o doubt " Sa11sbury told Pewsweek “"and hope to ellmlnate them."ZBv'

_ Shortly aiter the'start of the. 1nvest1gatlon ‘the. Times .
*icarrled a careiully worded’ edltorlal “Unanswered Questlons.;
1fIt sald that tnere were enough eolld doubts oi thoughtiul 01tlzens
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. to require ansWerS.>"Fu?ther dlvnltled 81lence, or nerelv more de*_-” 
-nlals by the comm1551on or its stairf, are no 1onger enough. ' '24

- In Decemher 1566 Gulisbury recelved perm1851on from the 9ov—ﬁ'%
ernment of North ?1etnam to. v1a1t Hanoi, and he qulckly departed
‘ior Parls Whence PTePEFﬁtlone for the trlp were made., Shortly aiter
~ his departure the T Times investigation . came to an end. Gene Roberts,
then Atlanta bureau Chiﬁf and member ot the team, now Natlonal Ed-
~itor of- the Times ;- tOld me *hat "there was no real cennectlon between

‘nnSallsbury g01ng to Hanoi and - tne ‘decisipn not to publlsh or to dls-_g"

band the 1nqu1ry. It Just, klnd,oi happened that Way. Presumably 1f _

he had been here he Mi”ht have knocked it off even sooner or he mlght
~have continued it a week oy, two, I just- don't know. " 25 Roberts told .

me - that "the baSlC 00n01u81on was that we couldn't tind that there o
 was SUPPGftlng evidence tg- the contentlons ot the critics,™ addlrg
that "we found no’ evidence that the Warren Report was wrong, which =

"-.‘1nvest1gat10n "ior'the eimple reason

is not to say “that the Warren Report was right." MWe are not in the

_jbu81ness of prlntlng opinlon, and that 1s wny nqthlng was prlnted lnn’.lf

the end. "26 Roberts*® Veﬁeion of events was fairly. well conilrmed by f[’j;

_reporter Peter Kihss whg. Wrote Sylvia Meagher on January 7, 1967,
v"“°8“?tt3b1?fthu projecth has broken off without any windup. Stbrv
at least until Harrlson eallbbury, who was in charge, gets back ,

~ trom North Vietnam." o S T o

*”\Thus,the Times 1nvéetigation reached‘no conclusions. It Sal-

' isburf’s words %o Newqweek are to be taken llteraily the - purpose oi
- the 1nvest1gat10n tO begin with was to shore up the findings ot the
:iwComm1331on, and thls thsy certalnly did not do. But the most 1nterest-

'1ng thing about the Tlmeﬁ 1nvest1gatlon is that there now seem to

. be several dliierent vergions of what occured. ' .

George Palmer Assig tant to the Managlng Pdltor, contended in

- writing on March 8, 1971 “that nothlng had been printed on the Tlmes‘

that there were no rindings. g
But Palmer wrote me -that ngne dlscontlnuance of our- 1nqu1r1es meant o
that they hag substantially reatrfirmed the tindings of the Warren
Comm1331on.“28 Palmer also said in that letter that the determ1n~;
ation to alsconulnue the. 1nveet1gatlon was made upon the return of
SalleUTY from Han01- Walter: Sullivan; New York Times 801ence Ed-
itor,. W¢1tlng on behalf ar Sallsbury, gave vet another version.in
-8, 1etter to- Washlnpton aitorney Bernard Fensterwald Chalrman ot

j the "Comm1+tee to Inveetigate Assass1natlons W "It 1s true that
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f‘an Lnten51ve 1nvest1gatlon of the J.L. Kennedy 3853351nat10n was  .
- carried out bv the ilmes start under Mr. Salisbury's superv151on.q_;,”'
It was set aside when he. suﬁdenly recelved perm1331on to wvisit |
'_Han01 " Wrote Suillean. “At this stave, Mr.-Sallsbury tells me, 1t

;;‘-had ‘become obvious that the Pre51dent was killed by a single demented{Qﬁfj

~-man and that no conspiracy. was 1nvolved The 1nvest1gatlon has there—?;ﬁ”
iore not been pursued iurther uZva . S A ‘

e T

The one thlng that seems plain- is that the Tlmes 1nvest1gatlon jff§7ﬁ

Twas 1nconclu31ve. Yet'iolIOWIng*lts ‘sudden- termlnatlon the Times

became even more oi an advocate oi “the oiflclal line than it had been:fw;
in 1964. Thus an anonvmous reVWew oi "The Truth About the Assa881n-
atlon,“ a book critical oi‘the crltlos by Charles Roberts, Newsweek ' S;fl.,
”“Whlte House correspondent sald "Puo1lsh 10 400,000 words ot research‘,e:f
and what do. you. ge*l:‘> In the case oi the %arren Commission and. the_. -

- book. bu81ness,*youwget a Iabulouslv successful splnaoif called the._w'"inf
-a553351nat10n 1ndustry, whose products would never stand the sorut1nv-ﬂ:;:
of Consumers Unlon. Consumers ouy 1t as. they bﬁy most’ trash. the Ey
- packaglng promlses satlsiactlon ‘but. the 1nnards are mostly dlstortlons, o
'unsupponted theorles and gaping om1s31ons" that are “neatly debunked

e bty

by Charles Robe“ts..." "By selécting tne 1ncrealole and the contra— v

dlctory, scavengers. llke Mark Lane sowed coniu51on. By writing-an '»g
honest guide for the perplexed Rooerus periorms a publlc serv1ce n30
In iact Roberts! ‘book was extremelv superticial, its text taking up

a. mere 118 pages.. It glossed over the crucial. ev1dence, and it was. e
“"more an' exercise in personal 1nvect1ve agalnst ‘the crltlcs than an 7f”f"

‘ answer +to thelr crltlelsms.5 , ‘ }
| In late 1967 two books”51gn;ied the start of a new round agalnst 7_

- the Warren Comm1831on.'They were "Six Seconds In Dallas,“ by Proiessor:ef
- Josieh Thompson, and "AcceSSOries After the Fact," by Sylvia Meagher. el
The latter had earlier dlstlngUlshed herseli by putting together a o
-subgect index to the 26-volumes -~ a serV1ce the Warren Commission
- had negiected to prov1de.7"81x Seconds In Dallas" was prev1ewed by
-The Saturday Fvenlnp Post Whlch ieatured the book's jacket on 1ts S
:Deoember 2,-1967 cove" along w1th the headllne "RAJOR NEW STUDY 5HOW5 S
THREE ASSASSINS KILLED YENNEDY. " Once again The Saturday Evenlng Post

*[called for a new: 1nvest1get10n in its edltorlal stating that it had

”.now been ﬁdemonstrated ialrlj conclu31ve1y that the marren Comm1551on }g~5

was wrong." Thompson s book contalned a comprehen51ve study oi the
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"Zapruder illm, graphs oi the reactlon of Connally, tables summar-

' *121ng the 1mpress1ons ot eyew1tnesses, 1nterv1ews with. cru01a1 wit—

f'nesses, mathematlcal calculatlons of the acoeleratwon 0 the Pres—:

~ident's head in relatlon to “the movement ot . the car, etc. The ‘book -
1ewas proiusely 11Lustrated w1+h photographe, draw1ngs,-and charts.“

'526—volumes and related materlal irom the National Arohlves not oon—
‘talned in the volumes. P1azboz called 1t “the best oi” “the new crop
Qooi books——and the most ohllllng in 1ts 1mpllcatlons.¥ It sald that

"Accessorles After the Fact" was an exhaustlve analysis of the

rdthe most unsettllnv aspeot oI both books "is the tailure of the o

“Warren Comm1881on to 1nvest1gate, evaiuate—-or often even aoknowu_f |
'Anledge--the huge body ot ev1denoe in 1ts pose551on 1ndlcat1ng the‘j*

,Lp0381b1e presence oi more than one - vunman...these new books lend .

saiditon the. subgect of the'Warren Report SJlVla Meagher could re—

“weight to w1den1ng appeals by Coneressmen and the press ior an - 1n—,~”
~dependent new 1nvest1gatwon"

;M"31 Congressman Theodore Kupierman

-ﬂwplace a. computer," oalllng “Aocessorles After the Fact™: “overWhe1m+ife'ﬁ'

_ ,"3, Congressman Wllllam F. Rvan sald "Sy1v1a Meaﬁher raises a .d;

. number of dlsturblng questlons." He added that it pointed out the L

mww«wﬂaea tor-a g o eq 3 ANna 7 °W ot fhaufiﬂdingq Nt +be-ﬁawrn M =
ongr pS n l rexl oL wne- - 1rInaci & 0T T T . O»

n33 .

IﬂlSSlO}l

“Dlx Seconds In Dallas"’and "Aocessorles Aiter the Fact" were .

