Chapter 21

The King Assassination As Accounted For By Gerald Posner
This is a sample -- and it is only a small sample, far from all like it in Posner's book ‑‑ for which there was no need for a First Amendment.  It is the exact oppo​site of what a free society requires of its writers, the reason those great political thinkers who established this country and the kind of freedom they created with it decided that:

Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof or abridging the freedom of speech or of the press, or the right of the people peaceably to assemble, and to petition the government for a redress grievances.

Posner’s kind of writing is not what the First Amendment was intended to protect by seeing to it that government could do nothing to a writer who exposed what the government did that he thought was wrong.

Posner is staking out for himself, an anti‑First Amendment career, of protecting the government when it is wrong, does wrong, in the most serious political crimes of his political lifetime.  If he were an official apologist for the government he could not do that any better and he could not do it as effectively as he does hiding behind his presumed independence of the government.

The assassinations of he 1960s did change the world, did turn it around with the changes in national policies that were the result of those assassinations.  They were also followed by enormous national disenchantment.  There was great disillusionment because there was wide dissatisfaction with what the government told the people was the solutions to those crimes.

With the assassinations of the president and of Martin Luther King, Jr., the workings of our system of justice aborted.  The government decided, as soon as Jack Ruby killed Lee Harvey Oswald, to hold Oswald to be the lone, the unassisted assassin.  As my Never Again! establishes with what had been secret government records until I obtained them by means of the Freedom of Information Act, the decision, which was really a decision not to investigate the crime it​self, was made virtually the minute Oswald was dead and there would be no trial of him, that soon.

As a result that crime itself was never investigated officially.  Without the results of an official investigation to follow up on, it was impossible for private persons to make the investigation the government refused to make.  It was impossible for private persons to establish who killed the President, who gave us the coup d’etat that the assassination meant, what changed national policy.

All the many efforts by those who regarded themselves as Sherlock Holmes reincarnated, efforts that the government had made impossible and were often ridiculous, ludicrous, because of the lack of knowledge of their authors of what official evidence had relevance, served to disenchant and disillusion even more when they were ridiculed or when it was clear they were not possible, were not proven solutions.

When Martin Luther King, Jr., was killed, again the crime was never officially investigated.  A few clues that seemed to indicate that James Earl Ray was the assassin were grabbed and held onto by both local authorities and the federal FBI and the Department of Justice.  Again there was no investigation of the crime itself.  Again government held onto the false belief that there was again a lone assassin, a man who had no associates of any kind.

When he was captured in England, James Earl Ray was brought back to this country by violation of the extradition treaty with Great Britain and by means of false swearing that the courts could hold was perjury.  They could also have held that some of that perjury was suborned, another and another governmental felony.

When Ray was back in this country, which was made possible by the great conflict of interest his lawyer had ( he did not get paid by Huie until he had Ray back here ( and when Ray grew dissatisfied with him and got another lawyer, the judge told Ray he would refuse to let Ray get rid of that second lawyer.  Ray was stuck with Foreman and Foreman was determined that there be no trial.  The only way Ray could get rid of him and have a trial was to give in to Foreman’s insistent demands that Ray agree to a technical plea of guilty.  If Ray did that rather than going to trial, where he feared Foreman would put him away ( what It later turned out was an element of Forman's career ( Ray did enter the plea that, under Tennessee law, if he asked for a "new trial" within thirty days he got it automatically.

Ray fired Foreman and did that and then the judge dropped dead from a heart attack before he could draft and file the papers.  (From what Jim Lesar and I obtained from what remained in his purged office, which had been purged so completely that even his desk calendar was purged – he had only a couple of doctor’s and dentist’s appointments that year.  Nothing else, is included.  It seems that the judge was writing out his order for that “new” trial when he dropped dead over it.

With that our system of justice was aborted again and again there was this most major of crimes in which there was no trial in which the official “solution" was ordained, -- again to widespread national disenchantment and disagreement.

But we had no Emile Zola to write a J’acuse and no newspaper or magazine or radio or TV network that would have used it if we had been so blessed.

That there was little chance of their being read or heard or seen did not eliminate the obligation of writers to try to get read, be heard or seen, with at the least the questions they could ask, if they could give no solutions.  A few ​of us made the effort, too few and without Zola's success.

