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Jen, 2, 1978

FROM: Howard Roffman
TO: Tans & Watchers of Mark Lane

Rl Fark Lene's Scholurship or lack Lhereol.

On bBecembea 26, 1971, the New York Times prioted an orticle
sbout a CIA cuble to discredit the Worren Commisrion, I was curious
to s~e the Timea' account, for I had read another account of the cable
in sn appendix to Lane's Code Name: Zorro. I have never szen the
original cable, but a comparison of Lsna's and the TImes' version
tells ¢ lob--about Mark Lune. '

The April 1, 1967 coble wss appsrently intended to instruct
pereoune]l oversess how Lo rospond booocribiciam of e Weoarren Gomdsa o
L.e., how Lo deflute il and discredil the critico. '

v

The ®imes article notes that the cable singled out Lane's and

Epstein's books for attack. It then guotes the cable verbatim:

"Although Mark Lane's book is much less couvincing than Epsteir
and comes off badly where contested by knowledgeable critics,
it is also much more difficult to answer as a whole, as one
becomes lost in a morass of unrclated detsils."

Here is how Lane represents this gsentence, the only time he
describes the cable's specific reference to his book:

"Phe CIA document axplained that 'Mark Lane's book' is 'more
difficult to answer us a whole.'" (CN:%, p. 302)

Thus, Lane omits the CIA's unfavorable characterization of the hook
("much less convincing" and "comes off badly...") and quotes the sente
out of context to make it secm ags if the book is "Ydifficult to answer"
because it is a so0lid work.

This is vintage Lane.
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ought to Discredit

Critics of the Warren C mmission
of Compnissior

The Centra Intetligence Agency has
often aurucd thoe iy warldwide propa.
ganda efforts ure intended only 1o alter
the climate of Public opinion”in other
countries and that any “fallout” reach-
ing the eves and cars of Americans
is hotly avondalde pg wntentinia),

But a C.LA. document, recently de-
classified under the Freedom of infor-
mation  Act, provides a - detniled  ac.
count of at least one instance in which
the agency mustered its propaganda
machinery to SUppoTt an issue of far
more concern to Americans, and to the
. itself, than t, citizens of other
countries.

This was the conclusion of the War-
ren .Commission that Lee Harvey Os-
wald alone was responsible for the as-
sassination of President Kennedy.

In a cable sent to some of jts over-
Seas stations and bases on April 1,
1967, C.LA. headquarters began by re-
calling that “from the day bf President
Kennedy’s assassination on, there has
been speculation about the responsibil-
ity for. his murder.”

Such speculation, the cable said, was
“stemmed for a time” by the release

documents for pew pretexts for ques-
tioning, and there has been 4 new wave
of baoks and articies criticizing the
Commission’s findings.”

“This trend of opinion is a matter
of concern to the u.s. Government, in-
cluding our Organization,” the C1.A.
said, adding thay the agency wag “dj-
rectly involved” jp the matter because
“among other facts, we contributed jn-
formation o the investigation,”

"Conspiracy theories,” the cable
went on, “have frequently thrown sus-
Ppicion on our organization, for example
by falsely alleging that Lee Harvey QOs-
wald worked for us. The aim of this

other countries.*

The C.IA. was careful 1o caution its
stations overscas not to initiate 3 dis.
cussion “of the assassination question”
where such a discussion was “not al-
ready taking place.” But where such
discussions were under way, C.I.A_ offi-
cers abroad were directed to “discuss
the gublicity problem with liaison and
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friendly elite contacts, especially politi-
Clans and editors,” ang to “employ
Propaganda assets 1o answer and re.
fute the attacks of the critics.”

“Book reviews and feature articles”
the cabl,- rad, e Pheulangy appro-
biate tor ting purpose.”

Among the arguments that the agen-
CV suggested were that the Warren
Commission had conducted “as thor- 4

that further Speculative discussion only
Plays into the hands of the opposition.”
“Point out also,” the cable directed,

pear to be deliberately Bencrated by
Communist Propagandists.”

Two of the strongest critics of the
Warren Commission, Edward Jay Ep-
stein and Mark Lane, were singled out
for attack. “Although Mark Lane's
book is much less convincing than Ep-
stein’s and comes off badly where con-
tested by knowledgeable critics,” the
cable said, in a reference to Mr. Lane's
book, ‘Rush to Judgment,’ it js also
much more diffijcyly to answer as g
whole, as one becomes lost in a morass
of unrelated details.”

These critics and others, the CIA,
said, should be depicted as "“wedded
to theories adopted befare the evidence

was in," politically or !inancially “in-
terested” jn disproving the commis-
sion’s conclusion, “hasty or inaccurate
in their research, or infatuated with
their own theories

Such critics, the cable advised, “have
often been enticed by a form of inte)-
lectual pride: They light on some
theory and fall in Jove with it; they
also scoff at the commission because

“it did not always answer every ques-

tion with a flaf decision one way or
the other. *

“Actually, the makeu of the
commission and g staff was an
excellent safeguard ARAINSt overcom-
mitment to any one theory, or against
the illicit transformation “of probabil-
ities into certainties.*

In what was perhaps a burst of
professiona] pride, C.LA. headquarters
asked that it alsg be pointed out that
“Oswald would nat have been any sen-
sible person’s choice for a CO-conspira-
tor—he was 32 ‘loner,’ . mixed up, of
questionable reliability and ap un-
known quantity 1o any professional in-

telligence service.”
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