‘ rev1ewed in The New York Times Book. Rev1ew on mebruary 28 1968-— by

‘Fred Graham, of’ course.-Graham found - Lt astonlshlng that there Was

~such a degree ot dlsbellef "1n a document that has the endorsement
Tof some 01 the hlghest OiilClals in the Government:" Graham oonwfd”“w”“
tended that "desplte the. iaot that embarra551ng gaiies by the Commls—'

_31on and 1noon51sten01es 1n the ev1dence have been p01nted out, none

of the critics heue been able to supgest any other explanatlon that
tits-the known iacts better than the Warren Commission's.' Graham;n
iound Mrs. Meagher s book "a bore % and he Iound that Thompson's:

- scientitic approach 1gnored "the larger logic oi the Warren Report

_"Although 1t has seemed that the ilow oi antl—Warren Report books

ﬂ;would never. end, " contlnued Graham, "*hese two. may represent a sweet

‘”cllmax L

| IHE 'NBW' -‘C)"RLFA-NS 'AFTERMATH -

On March 1 1909 Dlstr]ct Attorney Jim Garnlson s New Orleans'ﬂ

;extravaganza came to an end with the acqulttal of Clay L. Shaw on’ i:

-charges that he had consplred to assa331nate Pres1dent Kennedy.
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- The New York Tlmes wasted ‘no. ulme 1n U¢lnb the opportunWty to -
>efurther dlscredlt prev1ous crltlcwsm oi tne Wa*ren Report. A Times
' Aedltorlal on Marcb 2 referred to aarrlson s “ob58551onal conv1ctﬂon’
about the iraudulent character oi the @arren Comm1881on" as a "ian-.
tasy." The March 2 "Hews ot tne Week 1n Rev1ew“ earrled an artlcle
by. Sidney Zlon,‘"GARRISON FLOPS ON TQE CQNS IRACY THEORY , ® whlch
maintained, .in essence that Garrlson had "restored the credlblllty
- of the Warren RepoLt m Thus the Tlmes totally 1gnored the fact that7

' “‘ueln no way could the acqulttal of Shaw be ;nterpreted as exoneratlon )

‘of the Warren Report o T o , ,

" But the Times was. determlned Whe Apr17 20, 969 New York Tlmes‘

| Maga21ne carrled an artlcle "THE WINAL CHAFTER IN THE ADSASSIIATION

CONTROVERSY?2". by Eﬁward Jay Epsteln, Warren Comm1581on crltlc turned
Asycophant ' : ~,~A. et . “'Z , . :

Epstein argued that- the'"valldﬂty oi the various cha“ges Whlch
"have ‘been’ leveled against the comm1551on“ must now be evaluated 1n
' the context of "the exbent to whlch those who made the charges al»

'dﬁ.lgned Themselves w1th Garrlson.ﬂ It is 1ndeed undor tunate that many
“'sincere Warren Comm1551op crltlcs showed nuch the same biind faith
| in Garrison that The New Vork Tlmee T”“ examnle, hpﬂ shown in the

-Warren Comm1351on._But the crltlcs (1nclud1n~ psteLn) had documented o
- serious flaws in the Warren Report and to irlvolously discount the¢r'

’dd‘researcn merely on the bas1e oi thelr support for Garrison was un-
fwarranted RN '

Epsteln S artlcle 1mpugned the motlves and 1ntegr1ty of the,,

..critics, 1mp1y1ng that much’of" the orltlclsm was. politically mot-

S dvated, and suggestlng tnat many of the crltlcs had been "demon-

'v‘ologlsts" with "books as well as consp1r301es to  advertise," doubtu

less excludlng hls ownl "Inouest" irom this category.rqe neglected
~to add that only "Inquest" had accused the Comm1851on of seeklng
"polltlcal hruth AL ERRT ' ‘

There were those crltlcs Who had dlS&SSOClated themselves irom
Garrlson and - his 1nvest1gatjon. They included Professor Thompson and
Mrs, Meagher. Epsteln generoaslv concedea that their books "must be -
- considered on their own merlts " but he contended that they contalned,
"as far as I can see, - only two substantial arguments that, it true,
would preclude the possibility that Oswald fired all the shots. " The
’ffarguments were‘the unllkellhood ot the . swnﬁle bullet theory and the . |
:“v1olent baekward acoeleratlon of the Pre81dent's head upon 1mpact

5iﬁv7thh the. +ata1 bullet



~16-

' Epsteln dlsposed oi the 51ng1e—bullet theory by 01t1ng a CBS

““1nqu1ry which had bneorlzed that 3 jiggles in . the Zapruder film
o represented reactions to the sound ot shots by Zapruder, and that

- these Jiggles madu it 90531b18 to determlne When the shots were ilred '
CBS had thereby hynothe51zed that the ilrst shot ‘had been ilred ear- '

. 1ler than the Commission had reasoned- 11kely~—at a point when the
" car would have been v131ble, from the 31xth floor window thxough a

-‘oreak of about 1/10th of a second in the foilage of a large Oak tree

Whlch otherwise obstructed the View unull a 1ater point. "In other

_Words " wrote Epsteln "the. Pr851dent and the Governor could have

“been hit by separate bullets: by a 51ng1e ass3351n. The CBS analysis, A
whlch persua81ve1y argues that thls was the case, renders the 81ngle—‘-
bullet hypothe31s 1rre1evant However CBS hdd 1eit out of 1ts an--

o a1y51s the fact that there were several glggles in the Zapruder film,

and five, not three,'ln the frame sequence in questlon. Life magazine,
Whlch owns the orlglnal Zapruder fllm, re3ected the “31gg1e theory"

‘y in November 1966, attrlbutlng all but tne most violent one which

_coincided with the head shot to 1mperrect10ns in the camera mechanlsm 3
The CBS analvs1s was a sxilliul deceptlon which has been thoroughly

ﬁiscred ted {e.g. see. “fte“uraf? of ¥Six SeEOnds,InaEalles”feea critigue
%
-0 the CBS documentary "The Warren Report") : But moreover, GBS

dld not allege an earlier hit, but an earlier: miss, ard Epsteln &ellb-
.erately misrepresented its conolu51ons. For CBS: recognlzed that an

'-‘earlier‘hit meant a s%eeper tragecto“y whlch precluded the throat _
~wound being one of exit, and whlch again implied a fraudulent ‘autopsy
~.report. GBS had reluetantij endorsed the 31ngle bullet theory, saying

that it was ”eseentlal" to the lone-assassin ilndlngs ol the Warren
Comm1s31on,35 Epstein, too,recognlzed thls when he wrote 1n'ﬁInquest":

‘l"elther both men were hit by the same bullet, or there were two as~

a881ns."3§ His mlsrepresentatlon of .the CBS study alleviated him ot

the problem of credidbly deiendlng the” 31ng1e~bullet theoryu—an un-—

dertaklng he obviously did not relieb : , .
Epsteln dwsw1ssed the head movement by citing a report reieased

by the Justice ?epartment in Tanualy 1969 in Whlch a panel oi ior—

*% A.M. Rosenthal, Manaﬂlng Editor: oi the Times said on NET's "Behingd

the Lines" on October 8, 1971: ".,.I'Vve seen- some things on tel-
 evision that were better than unjfhlng I've seen in the news—
w-papers., I think that CBS!t -documentary on he Eennedy assassin- _
~ation, for 1nstance, was a magnlilcent plece of investigative

Journallsm " : ‘ : : S



ifen31c pathologlsts who had studled the sequestered autopsy photos
»fafand X-rays had concluded that they sup ported the Warren Report.

"fijpsteln had either not read the Panel: Peport (as it became known) - or

3ﬁehe chose ~to ignore 1ts 1ncon815uenu1es. For. even superilclal study
'F-ff‘oﬁ the’ Panel Report revealed- glaring dliferences between it and

" the original autopsy report to the p01nt where serious doubts had
‘7‘5been ralsed as to wnether the Panel had seen the

“genulne" materlal.,zgwww
LThus agaln Epsteln relled upon a study which: had ralsed more guestions e

fthan 1t had answerea in an- effort to exmlaln away 1rreconclleable

n01es in the Warren Report Hls conclu51on was that there
ubstantial evidence that T know of that 1nd10ates there was
*,‘ n‘one rirleman ilrlng."'”' :

If one is somewhat astourded bv tne, 1mes fallu?e to check
:upsteln 8 artlcle for aceuracv, th

e Tlmes sabaequent actlons are d
: ‘»&even more astonlshlng.,‘ : ' :

Sylv1a heagher and J051ah mhompson wrote 1etters of almost

“1%1dentlcal length to the Times, both challenngg Epsteln 5 rellance‘

1-‘5'—4»en the CBS study and the ‘Panel Report. But Mrs. Neagher also in-
cluded two quotes irom a 1etter Epsﬁe;n had wrlttendner mere ohan'

qiga year eariler- N1 am shocked that 5 not 3 irames were: blurred If

. this 1s so, C.B.S. was egregiously dlehonest and the tests are -
T?meanlngless " and

YBy a common sense siandard; ~which you point out
Wethe Warren Report uses, I think your book shows it extremely un-
;1ikeiy, even inconceivable, that a- ‘single assassin was reepon51ble.
_ ___ The reply from the lees thanked Mrs. lfeagher ior her letter,
§}and added that "We are plannLng to run a letter along very 51m11ar
';11nes from. ~dosiah-Thompson - and - I -am-sure -that- you will. underetand
"ﬂ'that space dlimitations w111 prevent us from u51ng both." _

; Mrs‘ Meagher wrote agaln askxing that the Tlmes reconSIder and ‘
;%prlnt at 1east her second paragvapn in view of its revelations that‘vw_,u'
-aQEps*eln knew in advance that the C. B.S. claims were. specious, and

"ithat hls private admlsszons in writing were the exact opposite ot

e wis representations in the Times. "One understands the Times un-
‘fefW1111ngness to .acknowledge toits. readers that lt has glven Bpsteln

S a plattorm irom which to disseminate not mere error, but. dellberate
*Y}fialsehood

" wrote Mrs. Meagher.."&owever," she contlnued "I would
'fijllke to request you to reconsider your deelslon. “in the 1ntereets

lggof ialr play and of unuozng a dlsserv1ce to your reaaers that was -

' u?ely unlntended " She recelved no replg, and her 1etter was not



| come, familiar 16 ps;

- Heritags of Stong™

. that,

__ods he

pub11shed.