If our major media had been orchestrated by the government it could not have been more supportive of the government's unacceptable "solutions" to those crimes.  This was not the duty and the obligation of our major media under our system of government.  It had the duty and the obligation, imposed by what gave them the First Amendment to protect them in meeting their obligation, to at the very least ask questions.

Individuals wanted to meet their obligations, do their duty, but those who controlled blocked them.  More than one reporter told me of being given assignments that prevented his going forward with an investigation he had begun.  Others told me they were ordered to suspend what they had started.

The actualities were portrayed faithfully by the history of the first book on the Warren Report, my Whitewash: the Report on the Warren Report.  I had a contract for it.  The publisher broke the contract while he was drooling into the till because of his advance sale indications that it would be a best-seller.  He told me so, glowingly but he cancelled and he did not even return the manuscript.  I had to reconstruct it from poor and incomplete carbon copies.

That book, based entirely on the official evidence, was completed the middle of February, 1965.  The Warren Report had been issued only five months earlier, with its twenty-six volumes of appendix issued only three months earlier.  And then I started approaching publishers, here and abroad.  I had more than a hundred rejections without a single adverse editorial opinion.  To open the subject I had to become a publisher.  I was fortunate to find a printer who trusted me when I could not pay him in advance.

There were many in publishing houses who wanted to publish that book, the first on the most subversive of crimes in a society like ours, but those who controlled those publishing houses refused absolutely to touch the subject – other than as the government wanted it.  This in itself is a great subversion of our system of freedom through self-government, our system the viability of which requires both that First Amendment and writers willing to write what a First Amendment is required for so that they can do that writing and can survive it.

Gerald Posner is not in this great tradition.

In a moment of aberrational honesty when he was getting undreamed of attention, what a major publisher can do if willing to spend the money and effort and what, with the assassination of President Kennedy the major media was anxious to do in its own interest, make its bad record look good, Posner told the Chicago Tribune interviewer that, with the great success of Oliver Stone movie, JFK, he saw the commercial possibilities of taking the other side, and that is what he did, without regard for fact or truth or what were once regarded as the obligations of American writers.

Random House got him the cover and a major part of an issue of U.S. New and World Report and that was only the beginning.

The Random House effort had Posner barnstorming the country, being interviewed and all over TV, and it even sold the ancillary rights to that wretchedly dishonest, mistitled Case Closed all around the world.  Uses of it I was sent include even an outback Australian newspaper which gave it three full-sized newspaper pages of space, that much in that hinterland.

Having learned that, as he’d hoped, dishonest writing in unquestioning support of the government, if about our political assassinations, was well-received by the major media.  It made him a national figure.  It paid him well.  Posner continued that career, of commercializing great national tragedies with personal and professional dishonesty, in this current book that, as we have seen, says it is about "the Assassination of Martin Luther King, Jr.” and not only is not but as we saw, it has practically nothing at all in almost four hundred and fifty pages about the established facts of the crime itself.

For a crime of this kind to be proven there are a few basic requirements.

What is really basic is that what is alleged against the accused be proven to be possible.

If it was not possible then, obviously, he could not have been the assassin.

This means that a few simple facts must be established and established be​yond reasonable doubt.  In this case they were not established at all.

Not one of them.

Not a single one of them!

If Ray was not in Memphis at the time of the crime then, obviously, he could not have fired the shot that killed King.

The government said he was in Memphis but had no proof of it.  So, as we saw and see further, it provided knowingly false swearing to have him there.  It “placed” him there by no other means.

That perjury was to place him at the scene of the crime and at the time of the crime.  If they could not do that the governments, state and federal, had no case against him.

Besides this perjury and its subornation, it was necessary to prove that the fatal bullet was fired by the Ray rifle.

Then it was necessary to prove that the crime was possible as the govern​ments alleged it was committed, alleged to make it seem possible that Ray was the murderer, the assassin.

This simplifies it but it provides a basis for an examination of what is said to be the official evidence to determine, as Posner refused to try to determine, if Ray was the assassin – if he could have been.  And at trial that would have had to have been established, that he was the assassin, beyond the reasonable doubt of the jury.

If any part of this was not proven to be true, there was no case against Ray and the crime was unsolved.

Before we examine what Posner did with regard to these most basic requirements of proving Ray guilty, without which he would have had no legitimate book because without Ray being the King assassin, nobody really cared much about James Earl Ray, we examine again what Posner has in his book about the crime itself.

He broke his book, into three Parts.  He titled the first of three parts “The Assassination.”  It is by far the shortest of these three parts.  The last page in it is numbered 73.

This Part has eleven chapters.  One chapter is also titled "The Assassination."  From their titles it might perhaps be assumed that two more relate to the assassin.  They are the tenth, titled “Enter Raoul,” and the eleventh, titled “Hiding the Truth,” but in fact they are not on the crime itself.  The pretense of that is in Posner’s Chapter 6, titled “The Assassination.”  It is little more than a poor pretense, as to a degree we have seen and soon see more.

Clearly this apology for a serious book is largely stale schmaltz.  Take Chapter 1, titled, “’I Am A Man.’”  That can't justify the title of and be on the assassination itself.  “The Riot” likewise has nothing to do with the crime and it is Posner’s Chapter 2.  “’Nobody’s Going to Kill You, Martin’” is more of Posner's rewriting of what has nothing to do with the crime.  Nor has those words he took from King’s speech the night before he was killed, “’I’ve been to the mountain top!”

Pretty much the same is true of the other chapters of this part that is supposed to be on the assassination, on the actualities of the crime and isn’t, like “Mrs. Brewer’s Rooming House,” which wasn’t Mrs. Brewer’s and was a rundown flophouse so rundown the pictures taken is of the one bathtub in it the day of the assassination show it has not been used for a very long time.

While it might be assumed that "The Hunt,” “’I Feel So Trapped,’” and “Story for Sale” may be on the crime, they were not.  They are a shallow rehash of a negligible amount of what had been published decades earlier.

If it had not been for the abdication of the media of its obliga​tions in a society like ours frauds could not have been perpetrated.  There could not have been the fraud of a “solution” to the assassination without the crime itself ever being investigated officially and there could not be the fraud of the total abdication of responsible writers, most recently in Posner’s intended fraud.

Intended because he makes his living that way now, with fraudulent rewritings of these great national tragedies.

Take the major New York City papers, which typify what the country has dumped on it.  The headlines tell us enough.

The New York Post:  “James Earl Ray, Lone Gunman."

Newsday,  “The No-Conspiracy Theory: a new book on the King Killings timed just right.”

The New York Times:  "Beyond a Shadow of a Doubt: It’s very simple: James Earl Ray killed Martin Luther King.”

The Times review was by Anthony Lewis, who has never stopped campaigning for complete belief in the Warren Report.

Newsday’s apology for a critical examination was by its Paul Col​ford, who was no less entirely uncritical of Posner’s mistitled Case Closed.

(To illustrate how it really is with what used to be referred to as "literary criticism," after my Case Open was out a friend who seemed to know Colford asked me to send him a copy.  I did.  He ignored it entirely.)

Which put him in Posner’s bed because Posner was not able to contradict, could not even complain about a word in Case Open.

Posner’s is not only a disgustingly dishonest book that is not on the assassination itself but is a literary shyster’s commercializing and exploiting of the crime.  He got away with it by being accepted as a book on the crime by the media, which in turn misled the people about it.

Posner's has so little he even pretends it is on "The assassination" that to that chapter he gives less than six pages.  The first page, 29, is half blank other than for the title.  The last page, the sixth page, 54, is also half blank.  Page 30 is all text.  More than half of page 31 is footnotes.  This is also true of page 32, it is more than half footnotes.  But page 33 is only about twenty per​cent footnotes.  This means that in text this chapter, supposedly on “The Assassination,” has considerably less than four pages of text.  That is not enough space for Posner to tell his readers about the crime, to go into any details of the crime.  But if he had intended to do that he would not have had all this reheated stale schmaltz in this Part, what is far by far most of it, even though, using it as his sucker bait, Posner titled this part ''The Assassination.''

He has, in fact, even less on the assassination than this paucity of space supposedly on it would indicate.

It is not until Posner gets to the bottom of the second page supposedly on the assassination or about a third of the way into his scanty text supposedly on “The Assassination” that he gets around to, four lines from the bottom, saying that there was a shot.  Other than that King's body was down and there was blood he says no more about that shot or that crime at this point.

On page 31, other than saying that King had been struck by one bullet only, all that Posner says about the crime is in a single sentence in which he gives the damage done by that one bullet.  On page 32 Posner says that a fireman, looking through the spying peephole of paper placed over the glass of the firehouse back door through which the police red squad (which Posner does not mention they were) was spying, saw King hit and announced it.