Harold Welsoerv also wrote the Times asklpg that thﬂy correct
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CGTtaln statements which, accordlng to Wewsberg, were 11belous, and
asklng that he  be permltted to wrlte an artlcle rebuttlng Epsteln._
The reply stated that “we feel that there was no libel in. .the artlcle,

and qulte apart irom that matter the article itself was sound

'CIf

however vou want to write us a short letter of not more than 250 or

. 300 words chailenglng Epsteln

our readers.

"1nterpretatlon of the assa551nat10n,
“we d be- glad to. con81der it ior publication. But I
you to avoid dliflcult

d like to cautlon

arcane detalls that would 81mp1y baiile“

-The concern of the Times Ior its readers 1s touchlng, but 1i 1t
was unw1illng to- prlnt both 51des of this issue it should have prlnted

nelther.

On Tuesday, Decembe;

review
Grctésque,

u+1117ed 3n

Stone;' was Jim Garrison's account of the Kennedy assas

A HERITAGE OF STONE
T,

1970 The New Yor; llmes carrled a dual

of tvo books on the Jﬂm Garrlson aiialr.
by Jdames Kirkwood,

ff‘hp _second . MA -

The ilrst "Amerlcan

was orltlcal of Garrlson and tne meth—
nrn%@nufwng P1av thw

sination.

The review hv John Leonard a Times staff reviewer, -Was entitled
"Who Kllled John F. Kennedy9“ The portlon deallng w1th “Herltage of

Stone" iollows-”

Which briﬂg_s us m Ji:n'Garriann‘s A
The District Atiorasy -

of Orleats Parish argues that Kennady's
. mssassination can only be e¢xplained by &
- “model” that pins the murder on the Cen-'
fral Intelligence Aguncy, The C.1A

have cngincered Dallas in behaif of the
miiltary - {ntelligence - industriai cumpley
feared the President’s disposition

. towart & delente with the Russians, Mr

" Garrlson niowhere

v ell the other Chcsfct‘cte:"& who have be-

“ihows on television, And he insists that
the Wareen Commission,
ranich of the government, some mombers

. of the Dalias  Police Deparimenf. the

» pg-_t}__.::}?giggﬁ;‘:.n.t“v?lgi_}zggﬁn' whin porfermed L.

., could

in his book mentions
Ciay_Shaw,’ or the botch his offlce made of-
' .,‘Sha'w prosecution; ha is, however, heavy -
via lats-might 4slk.

ihe execulive -« -

L .,na Eulun ne‘.zwuy SR ey }pby &
“1,‘1&:‘_)’ others must have known
3 1} ing fo the Amerdcen public,

- Warren Commlssion did & poor Job, ¢
; imm 2

”':x

Mysterles Per zsl'

i-‘ran‘-éiy, 1 prefer io believe that tha
ather

“"dishonest one, { Jike to think ihat

Mr. Garsison nvents monsters to explain

“Incompetence, But until sormebody
why

ayplaing
two autopsles cama to two different

~conclusions about ths President’s wounds,

why the limousine wes washsd out and re-.

buill without investigatlon, why cevialn
Vitnesses near the- "gw.ay knoil” wete

hever asked to tesiify belors the Commiss
" gion, why we WeTe !
 Oswald’s briflfant alksmammp in split

gl so ezger 0 huy

seconds, why no one Inquired inte Jack
Rub‘,’f relations w*th g ;ta germg vniet"

wald alwavv had friends and could alweys
get a passport—avhn can' Rame the Garri-
“son guerrilias for {antasizing?

Somethlng stinks about. this whole af-

fzir. “A Hezitape of Stone” rehashes the

smelliness; {he recipe 13 85 unappeiizing a3
our doubts about the officis] version of
what happened, {(Would thea-AllQrigy
General Robert F. Kennedy have endurs
his Brother's murder in sileice? Was Iohn
Kennedy quite so ioerated from coid war
silohés ag Mr. Gerrison maintaing?) Bal {6
stench iy there, and -“l«-xrs to gach of o5,
YWhy were K{’ﬁf‘u\’& RECK Organs noil X«
amlned at Bethesda for svidence of & frons
taj shot? Yy was hls hody whisked awsy
to- Washinzton befora the ha.my th..Ezec.
‘Foxas qu‘esv Why? '

P

“of strange peovﬂe why 23 “Ior‘er" hr'c. O3

e
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John Leonard's review was certawnly not an unialr one, and 1t
: ralsed some searchlng Guestlons——questlons one rarely saw. asked 1n

the Tlmes. But this rev1ew appeared only in the ear1J edltlon. Be--

- fore the second edltlon could rTeach the stands it underwent a strangeﬂi.“.

‘metamorph031s. The tltle was changed irom "Who Kliled John P, Ken—g,,fﬁ

nedy”" to “The SnaW-Garrlson Aiialr,’ and the review now rea&

as.
'j“iollows-

Lol T , ate-nt V .‘3'
avriso’s “A . come fa'nmar ‘to us viz latenight taik

&..‘ p— S o -
i,
v
i

b Whick b“ums s o Fm R .
}i'en*?«-e‘ of Stone” The Distzict Atforne¥ shoWs "én’ telcvision, .?nd n: ,}' s;- it;s ,,gj: {
! of Orieans Parish argues that Kennedy's . J'xe Warren Commxs.::;t, & }ne mﬂ:r e
,' ' assagsination -can enly be explame;i Iéy ag_l:‘ ; :‘, r rﬁiofp t};?a : G;;Tua Der;rm o e ]
. ei'model” that pins the murder on the Cen~. . . 0f & o} ent, o
(’tfa; In,eh.eencpe Agency. The CIA. could . ° - patho‘oz,ses at Beihesda Who. perd rior ;f :
Thave enamea:ed Dallas.in behalf of the i - the seco 4 Kennedy eutopsy znd meny:

'mﬂuary . mte]hg,enue - industrial ‘complex - ii
‘that : feared. "the ‘President’s disposition . |
“doward a détente with the Russians, Moo H

| many 0&1"!’5 must have know.lvthﬂy were
‘ lying to-the An‘awau publie, |
yFrankly, 1 preter to belleve thal tha

Gamsm nowhere_in -Kis -book me antiotis Warren Comraission ¢id & poor ]Qz.b.,::gd..:;% -
iClay Shaw, or the b..t h his office made of - ‘than .a dishomest one, I'like to i,u o L{ it
[ — i i':i:-haw s prosecution;-le Te ds, Thowever, heavy . Mr. Garrison {nvents monsiers 10 ¢¥pia
s B on “ll the othe.r « ‘afqg:_erjw};o h‘,‘,e_,f{-.;_":_, | incompeteneg s el TRD L

mm——«mhus the paragraph'headlng "Mysterles Pers1st“ had mjsterlously
vanlshed and. the last thlrty lines of the review had ‘been whlsked

mm-u«ery-—lntomsome suuterdnnedr Tiue PREenory .- i 101 o110 doubT. »lu&

‘meanlng of  the rev1ew was completely alte

the Times apparentiy teels are: unaskable remalned unasked.

red, and the questlons whlch':,

A letter to - the Times: 1nqu1r1ng as to the reason ior the alter-f?>

ation of the or1g1na1 review brought a response from George Palmer, e
Assistant to the Managlng Ealtor""Deletlng thst materlal...lnvolved
“routine edltlng in line ‘with a long- standlng pollcy of our paper. ‘
"Our book" reviewers are granted full ireedom to write whatever. they
‘wish about the books and authors they are dealing W1th but we do

not: permlt personallzed edltorlals in the book columns.

:rev1ewer would be iree to- wrlte the same thing tor the edltorlal page,
the opued page or the Sunday Aagazlne, but the book- columns are not
1ntended for that kind ot edltorlallglng "37 B Lk
ThlS was a form letter whlch the rlmes sent out With~minor'
vurlatlons, to everyone qu questvo 1ed the two revwews. The reee,‘
ipient of one such 1etter observed that the. line "frankly T Qreier

“to belleve (emphasis added) that the Warren Commission did a poor
7._gob rather than a dlshonest ore el

af-l*r was an edltorlal comment,-
surely much more S0 than the mdterlal that W&S deleted. To thls
'1Palmer replied:

B don't believe these co’ments represented the type
"gof excessive edltorlallzlng our. edltors had 1n mlnd when they made

"Phe same



the deletlons.? 38 RN : , . :
The Times seems to have clarliled Just what 1t con31ders "ex—
'ce551ve edltorlallzlng" When on- September 29, 1971 Chrlstopher L ~_ﬁ_l
Lehmann—qaupt, in rev1ew1ng "The Magician,® by Sol Steln; descrlbed -
“the: protagonlst as g random case"he lS one of those 'types;' 1ike -
Lee Harvey Oswald and James Earl: Ray, who are born to lead, but lack—:lZn
1ng the equlpment to do So, must: a533531nate the. true leaders." The ":_
Tlmes saw nothlng ”eX09351ve"'or "edltorlal" in thls review, and it '7f;:‘
appeared in the . -second:. edltlon.exactly as it had appeared in the ilrst
It is 1nterest1ng to note that. ‘then Manag ng Editor, Turner '

_ Catledge observed after Osweld's death that under the Amerlcan
”‘system of gustlce he 1s 1nnocent untll proven gullty. Catledge o
pledged that iuture artTcles and heedllnes would reier to Oswald
not as’ ‘the assa551n, but as the alleged assassin--a- pledge that has
been conelstently and systematlcally dlsregarded.39

?;;THE EIGHTH'ANNIJERSARY

'i;ll;_ " One oi the chlei Wltnesses for tne Warren Commlsslon was a o
o porter 1n the Book Dep031tory named Charles Givens. In a deposltlon_ o

‘“““f“uaken by Commission lawyer yav1u W 3e4ln,“uivenb testiried that

l'r he had left the sixth floor (where. he‘worked) at about 11:30 A. M.