Posner adds argument to his skimpy reporting on the crime itself on page 33 when he reports that almost all the police in the firehouse rushed across the street to the Lorraine Motel, where King was.  Posner’s argument then presumes the factuality of the official account of the crime but does not in any way address that presumed factuality.  He says that the police in rushing across the street to the Lorraine, “meant they ran away from South Main Street, the road on which the rooming house fronted, and from which the shooter would emerge.  That was fortuitous for the assassin, who could not have known when he picked his perch at the rooming house that the neighborhood fire station was teeming with police."

Except for the fact that the police did rush from the firehouse not a word of this is true.  Whether it is just what comes naturally for Posner, lying, or comes from ignorance of the established fact makes little difference because, as we have seen, he lies steadily, and he is ignorant of the established official fact.

What is impressive is that in the course of making up what he wants to make up Posner reflects carelessness to go along with his dishonesty and his ignorance as he makes up what he wants and gets into what he does know about.  That is where he is careless here.

Posner’s Chapter 2 is titled “The Riot.”  That refers to what was really a riot in which there was a considerable amount of vandalism and looting in downtown Memphis the week before the assassination.  It was to demonstrate that he could lead a peaceful march in Memphis that King returned to lead it the time he was killed.  From the time of that riot, on March 28, and particularly because of the strike of the sanitation workers and the injunction against the march King was there to support, there were TACT units of the police and sheriff’s department in downtown Memphis and elsewhere.  They used that firehouse for their rest stops.

They were quite visible there.

Posner says that the assassin "could not have known when he picked his perch at the rooming house that the neighborhood fire station was teeming with police.”

In this he refers to Ray.

Who could not have avoided knowing “that the neighborhood fire station was teaming with police."  They were not invisible.

Probably because he had gotten away with so much in his mistitled Case Closed Posner was not worried about carelessness.  He clearly was not worried about his ignorance.

The rest of the text on this page has no credibility at all and would not be used even by the irresponsible writer Posner if he had much choice.  He has one of the tenants in that flophouse, Willie Anschultz, of whom Posner does not say that he was not entirely normal, seeing a man "moving quickly" out, with a package that "looked like a gun."

Posner is careless again.

He says that the man Anschultz said he saw had a package that was “wrapped in a blanket” and Posner says Anschultz said it “looked like a gun”?

Anschultz says it was “wrapped in a blanket” but he could not see the through that blanket?

When first observed outside of Canipe’s, inside the wrapping it was in a heavy carton.

So, through the blanket and the cardboard it “looked like a gun.”

Posner says anyway.

He next quotes “Bourbon Charlie,” who he does not identify as what he was, “Bourbon Charlie,” and he does not report that he knew about Stephens as of that time, that he was very drunk, even for the alcoholic Stephens was.  What Posner attributed to Stephens is that the man he said he claimed he saw “carrying a three-foot long package wrapped in what seemed to be newspaper” and who Stephens believed was the “new tenant,” who was Ray.

Posner reserves for his footnote a dishonest account of the condition Stephens was in.  He argued rather than reports because there just was no question about it, Stephens was very drunk, “There has been much controversy over the years as to whether Stephens had been drinking that day, especially since he later developed, [sic] into the state’s key eyewitness against Ray.”  If there were only one thing about which there was no controversy at all it is Stephens’ acute state of drunkenness at that same time.  (Posner, covers himself, as he does when he can and cares to.  He also quotes a retired Memphis detective as saying that he would not have used Stephens as a witness because he was drunk and because he could not and did not identify that man with the package.

Here Posner also does a favor for those to whom he is so indebted in the FBI and the Department of Justice.  They filed charges, their charge including conspiracy, without which  they could not have filed any charges, and their only claimed eyewitness then and then and when they extradited Ray was Stephens.  Which Posner does not mention.

As Posner limps to what is the end of his account of what he titled “The Assassination,” he says that only “a moment after Stephens and” Anschultz allegedly “saw the stranger flee the rooming house with a bundle in his arms, Guy Canipe, the owner of Canipe’s Amusement Company, located on the ground floor at the front of the rooming house, heard a thud and immediately saw a white man . . . walking south on the sidewalk -- the directions in which Willard [the alias Ray used in renting that room] would have had to go to retrieve his Mustang.  After hesitating a moment, Canipe walked outside, looked in both directions, and saw a white compact car, with only the driver, speed away from the curb.”  For all of this Posner claims his source is an interview with Canipe on April 5 the source of which he gives as “MURKIN ME Sub D, section 1, p. 122.”