" on the mornlng of the assass1natlon, but that he had forgotten hlva

'"*f 01garettes,.and when he returned to retrleve them around noon he o

encounterea Oswald_ lurklng near the Southeast. corner w1ndow. lee;mm;;l;m_

.- ens testlmony received much welght in the Warren Report ior 1t
' Was 1nstrumental in . ?laeing Oswald neav the alleged snlper s nest
gust prior to the assa551nat10n.'

ertlng in the August 13,1971 Texas Observer, Sy1v1a Meacher

cast great doubt not only- upon the vera01ty of Givens, But upon the
methods of the Warren Comm1531on.‘ﬁer artlcle, NTHE CURIOUS TEQTIMONY N
 OF MR. GIV NSy revealedﬂgﬂe% meterlel in the Natlonal Archmves re- - e
lutlng to leens (most ‘of which was’ omlted_from the 26evolumes/ gave-v54"
-an entlrelv dszerent account¢‘ On the‘daj'of'*he assas sination“Givmr-v
ens. had told authorltles tnat he had labt seen OSwald at 11:50 A M. -
readipg a. neWSpaper on the flrst iloor oi the Depos1tory‘ Heltner u_zlfg
at that tlme ‘nor. in two subsequent aii1dav1ts illed betore hls ap- .

_ pearance bexore the Comm1331on did he ever' mentlon heVlng returned »
.w;3 to the- s1xth floor. ‘However an F.B.I. agent's report noted a stete~
,:tllment by Lt Jack Rev111 oi the Dallae Pollcc that leens had pre~_ |




S . : - : . ‘ . “eiﬁ".ﬂ

L v1ously had dliflcultles w1th the Dallas Pallce and that he probu
ably "Would change hls testlmony tor money." Moreover David Belln,”

‘ the lawyer who took leens de9081t10n for the Warren Comm1531on,

was aware of leens earller statements, ior he had referred to them in-

'7 a memo dated six weeks: earller, and he had noted at the tlme that
~three other Dep081tory employees had also ‘observed Oswald on the
flrst iloor. vu‘t-‘ ' “_" : ‘” s :

: ‘ . Invited to reply to Mrs.,ﬂeagher s artlcle, Dav1d Belin de~
orled the "assa531natlon sensatlonallsts," assured the reader that

) he was an honorable man; jand 1nslsted thaf the Warren Comm1381on had
#Awdone awihorough and- eompetent gob Lhe Texaa Observer noted that

Belln '8 reply was no reply, addlng that "Mr. Beiln s article is the"

Slle irrelevant Teply oi a 1awyer who doeen't have much of a deiense
1o preeenu - LA e ‘ :

Mrs. Neagher sent eoples oi her artlcle, Belln s reply, and
- the Observer editorial to several 1nd1v1duals at the Times 1nclud1ng :
"Bge Harrlson Salisbury, Whose reSponQ1b111t1es ‘include edltlng the Mop-ed f
o page " Sallsburj s p081t10n seemed amblguous, tor since his writings '
“in-the Progre331ve in 1ate 1966 he had again implied acceptance of
the oiilclal versions ot the assa881nat10ns of the Kenneavs and Dre.
(Klng in his 1ntroduct10n to the 1mes/Bantam edition of the "Report
of the Natlonal Comm1551on on the Causes and Prevention of Violence. "
’ Hls p031t10n was not to remalp amblguous for long, however. On ‘
November 22, 1971--the elghth annlversary of’ the President's dedth~~
—the headline "THE WARREN - RE PORT WAS RIGHT" appeared emblazoned ac-— .

f ross the top of the "op-ed page." The article decried the "assa331n~ SR

~ation sensatlonallsts" and 1ts author was none other than David -
W. Belin. L : '” _
Mrs. Meagher sept a second copy oi tne Observer material to Sal-
~ isbury, and it was returned with a polite tform letter thanklng her
“.,ior her manuscript Whlch the q‘:1_111es ‘regretted it could not use. She
.replled that the torm lettev dig not surprise her, but that she had )
o gnot sent a manuscrlpt but’ rather documented material whlch demon—v,[
7f1; strated. irretrutably dellberate mlsreprenenuatlon of evidence by the
”"Warren Comm1531on, and wblch "clearly 1mnllcated David w. Belln 1n
: .serious 1mpropr1ety and mlsieasance.ﬁ Mrs. Meaghei noted that "you
Qfg have not queetloned much 1ess challenged the documentary evidence:
I mader avallab e to you tw1ce 1n two months. ‘Instead you prov1ded
'19; a forum ior Belln to 1ni1uence youv redders, Wlthout even cautlon» f;
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"1ng tbem that serious charges nad been publlshed elsewhere on- hlS
conduct as an assistant counsel ior the Warren Comm1581on.“
Sallsbury replied on December 3y 1971 Tne entire text ot his
1etter read--"Do IOTFlVG the iorm card Whlch went back to you. har e
“3”18 a product of our bureaucracy, I'm arrald T hadn’t seen your.
o 1etuer, alas, hav1ng been out ot" the oiilce Tor a. tew days."

THE KLNN*DY PqO OS AND XwRAYS ,

Poss1bly “the slngle most crucial ev1denoe in: tne aqéeeeln—
. atlon of President Kennedy COHSlSUS oi the photos and x-ravs taPen oi
his body during the aatopsv. They were allegedly never even . _
v1ewed by the Warren Comm1381on, nor have they since been reieased .
tor study, though they could resolve once ‘and for all the location
ot -the: ‘wound in the neck or in. the bac} ana ~though they could re-
‘fbnsolve considerable doubt as to. the dlBDCblon i“om whlch the various Miga:
‘511es ‘thatistruck the Pre81deat' came.rIn late 1966 this material
: Was dep031ted in the Ratlonal Archlves under the prov1so tnat %tu

Would be viewed" only‘by Government ager01es Ior Ilve years at" Whiohﬁ*"

i science or technoTOgy" m1gh+ be Cgiven access,ff“?*'”'”'“_'
o Toward the end of 1968 Dlstrlct Attorney Garrison of New Or-
leans took legal steps to obtaln this materlal._ln aﬂ eff ort to
>‘;block access the Justlce Department released a reoort by a panel
_r“oi ioren81c pathologlste who had been glven access and had reported "
i;;wmthat thevPheﬁos and. X—rays oonilrmed the medical - ilndlnge that all
' f the shots came trom the rear. The. story on the Panel Report “which
'“W-Was written by Pred Graham rah on the front page and consumed ‘eight -
additional columns on page 17.40. However Yar from’ resolv1ng the
‘controversy the Panel Report only ianned the flames for even a
Tr'periunctory examination ot 1t reveaied radloal difterences Trom r‘
"f:the'orlglnal autopsy report and the Warren Comm1531on testimony: oi
.'the'autopsy surgeons. Some of these dlscregan01es were brought to
i 1the:attentlon of Graham by Sylvxa Meagher. He replied "I wish I '
'had.known this at the tlme, but perhaps it is not too late tO' 
. backtrack a bit and see if anybody can oome up with explanatlons...'
”'71'11 see what can be turned up, and 11 anv+h1nﬁ can, I trust you’*i .
iebe reddlng about it. "ilrihere was. no iollow—un 3uory. f’~”3; ?;- .’H.3'
7‘  " The next month ﬁr._Cyrll q.. Hecht - orie ‘ot the - most emlnently
i qaa1111ed 10renszo patnoioglsts 1n the Unrted State% testlired in

tlme “recoanlzed exeerts in- tae' e}d of nafhnlnnv or r919+@ﬂ areae,-




' ;the Distrlct»oi Columbla Court oi Gereral Se551ons to the glarlng
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1ncon31sten01es between the *eport of the Panel and the autopsy

.‘]:renort -Judge Charles Halleek was. so 1mpressed by DT Wecht's

‘"" e;preseﬁtat1on that he ordered that Wecht be permltted ‘to examine

‘”e'fev1dence {this was later. rendered'%mme when the Justlce Department

- the- ‘autopsy material - as the bu31s ior his testlmony on the medical

4‘7 C’

"~made known its 1ntent10n to appeal Judge Haiieck's d90131on. This

' ”{twould have *esulted 1n an 1ndei1n1te delay, and Garrlson Wlthdrew

effhls sult) _Graham did not cover Wecht’s testlmony._Instead the
- Times “ buried a iour~paragraph UPT dispatch on page 17. The UPI
'mgutory made no nmention of Wecht's testlmony regavdlng the Panel Report,42;

Thus it is not surprising that when the ilret personl"not un-

‘””wider Government ausploes" was permluted to aee the Dhotos and . x—rays

1e“fthls year, the "exclu81ve“ was obtalned by - Fred Graham of The New

. York Tlmes. Gn January 9, 1972 tne T1mes announced on the ;ronu oo

‘f]epage that Dr. John K. Lattﬁmer, chalrmap of the department oi urolw’
.-;ogy at Columbla Unlver81ty s College of th5101ans and Surgeons, had
'“f_v1ewed the photos and X-rays and- iound that they "ellmlpate any doubt
T comnletelj" about the valldlty ot tne har*en Comn1381on s concju51on

-

t.u.cu'ﬁ JJcc: -J.o.' vVey Gswalid. . Iire u a3 \J‘J.e b’rl(}bb" l;l.{d.—b'—~b-b;‘[<u.bﬂ. the. I’IL‘J.L(K‘UL.