Save for the fact that Canipe did say he heard a thud and after some time, not a mere “moment,” did go outside, and he was interviewed.  Not a word of this is true.  It is more Posner argument, his substitute for fact and evidence.

Posner begins the last paragraph of this brief chapter in which he supposedly tells the story of “The Assassination” with evasiveness that does strongly suggest that he knew the truth about which he was lying in saying:

Willard’s escape in the Mustang preceded the arrival on South Main of two officers from TACT by a matter of seconds.  The two approached the room​ing house from opposite directions after having first gone toward the Lorraine.  Canipe saw one of them, Lieutenant J. E. Ghormley, walking rapidly toward him, a revolver draw (page 34).

Posner, big as he is on sources, has none indicated for this part of this paragraph.  Ray did not miss those two “officers” by a matter of seconds" because he was not there.  Nor were both “officers” there that close together in time.

It is conspicuous that Posner names only one of them, and while he could have been considered, either an "officer" that was not the normal manner of reference to a deputy sheriff.  Judson Ghormley was then a lieutenant on the sheriff's staff.

What is also conspicuous is that Posner goes out of his way not to identify the direction from which he says each was coming.  That alone would have eliminated his “matter of seconds” lie, and it is a deliberate lie.

The other possible “officer” was also from the sheriff’s department.  He was Patrolman Vernon Vernard Dollahite.  He was one of those who went over the wall at the back of the firehouse.  He also went all around that block with many stops before getting to Canipe’s from the north or the downtown side.  He made numerous stops, checking as he encircled the block, all adding to the time he took.  As, if Posner had done his own work, he would have known from 44-1987-D Sub D, from which he quotes Canipe at this point!

Posner also claimed the Office of Professional Responsibility as a source.  If he had done his own work in those OPR files he would have found its interview with Dollahite of July 6, 1976.

The problem Posner had was with Ghormley, who, as Posner does not say, went toward Canipe's from the firehouse, immediately and with no stops.  That got him there faster than Dollahite by relatively much.  (Posner lies in saying he went toward the Lorraine,” as Posner would have known if he did his own book.)

The important thing about Ghormely was not that he had his “revolver drawn.”  It was what Posner does not say, it was he of the police and sheriff’s people at the scene who first reported by radio.

It was not Dollahite.

We do get back to Ghormely and to retired police inspector Zachary, who lied under oath, uttering the lie necessary for the bigger lie of the entire false explanation of the assassination.

We have more of this, with the actualities, later on.

Posner does have a bit more at the beginning of his next chapter.  It is Posnerian as all else we have seen.  He gives the impression in his writing that among the police who rushed from the firehouse was “the chief of homicide, N.E. Zachary,” who Posner has in the room Ray rented, when Zachary was not even there.  He was at headquarters and it was some time before he got there and could have gone to that room, which was not what he first did when he got there anyway.  Posner has, and his source for all of this is his own interview with Zachary on June 11, 1997.  Here is the next bit of Posner’s account:

The bathroom, down the hall, was the best spot for a clear shot.  Even there, the shooter would have had to stand in the large cast-iron tub, located directly under the window.  The window was open, and a small mesh screen had been pushed outside into the backyard.  Scuff marks were in the tub, and there was what looked like a partial palm print on the wall.  Zachary also noticed a very tiny indentation on the windowsill, as though the shooter had resting his rifle there when making the shot (page 35).

Zachary was Posner’s own kind.  He was untruthful.  Not only to Posner.  He lied under oath and even for a police inspector, which Zachary was, that is a felony.

It is not a lie to say “the window was open" but it is worse, it is a deliberate deception, when a rifle, with a telescopic sight mounted on top it, in the official account of the assassination, had to be fired through that open window, to say that “The window was open” without saying how much – or how little ( it was open.  This was known to Posner because it is in those MURKIN records he made so much of citing as his source.  But he does not mention it.  (Of course if the FBI fed to him what he used, Posner would not have had this fed to him because it was one of the problems the FBI faced in the crime.)

Describing that screen as “small” is also Posnerian.  It was a standard sized window screen.  Pictures were taken of it on the ground, below the bathroom window.  Although Posner does not say so, in the officialese that window screen was pushed out by the rifle.