'"yattlmer s only dlsagreement w1th the Ccmn*ssvcn was that the wound .

in the neck was actually hlgqer than the Commission had believed.

~5He stated that the throat wound could not poss1b1y be one oi enurancew' 

v"because the front hole was SO far below the back one that "1i any—

'“one were to have shot him from the front, they Would have to be
@squa++1ng on the floor in tront ot ‘him." i o

Graham noted that "some skeptlc s" of the Warren Report had

" reierred to Dr. Lattlmer as a long- time "apologlst tor the %arren
: Comm135lon;" He did not glve examples of why they referred to him
~wthls way, aLthough he could have glven many. For example, Dr. Lat-.

"”tlmer wrote in Medlcal Wo*ld News on March 13, 1970 (p.6):"0Oswald

,ehowed what the. educated _modern~day, traltorous guerllla can do

among hls own people--working with religious-type conV1ctlon,

willing to laJ down his life, bdbut proposing to kill as many anti-
Vfcommunlsts as possible. OswaWd was . dev1ous, skllieé at hlS bu51ness,
‘iand amazlngly cool." . B ’ ' - '

- But more 1ﬂndrtant1y, the Lattimei eplsode “3138& some inter-—

eestlng questlons. Fred. Grah cher} 1n adawtlon to helng Sapreme Lourt

' ”correspondent is aleo a 1awyer--tralned to crose~eyam1ne in an ,




by his own adm1351on,43

i;susplclous, unexpected unexplalned traumatlc, medlcally undetected
“or v1olent) qualliled as an ”etpert in the Ileld oi pathology or

ﬁ'H;?Nor dld Graham ask why Dr. Lattlmer a urologlst NaS chosen when

-j¥%%wthree doctors w1th experlence in Ioren81c patholcgy, 1ncludrng T

- Dr. Wecht, an emlnently ouallfled iorens“c pathologlst were not
:'Dr. Wecht is Gnief Medlcal Examlner of &llegheny County (Plttsburgh}

o as well as Researoh Proie sor of Law and Dlrector ot the Ipstltute
"oi Forensic- 801ences at- Duquesne Unlver51ty School ot Law, and-

o,eiiort to resolve conillcts. Yet he d1d not aek how a. urologlst who,";

31related areas of sc1ence or technology” to see the autopsy materlal.-»jf

knows Vlrtually nothing about forensic path-
.ology (the branch of torensic medicine SP€Clallzlng in the determin- nor
;tﬁp‘atwon of the cause .and. manner of death in cases where it 1s sudden,:zr

-1

‘effﬁPre81dent of the Amerlcan Acadeny of Forensic Sc1ences 001n0ﬂdentaily, o

"7_ anong - the three’w1tn experlence 1n pathology and the urologlst who
pwwrequested access- to the photos and x-rays, only the urologist had
:”“fffepoken or written in- l;“GSlthE iaehlon about the Warren Report In

”tcﬁ;Qaddltlon,vdesplte the inconsistencies of Lhe Panel Report 1t did
s not report that the "neck wound”'was hlgher.,Thus the autopsy sald
iy orne thrng, the Panel said DOMELMLL5 else, and uautrmer ‘saia eome—'
thlng st111 dliierent. Moreover, it a shot from the front: would have
had to come trom the floor of the President's car as Dr. Lattimer '
suggests, a shot comlng trom the rear and follow1ng'the ‘same” tra—

i;rrmngectory Would ‘have ended up in the floor. Drc Latblmer dld not eX=

plain, and Graham d1d rot 1nou1re; how a bullet i0170W1ng thls path
‘ codld have struck Governor Connally at a sllghtly downward_angle R
j'p;nas +the Warren Comm1831cn alleged.. o ; - |
Thus .the. Tlmes revelatlons that the Warren Report has flnally
_been proven right would Loglcaily seem to 1mp1y the opp081te. One
V'Q;.can oniy wonder what they Wlil come up with next.- fof o ~f L

“rHE DIHES AND THE‘ .KING‘ CASE

On March 10, 1969 the oiilclal curtaln closed in the Dr. Martln
Luther Klng case. James Larl Ray recelved a 99-Jear senterice When
‘he pleaded "technlnally gullty" (meanlng he was involved) to the

"d'charge oi nurder.;@nus the State oi renhessee, bv an arrangement
s "that had recelved advance b1e381ngs of the Federal Government dlS—
S peneed with the iormallty o+ a tr1al for the aooused assas51n of”
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_ , On March 11 the Times ran a scathing editorial, "TONGUE-TIED ’fe“f
JUSTICE," denoun01ng "the'aborteﬂ’trﬁa of James Barl Ray,. "call- '

- cing 1t "g mockery ot gustlce" and "a shocklng breach- oi ialth w1th »f;?;y

““the Amerlcan people,™ The Times demanded that "iormal legal pro~
ceedlngs" be convened—~Federal 11 not state. ‘_ : o
For all its edltorlal eloouence the Tlmes record on the Klng
'"ase once the-"oiilc1al“ verﬂlct was in would be no better than
it had been in the John F, kennedy case (prior to the Ray trlal
the Tlmes reoortlng, particularly that of Martin Waldron,'was eX~—
cellent) Ray s protestatlons that he had been pressured into ‘his-
plea and hlS eiiorﬁs to. obtaln a: new trial Were (ap& contlnue to

‘N‘be) almost totally blacked out by “the: Times.:

March 1971 brought a startilng chclienge to ihe oii101al {
contentlan that Ray. had assa351nated Dr.. klng and that there had
" been no consplracy, 1n the iorm of:a new book, "Frame-Up: Tbe 1Lll
”ebMartlr Luther Flrg/James ﬁarl Ray Case w by Harold Welsbergﬂ;ﬁhf;
- We1sberg has dedloated the pas+ ergnt years to therlnvestl*at”on of
- political a353551nat10ns that plagued the 60's—-a vocation that is
tar from lucrative despite tne 1nrerenees of eome,"“rrame Up" was

' the culmination oi more than two years ot 1nvestrﬂatlon, legal

' actlon, and research. Much ot his evidence he obtained wqen he .

“successiully sued the Tustlce Department tor access to the sup« ﬂ'

rpressed extradltlon file on James Earl Ray. Weisberg! s suit . result-.

ed in a rare Summary Judgment against the Justice Deparmment (not_wmmlér'

~ ™news ilt to print" to the Times when 1t happened), and release
w0 oiilclal ﬁocuments which were. exculpatory of Hay._' e
hus Weisberg revealed that ballistics tests which had ialled
l‘ to link Ray's ritle with the erime were mrsrepresented by the pros—  '
7ecut10n in the formal narratlon,‘lmplylng the op9051te by substltme

- uting the word "con81stenu,“_9 meanlngless word in balilotlcs term—

'1nology.-The aileged shot ‘Trom. the bathroom window would have re~
"qu1red a contortlonlst and there was tanglbje evidence that the.

l“ffnshot nad been ilred trom elsewhere‘ The contentlons or the- only al-
w-f]:legea w1tness p1301nv Ray at the scene was impeached by his own

contradlctlons and by conillctlng testlmony of- two other w1tnesses

';1ncludlng the alWegea w1tneqs' wite. Rdy left no prlnts in the oath~ ER

'firoom, or 1n another room where it was alleged he hagd re- arranged
’“!_iurnlture, or in bhe car 1n Wnrch he aliegedly drove 400 mlies




7 aiter the saaylng.,Nor were hlS prlnts on the cllp, the ca81ng,

or any other part of. the rlile ‘he would have nad to hanale in or- .

- der to tire it. There was persua81ve evidence that a bundle con— -

= tainlng the alleged assa351natlon rifle.and . varlous personal eilects-b'@wa
.belonglng to Ray-—convenlently lett behind 1n a doorway near the"' |
.kroomlng house——had actually been planted on the scene by SOmE one -
~other than Ray. And theve was a great deal more in "Frame—Up " x

f*,p01nt1ng toward an elaborate consplracy 1n which Ray had served the

f._jrole of "patsy.“-: ' : .

. The Times iound no "news flt to prlnt" in “Wrame-Up "though even'lﬁf
, zFred Graham had called Welsberg a "Dalnstaklng investigator,". and . |
";_Tlmes reporter Peter thss had wrltten 1engthj and iavorable articles S

'”about two of his prev1ous books.44 i Y ' _ )
v' ‘; Nevertheless “Frame Up" was en Tnus1astlca11y received at ilrst N
" Publishers' Weekly sald ‘”Thls rev1ew can barely - suggest the detalled Ty
-number of Weisherg's charges, speculatlons, ireshly documented evn_” 
‘idencé and revelatlons aboub the King murder. In two areas he is :ff(; |
pure THT: his attack on ‘Ray's 1aﬂjer, Percy Foreman... and his sen—ff"“jﬂ
‘satlonal head-on assault on J. Edgar Hoover, the FBI and the govern- .

“ment itself for what hé’ c:a;mb .was the deyTGDSLﬂg of OiilClaL V-
;ialdence 1ndwcat1ng Ray was-: not alone in the Klng assassination...
'7"Welsberg has brought forth a bllsterlng book. “45 ~Saturd ay Review
said: "Evidence that Ray ilred the fatal shot. There is none... THE

"“f reek of consnlracy is on everythlng- Weleefg is an 1ndeiat1gable‘7.“

L researcher... he has pursued ‘the tacts... And they are facts that ‘
lay- claim to the conscience of Amer10a.ﬁ46 ‘The Chicago Sun’ Times sald'~"
a'"Welsberg has dug up. much mauerlal some oi it properly des1gnated A

‘eas suppressed, that must glve any reasonable and unprejudiced perw:‘

son’ pause. i The Tlmes of London,lln a news story on "Frame Up""
'fcalled Weisberg "one of that Small but impassioned group of auth-erff

'“eorltles on recent Amerloan polltlcal aesa881naﬁlons... ’Pramqup

is a detailed analysis ot the entlre process of Mr. Ray's arrest and
iR h”trlal... There is remarkably little ev1dence to connect Ray W1th
- the shot that killed Dr. King, 48 o

”FramemUp" was reviewed in The New York Tlmes Book Rev1ew on -

‘:-May 2 "1971 bv John Kaplan. The review began ﬂ'Tne silly season :‘f_
"'apparenblf is over so iar as critics of the warren Comm10510n are"ﬁ

;}7concerned,.. how, ﬂarold lelsbefg... nopes to repea* the trlumph of
‘.hlS *wnltewash' serles w1th 'Frawe~Up. o e &r Welsberg S theorJ
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is that James Earl Ray was merel' a decov Dart oi a canopﬁracy,
,'apparently... his: ev1denbe ;s eX1cuous at best." The review contin-
- ued: "Mr. Weisberg's. grasp oi law: 1sw to say the 1east somewhat
vshaky (he is" descrlbed elsewhere as. a chwcfen iarmer) .o o Whether
or not Ray fired the iatal bullet or. merely acted as a decoj does
ifnot influence the proprlety of hlS gullty'pLea, In elther case, he
_would be a murderer... A rev1ew such as this in.which nothlng fav-
"iorab e 1is sald obv1ously prompts questlons as to Why one mlght wish
 to read or, tor that: matter, %o devote newsnaper review space to the
-;;book...‘FlnallJ, one. mlght ask 11 ’Framqup tells us anything 51g—
" nitricant about the Martln Luther Ylng assasclndtLon Regrettably, .
 the answer is no...fﬁ BEE Zﬁ” ' . ' o L
. An article on the iront page of The Wall Street Journal, "HOW
"5 BOOK REVIEWS MAKE OR: BRFAK BOOKsu-OR HnVE 70 IMPACT" described The
~New York Bimes Book Rev1ew as "generally considered the most
:fprestlﬂlous and 1ni1u°nt1a1 rev1ew medlum."49 The article depcrlbed

o how & partlcularly poor rev1ew therp can dlsoﬁurage furthﬂr book~

:f_ store orders and dlscourage further reviews. “Frame-ﬂp" received no
iurther rgv;§g§ aiter thls one, and tor all DractlcaL nurnoses 1t 
was. soo;mé;éd f,.fv e - T o

The Times capsule blograpny ot the rev1emer said that "John
_ i Kaplan teaches at Staniord Law School and is author of 'Marlguana-
L The New Prohibition.' " It was_;nadequate, to .say the least. .
L ~ From 1957 to 1961 Kaplan served the Justlce Department in three
capacities—~tirst as a 1awyer with the C*lmlnal DlVlalon (against.
which Weisberg obtalned the Summary degment), then as a special .
-ﬁprosecutor in Chicagoj; and Ilnally as an Assistant U.S. Autorney
in San Fran01qco. He- authored a 1engthy article entitled "The As—

..H@SQSSlnS" which aypeared in the Sprlng, 1967 Americen Scholar. The

 ‘&$8&$81nS John- ﬁaplan was reierrlng to were the critics of the |

‘_Warren Report ‘whom he Characterized as “rev1slon¢sts '"perverse,

“and "51lly ". He was also critical of Lite magazine for calling for .
- a new 1nvest1gatwon ana oi The New York Times for calllng ior of -

‘afilclal answers to bhe unanswered ouastlons. These, accordlng to
Kaplan, "contrlbuted relatlvelj little in the way of enllghten—
 ment n>0 In its OPlglnal form "The Lssagsins" was boneldered S0

'.tllbeWOus by the legal: counsel of The American Scholar hatrﬁhe

  wlatter refused to publlsh.lt until Kaplan reluétantly agreed‘to '

'f'.**In addltlon to ‘having: been a newspaper veporte ,'an 1nté11égencv
-.analyst. for the Orfice ot Strategic Services, &and a Senate 1nvequ7
© tigator, Weisberg had also once owned a poultry farm, '




- make certa n changes.5 Kaplan S most recent venture beiore re—
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viewing "Frame-Up" was an article wrltten for. the U. S Inlormatlon

Agency (the "orficial™ propaganda arm of the Government) entitled

.ASE or AFGELA DAVIS: THE PROCESSE& OF AMERTICAN JUSTICE "52

John deonard ‘now edltor oi the Tlmes Book Review told me. aiter

‘,Kaplan s ‘review that he had been uotally unaware. of kaplan s back-

- ground. He had 3ust recelved a’ letter irom Mr. Weisberg, and its
Z'econtents had dlstressed hlm. He t0¢d me +hat the- book had been as-

81gned by "another. edltor n. but ‘he 1mp11ed that the matter would . be

_‘rectliled in the 1etters sectlon.55 It was Leonard ~then a dally

‘rev1ewer, whose review of "Herltage oi Stone" ‘had been edited beeause :

it Was'"exce581ve1y edltorlal.? Welsberg s letter to Leonard re—

‘chlved no reply, nor did a subeequent one seeklng ‘some acknowme”‘

- Tedgment to the tirst "if only to record that you did not con—
__801ously assign this review to.a man so saddled with 1rrecon511able

'efconillcts. -The reason for silence Would soon become clear. =~

"Frame-Up " in d1sca351ng The Washlngton Post's poor coverage

‘1n the Ray case 1nc1uded an - 1nconsplcuous footnote .alleging that 1ts ‘
"wbook reviewer had been ordered not to Teview "Whltewash " Yaplan-~"”"”mww

.~cited it in his ev’la as._an examp_e ui ‘how.Weisberg felt he vv’ra:s veing

plcked on, thus castlng Welsberg as a pnantom—ch381n paran01d in

"the eye of the unknowing reader. But one must question whether this

was Kapian s only motlve, for whether true or false, the publication
of that footnote in The New York Tlmes Book Review, Wq1ch is read '

"throuﬁnout the counury, could have 1o other erfeet but to oerlously

' embarass the reviewer in questlon. Though he might be anonymous to

readers of "Frame-Up," he would not be to some readers of the Tlmes._
“Thus on May 30, 1971 the’ rrl1mee Book Rev1ew prlntea but one Tet-

' ter—wthat a strongly worded denlal of the footnote by Geoiirey Wolii

who 1n 1966 had been the bonk rev16w editor of The Washington Post.

He . sald that he had never been ordered ‘not to review "Whitewash,"

or any other book, nor had he read it. He said. that he had told

Welsberg at the time that "I ‘decided, in agreement with my editors,

to. leave consideration of" books about the Kennedy . assa351natlon
'to rev1ewers better qualliled to Judge thelr merlts. I dlsqualli;ed

‘,myseli beceuse 1 am ignorant of the rine points of crlnlnal law, "

‘;sberg insists that Wolii had: told him he had been 1mpressed
Wltewash“ and that he had 1ndlcated he would review it, but

>that Woltf u1+1mately explalned to hlm tnat he could not because a
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v;pollcy d60181on had been made to rev1ew no books on the Sub3ect
- Wolftt reiterated to me - that he had never réad "Whitewash" and
o ‘that he had’ not felt qualli1ed to assess the merlts oi books cr1t~ik
slﬁiﬁlcal of the Warren Report. But he. acknowTPdﬁed that the ultimate
| decision not to review these books Was arrlved at in an edltorﬁal
' ,meetlng with his ed1tor.§4 He also 1n51sted that he had treated
“*N,QWelsberg "ialrly... and ‘with good manners. "55 B R
: The story each man tells is essentlally the same,_ 1+h but a
'sub3ect1ve difference. It does not seem unlikely that Wolii in an
?V_eiiort not: to overly disappoint Jelsberg, ‘may have indicated %o him
‘ that under other 01rcumstances‘"Whltewash“ mlght have reeelved a
Lfﬁkm”iavorable rev1ew, as notes and carbons of ‘a letter 1n Mr. Welsberg s :
'5;?'i11ee 1ndlcate he did. It is also understandable that five years
 ‘;and eeveral hundred book reV1ews 1ater he would have no recollectlon
"oi it. ’