“Scuff marks” is hardly all that was “in the tub,” Posnerese for those “scuff marks” coming from the assassins’ shoes.  But in fact that tub showed no signs of ever having been used and there are thick encrustations all over it.  I have the pictures taken of it immediately after the crime.  What Posner says “looked like a partial palm print on the wall” was, without question, the print of almost all of a right hand.  It was so black that it looked as though the hand that left it had been handling coal.  It was not, as Posner can be taken to hint it was, left by anyone who was going to fire a rifle out of that bathroom window because in leaving that print the person whose hand it was facing away from the window and was so low on the wall the print is on the level of the windowsill, that low.

Referring to the dent that there was in the windowsill as “very tiny” is less than honest given the age of that wood, which was hard wood to begin with.  The entire Posner sentence is, "Zachary also noticed a very tiny indentation of the windowsill, as though the shooter had rested his rifle there while making the shot."

Resting a rifle on a windowsill, particularly a sill as old, as dry and as hard as that one (I do have a piece of it, and it is very hard), would not cause even what that was not a “very tiny" indentation.  Nor would firing the rifle with the muzzle resting there have made any kind of dent or indentation.

(During the evidentiary hearing of 1974, when I took our expert witness to the clerk of the court’s office to examine some of the alleged evidence, it included that windowsill, and I saw it then.  As the official pictures also show, that was not a “very tiny indentation.”  Posner just made that up as part of his argument.  The actual size is in those MURKIN records he allegedly used.)

Posner does not tell the truth so that those of his readers who do not know it can be led to believe that the resting of the muzzle on the sill and the firing of the rifle caused that dent.

It is what Zachary said.  It is also impossible.  The impossibility is established in those MURKIN records Posner makes so much of a thing of his claiming to have used as a source.

What Posner also does not tell his reader is that the police sawed out what is referred to in the MURKIN and other records as “the windowsill” but in fact was only the inside half.  The outside half of that windowsill, the part on the outside of the window sash, was not removed.  The pictures that remain after most of those I had were stolen were in files in which anyone not intimately familiar with those files would not have thought to look.  What remains includes official evidence pictures of that window and tub and one taken by United Press International the day after the assassination.  The official pictures are before-and-after, with the inside a part of the windowsill still there.  (The official evidence pictures also show two window screens on the ground below that window and both are full-sized.  Those we entered into evidence are with the sixth circuit court of appeals.)

Even for Posner, as we do indeed see, a bigger lie than he begins this with is not easily possible.  It is, and it is worth repeating and being kept in mind, that “The bathroom down the hall, was the best spot for a clear shot.”  While this is tricky language, and with a literary shyster as well as a lawyer shyster, shadiness is the standard, it nonetheless says that of all the places from which the shot could have fired that bathroom “was the best shot for a clear shot.”

With no Posnerian need to deceive and mislead the reader and with no literary tricks necessary, because it gives a means of evaluating Posner as a person, as a writer, and because he is a lawyer, as a lawyer, this is an appropriate place to say what will be proven and was proven in one of one of Posner’s claimed sources, the shot, as all officialdom, beginning with Zachary, and all apologists for errant officialdom; including Posner, have it is a complete impossibility.

That is not the same as "a clear shot” but it is true, as we see.

With Posner’s almost correct version, that the “tub was directly under the window” when in fact the slopping back of it did not touch that outside wall, and with him saying that to have that “clear shot" the "shooter would have had to have stood in the tub,” in this Posnerian version, too, the shooting was also impossible.

There had remained the possibility that the shooter could have stood on the rim of that tub to fire the shot but the truth is that it was not possible to have the muzzle of that rifle in that "indentation” and fire at King, while standing either in the tub or on the rim of that tub.

This is in the unrefuted evidence which Posner ignored to argue what he wanted to use for his own dishonest purposes, what he began intending to say regardless of what the truth was.

(The UPI picture, which I obtained from UPI, then in The New York Daily New Building, 220 East 42nd street, New York City, is identified by it as MPP040523.  Most of the wire service pictures originated with the local papers.  They also had pictures they did not give the wire services.  I asked the metro editor of the Commercial Appeal, Angus McEachern, for copies of them to use at the hearing.  My book was then published.  McEachern’s letter says that “the release of any pictures or copies of pictures from our files is quite out of the question.  I wish you every success with your forthcoming book.”)

He was talking about pictures that the papers had published some of which the wire services got for further international distribution that was made possible by the “release” of those pictures.  But with fine impartiality McEachern would not let the Ray defense have them.)
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