-rPost footnote in “Frame—Up," but +he Times showed a uotal breach of

‘iethlcs 1n publlehlng the Woltf 1etter Wlthout, 1rst sendlng Welsberg

{0
-0
[$)

. and iuture wrltlng by castlng grave doubt upon hls crealbllltj and
7?.;1ntegr1ty.' ' ' ' ' '
: Follow1ng the appearance of ﬁolii's 1etter, John Leonsrd could
J 'glve me no- explanatlon as to why Welsberg had - not been- sent a copy
. ~{oi it to- reply to, weakly implying that he thought Weloberg had been
" sent a copy. He insisted that- Wolfi's letter would noct be the ilnal
b'WOTd~~that “a. full page: roundmup" of “letters would be published
mf“ln about’ three-: weeks,“? g o
. ‘{elsberg s.letters. respdhd4ﬁg'fo ‘Wolff . received no reply .
' “from the‘Times, and -the promised round —-up never appeared Iqstead,
on Auvgust 29, seventeen weeks after the publication of Kaplan's
review and twelve weeks aiter the publication of the Woltt letter,
Weisberg's orlglnal letter (whlch Leonara told me he hag JusT re-
‘ celved when I spoke to h1m on’ May 5) wae publlshed 1n the Book Review

along with a self'- serv1ng reply by kaplan,j :
A Welsberg wrote John Leonard: “...I thlnk you owe me...imere Lhan 
'lethls too late, too 11tu1e, too alshonest ieebleness.a¢ You have my

H:‘WOT?, Whlch stands as. it must alone. You have my deualled and 1engThJ

One mlght ouestlon uelsberg s gudgmenuvln retalnlng the Washlngton U
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letters, whlch remaln undenied by anyone, unanswered by you. You v
have enough to show that the Times and Tohn TLeonard will at- 1east

*ﬂfg.make an etfort to be decent and nonorable. Wlll you°“

' *i-read ir

For‘the ilrst tlme delsberg reoelved a reply. Leonard's response

fiull' “Anparently everyone in the country is w1thout honor

‘f‘except you. I don't thlnk we have anythlng useiul to. say to one
'another “57 ' o ' ‘ '

- THE TIMES MD THE nh CASE |

It many Were unsatlsiwed w1th the "oiilolal" Iacts about the"
"assa331natlons oi Pre81dent Kennedy and Dr;‘Klng, there seemed th—‘
tle reason to aoubt that Senator Robert F. Kennedy had rallen vic~

i tem to the deranged aou oi a 51ngle sick 1nd1v1dua1—-unt11 the pub~

*dfilloatlon of Robert Blair Kaiser's "R.P.K. Must Dle'" Kalser is an

establlshed and respected reporter and a iormer correspondent ior
- Time: mag321ne. His. preV1ous reportlng had won ‘him a° ‘Pulitzer: Prlze
'Lvnomlnatlon ‘and an. Overseas Press Club fward tor the best magaz1ne

e reportlng in foreign aiialrsg

i\dlser s1eneu onn wiin ithe D.Lf’ld.n delense teai as. an investig-

””riator.eIn the course- oi hls studles and 1nvest1gat10no ‘he becameé the

dd;ichlei rep051tory of knowledge in the case and the brldge between the

defense’ attorneys and the’ ps;chlatrlsts probing the. motlvatlons of
fsolrhan Bishira Slrhan._ Kaiser was to spend close to. 200 nours w1th
Slrhan, and that exposure together with his researches Were to con-
. v1nce him that uhere ‘had been a consplracy.,

. ‘Kaiser was unimpressed with the 1nves»1gat10ns turnea in by
'*'the Los Angeles Police Department and the F.B.I. He 1elt that they

were pre dlsposed to the conclu31on that no consplracy ex1sted

{d and they were: consequently unwillingly to pursue 1eads that mlght

| p0881b1y 1ead in that direction. Thus when the "glrl 1n the polkandot
dress" geen wwth Sirhan just boiore .the assassination was not turned
up, the authorltles conclthd that she dld not exist desplte over-
ewhelmlng ev1aence to the . contrary Nor was a gzealous effort maae to
locate or thoroughly 1nvest gate eertaln acqualntances oi S$irhan _

‘v_who could not be regarded ‘as above’ su5p1010n‘-

Kaiser beeame perp1exed by Sirhan's notebooku in whlch he had
N i+en»repeated1y wrltten his name, and in whlch several pages bore
'2’Tthe SlLlldle repeated 1nscrloulon "RFn Wust die,? always accompanlea'




- On the nloht of the assassinat 1on Slrhan had beeaved oddly. He _

'fwas observed starlng ilxealv at a teletvpe machine two hours beiore

fpthe assass1rat10n, and ne dﬂd not respond when addressed by the

"Aiter the snootlng 1t was reported that his eyes were. d11ated cand

he was described as extremely detached dur1ng the all-night polvce

dlnterrogatlon. In the mornlng he was tound shlverlng in his cell

wDr Bernard T.. Diamond, the Chlei pSJChlatrlst for. the deienee
declded upon the use oi hyon081s on Sirhan. His. subgect proved 80
susceptlble that: Dlamond concluded that Sirhan had prooably been
hypnotlzed irequently beiore. Under thn051s Sirhan proved adept at
the same type ot automaulc erulng that appeared in hlS notebooko.g “i

tlnulng to erte even When he reached the end oi the page. Inetructed
to erte about Robert Kenredy he wrote WRFK must dle" repeatedly

‘ .LLILL_L.L 1’3!.(1 '{'O ST.OT) UHUPT ﬂVD“OQ]S \“1”"!81’1 ‘“er‘-es !8{} his TV”'PV"QUQ

notebook entrles whlch he had ‘made while in a trance like state
induced by mirroes in his bedroom. The hallways of the Ambassador

-Hotel were also llned Wlth mlrrors. Dr. Diamond. programmed Sirhan

" to cllmb the bars of hls cell 11ke a monkey, but to retaln no

memory of the 1nstructlors. Upon awakening Sirhan cllmbed the bars;'
of "his’cell "for eler01se.ﬂ ypn051s produced an’ 1nteresting side-
effect upon Sirhan. Up0n emerglng from a hypnotlc state he would

‘ suffer chllls——gust as he had the mornlng aiter the assa581natlon
. in his cell. ‘ : '

'Dr, Dlamond became conv1rced that Sirhan- nad acted 1n a dls~_7

B '3001ated statenuuraware oi whar he was: d01ng~~the night he kllied
Amanenator Kennedy, He- concluded that Slrhan had programmed himselft

like a robot. Kalser reaohed a silghtly dliierent conc1u51on.}Ii
Slrhan had proerammed hlmself, he reasoned, why did he retain. no

v.recollectlon of “éither the progremmlng or oi the shootlng. Further—-.7'

”dmore, when asked. under hjpn051s ir otrers had been 1nvolved, Swr~lfﬁf
‘:chan would either. 8o 1nto a. deeper’eleen in whlch he was 1rcapab1e

e fby the- phrase "please pay to the order’ oi blrhan.“ Slrhan had no-

'recollectlon ot these writings, nor dld he recall Ilrlrg elght
mzbullets at Senator Kennedv. ' .

’fte1etype operator. Several bystanders could not . 1oosen the vr@e-llkel " 
grlp or sway the~ seemlngly irozen arm ot Slrhar when he- began ilrlng.'»‘"

~wG1ven -a-pen- ard paper ‘he. fi 11ed an - entlre page Wzth h1s name, con-'iv;*

oot anewerlrg, or he would block——h981 atlng ior a rong perlod beiore i:,_r
'glVlng a negatlve answer..,~ ' : o SRS
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Kéiser's réSéarch turﬁéd'up'sevéral case- histories in which a
suggestlbie 1nd1v1dual had actuaily been prograﬂmea by a skilled
hypnotist to periorm 1llegal acts ‘with no rﬂcollect1on ci elther‘uhe f |
deed or the programmlng, 1nclud1ng a relatively recent _case in. urope;
in Whlch.a man convicted oi murder was 1ater acqultted when a sus- |
plClouS ps ychlatrlst suceeeaed in de- pro gramming him w1th the resuit
that the programmer was apprehended and convicted in hlS stead Kalser;
felt that Slrhan, too, had been prograwmed and hls memory blocked

mf‘bv some kind'oft blocklng mecnanlsm.,

"R.F.K. Must Dle'"‘was rev1ewed in The New York Times Book Rev1ew o
~ on November 15, 1970 by . Dr. mhomas S Szasz. Szasz described Kalser -
d‘:as.“a consclentlous and ccmpetent reporter " but his rev1ew, icr'
fmuthe most part, totally 1gnored the conuents oi the book expoundlng
‘1f‘1nstead upon the rev1ewerls phllosoyhy that it.was HMabsurd" to Judge e

Slrhan s.act in any context other than the physical tact tha+ Slrhan_“ ,
~had fired the shots because "Iacts are. constructed to ilt theorles" -
“in courtrocm psvchlatry. Dr._Szasz a1so exPounded upon. hlS bellef
“that” capltal punlshﬂent 1s a poweriul deterrent to” ¢rime;” and e ex-
“»_nreqqed the honp thaf aufho*1+1e% Wculd no? be Temntcd Tn oommjte

~Sirhan's death sentence. Gnly one sentance of the review addrcssed

"the contents of "R.F.K. Must Diet!"™ : "“And Kaiser uncrltlcally ac~
cepts Diamond's theory of the assassination f...that Sirhan had --
by his automatic wrltlng - programmed himself exactly 11ke a comm

“puter ‘is programmed “by - 1ts magnetlc tape... for the" comlng 3883881n—'
@m“matlon. .%n_;w;h;mwm,,,, e e e i e e e e e e e e e
| Thus Dr. Sgasz completely mlsrepresented the the81s of the

5ﬂ‘book he was rev1ew1ng, for Kaiser ex pllCltly‘d1sagreed with Dr. ‘

Diamond. Dr. Szasz' review gave no hint whatsoever that Kaiser had
" postulated a conspiracy. Robert Kaiser wrote me: "y narrative of the
“n tacts, most of Which‘haVe‘béeﬂ hiddén from the public,fcried outzfcr_- :'"
__a re-opening of the case by the authorltles. hattwaS'ncws‘and Dr.
'JSzasz 1gnorea it, n58 ‘ o _

_ In iact a881gn1ng Dry Thonas Szasg to Teview "R.F. K. Must Dle'" 
"ffwas like assigning Martha Mltohell to rev1ew Senatcr Fullbrlght'
f;QﬁThe Arrogance of Power‘“ Kalger s: book was very much a psychlatrlc

v”;Fistudy ot Sirhan, and a na*ratlve ot the psychlatrlc nature ot the e
" defense strategy (Sl*han had deilrlte paran01d~schlzonhrenlc Lend~»':>'

E Viﬁen01es) Dr. Szasz is generally rcgarded as. the most ccntrovars al

’lgcflgure in the psychlatrlc pr016831on, 1or he contends that mental fu"'




_33.~

B 111ness is a myth and he is 1rrevocably opposee +o the use of . psy—
chlatry in the courtroom. Hls v1ews are So eontrover51a1 that The

"fNew'York Times Maga21ne devoted an entlre article to them 29 Dr..

Szasz phllosophy regara;ng courtroom psychlutry and mental 111ness’
“ﬁ“precluded in advance an obaectlve rev1ew of "R F.X. Must Dietn:
~The re?atlonshlp ex1st1ng between Dr. Szasz- and Dr.-Dlamond
.(who Kalser describes as "the onlv hero in ny oook"6o), moreover,
should have further dlsquallzled Dr. Szasz for they are dlanetrlcne'
anwm~a11v -opposed to one’ another s v1ews end ‘have contronted each other
~dn publlc debvate, Dr. Dlamond is a 1ead1ng protagonlst for and - ex—
"ipert on the 1egal concept oi "dlmlnlshed capaczty N.oa psychlatr¢c‘-
- -.defense. In October, 1964 Dr. D¢amond rev1ewed one of Dr. Szasg'
vmbooks ‘for The Ca11iorn1a Law Rev1ew. A quo#e of the opening lines

171ustrates suiilclentlv Well the enmlty exms+1ng ‘between the two'f

W"Law leertv and Psvchlatrv 1S an 1*resnon51b1e, rep?ehen81b1e, and
dangerous book. It is’ 1rresnon81b1e and reprehensible because the
‘author must -surely know better..It is’ danﬂerous because its author -
is clever, brllllant ang artlculate —-— Lhe book reads well and | o
cou7d be most convincing to the 1ntellegent but uncritical reader."‘
““Robert Kaiser ¢ gently Summ d up the.Szasz review: "Ah honest
 revieW5of-my book, pro or con, one that would have dealt with the
facts I revealed and the‘ ssues I raised, could have been a val- .
“uable serv1ce to the 1arge readlng publlc that depends on the Times
‘WBook Rev1ev; From a purely Dersonal v1ewp01nt -1t made the dlIier—ﬂgm@;_wg

‘ence for me 1nstead of belng a bestseller ‘my book was only a wodest

f“wsuccess - not ‘because the rev1ewer mede a successtul attack on my
Vthe51s,‘but because he 31mle 1gnored it. "61'
l LT ‘ ' %***% ' ‘

. One of" the eoniu51ng points in the Pobert Yepnedy assa331natlon
is the’ tact that the tatal bullet. ‘enteréed behind his lett ear and
was ilred from about an inch away, 1eav1ng massive powder burns be--
“cause ‘0t the ¢lose nrnx1m1ty oY the weapon. Sirhan was posmtlowed
'7usevera1 ieet in . iront of Senator Rennedv. It was generaily assumed
until recent1J that Kennedv must have. iallen in Sirhan' s direction e.
and recelved the wound as’ he iell Events of the past Summer have . .
. challenged this the51s. 3_' f. f. .A',' ) _. o
On May 19:1 Los Angeles attorney Ba“bdra Werner Blehi
o challenged the QUdllilcablonS of Dewavne Eolier, actlng heagqd. of
Efefthe LAPD Crlme Lab in an. eiiort to block hlb pernanent app01nt~'
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'ment: Mrs. Blehr's challenge 1ncluded declarahlons by three rec-
OFHIVPd ballistics experts that alleged that ﬁolier had violated |
‘ ~the. iou* Urecents ot firearnms 1dentlilcatlon when he testitied at i-
S Sl?han s trlal that Sirhan' s gun and no other was 1nvolved in the
. Shootlng of Kenneﬁy and two- other persons on the scene. Hrs. Blehr -
i chargnd that: "The phy51cal ev1dence, however, upon whlch his
: (Wolier s) testlmony was based establlshed that the three above _
' mentloned evidence - bullets removed Irom v1ctems were ilred not Irom
the deiendent 's gun but 1n Iaot irom a second 31m11a gun with a .
. Serial Yo, Q18602 (Slrhan s gun bore the serlal number HB“?BS)
Tne only p0881b1e conclusion that nmust. be reeohed is that tWO 81m11ar
 guns were being ilred at the scene ol the crlme.ﬂ: Knlblts ‘attached-
to the Blehr letber “showed that although gun No.‘H18602-—the one L
used to test fire the bullets—— Was phy81cal ev1denoe 1n the case on
June 6, 1968 "the gun’ was reportediy destroved by the Los Angelee‘
Pollce Depertment roughly onie month 1ater in July, 1968." S
‘"A Largely as a result oi hrs. Biehr s charges Dlstrlct Attorney
' Buseh 1aunched an 1nvest1gat10q and elmultaneously grand jury ‘was

iormed to iook into m:.sh/mdllnrr ot ev1éence charges _Busch chavged )

[ L]
serious errors in Mrs. Elehr’s-eharges,n_ né he E¢lnt %e@_tna+,a_
. clerical error had been made in the Iabeling ot an envelope con-

‘"“.taining three bullets test fired fromuSirhanfs gun by Wolter. The
“grand jury foundrthat Serieus questionsfconcefning the present in-
"tegrify of exhibits in the‘uirhan case'were raised because of the

T hendllng oi the °v1dence by unaathorlved persone while it was in ‘

-r~“-w¢he cuetoay ot the Los: Angelee County -Clerk's office. . . e

A District Attorney Buech nas not prov1ded spec1ilcs to back up

'""clalms that Mrs. Blehr's charges are. evroneous, and there stil1l seems to
be a strong question as. to whether the ballistics markings on all -

three bullets match,up. Retired crlmlnologlst Rllilam Harper v1ewed

two oi the bullets, ‘one taken irom a- eecond V10bem end the one ‘rem-
oved from Kennedy's neck He stated that-he could ilnd "no 1nd1v— -
1dua1 characteristics in common between these two . ballets, :

; Thus, whether these chargee turn - out 30 have a reasonable ba51s
or prove speclous a genulne controverey has arlsen as to the poe—u,?&ee
51h111ty that Sirhan's was not the. onlv Fun iared. -The Los Angeles Times
‘has glven each development iawwe play, and a. sunmary artlcle by L.A.

Tlmee staii wrlter Dave Smlth began on page one And- contlnued orto

pages Gtht nlﬁe, and ten, baklng up apnrox1mately 1“5 column inches
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‘on’ August 8 1971 By the same token, these developmeﬁts have been
_almost totaily blat&ed —out by The New

York Times. I wrote to
'”Steven V Roberts, Los Angeles oureau chief tor The Néw -

fork Times,
@Suggestlng that the Tlmes biack out. seemed. to betharemﬂtcﬁ

..a pollcy dec181on. He replled that "we have to set prlorltles here.

5We can report only- a smail pevcentage of the many stories that come

,our way every. day. I have de01ded that tle controversy over the_
Sirhan bullets is not subsuantﬂal enough to Warravt my time, When

“wﬁmmwthere are so many other thlnvs to Worry abou* n62 .

\ One must Wonder, should the. cnarges oi Irso Blehr Mr. Harper,

?and others prove valld how the Times will explaln to 1ts readers:

(hOW other prlorﬁtles demanded that developments in thls area Were
'7fn0t "news fit to prlnt

To surmlse a reason ior Tlmes sunpre881on of nmews serves no use-
‘@;iul purpoee. However 1t abnears thau the Tlmes adheres to the unfet- -
_ﬁgjfd+ered rlght to a iree press only S0 iar as 1t applles to the Times'
Wuﬂdtfreedom to prlnt what it W1shee its readers to know; This makes a

".-.iiuu&.,ﬁ_trlv 01 thie _Lamuub _L_Lmt:b mouuo. A.Lm THE urﬂﬁh .L*‘LAL »:s 1! JU"PKI XN

And it makes of the Tﬂmes a stlrrlng eyample oi 1nst1tut10nallzed
'thocrécy.- B '
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