!\ b Harold YWeisberg
ol Hynttstown, Md, 20734
Jun@ 13.- 1966

lire ClLifton Danlel
The Hew York Timas
New Yﬂrk. N.Y.

Dear Mr. Doniel,

Your Vorld Fresa speech interesis me graeily becense of my own experlence with

wy boslk FHITEVASH: THE REPORT ON MHE WARWEN RUFORT oud beceuse of my rosearches
into the relations between our country and Cuba., I would very much 1liks a copy of
the complats taxt end raferonce to any similar information elsewhore,

I have siven the Times ahout ten copies of wy book. Thethe» ona hes vesched you
or not, of course I do not lmow, But if you have time %o read 1%, I wonder if you
could then re-examine the last and third from tho lost neragrephs of your speech
as printed in the Times?

You ©lso nuota from the Prsaldsnt's ANPA speech: "Ta 1t in tha intarast of
netional security?" Here, o3 elsevhere in your aneach, I $hink i1t misht have been
helpful hod thars .been sume definition of "rstional eecurity", for it seems to nme
to be inherent that thisz designstion 13 employed 4o mesn only "milidnry security”,
and hare in only 2 Pentugon definition, Is it not elear thet national security is
not merely a nilitary matter:

Assuming thon, ns I do, that nationnl security 1is not merely militsry or of

millitary determinstion, what is the responsibility of the pressy Heve we not o

elenr definition in sn often glorious traditionStraight back to Zengarr Is it

the responsibility or functlon of the preas to guerantee the military and pera-
military, she policy-usurpling bronches of the govermment immmity from public examina=-
tion of sheir activitles, their intentions ~ thelr schemesy

he Bay of I'igs was either hsir-brained or sinieter., If it had only the given
purposn, thoss who sonceived and exsented 1t require even closer scrutiny, as do
those "experta"™ who approved it, for 1f thare 1s sny ona thing sbout the entire
fiasen that 1s eschain, Lt is tist evaryone on the "in" knew it could not possibly
sucesad in thet purpnse, or was sn indasceribablp fool unwarth?o! public truast,

Two things above all secm clear o ms: that natlional securlity is not sleone military
security ( hers, when the potentislitles sre conasldered, it was the eprosite); and
without the most basic changs In our society, the press csnnot constitute itself

a fourth branch of the government and fulfill its sssigred function and obligetion.

My experience with my bock provides me little comfort ebout the diligence of the

press in safegusrding what I regerd ss the netionsl security. The essassinction of
an \mericen President is o thing no elsment of the press should ever foreclose from
its columns. &8 long ss the most inconsldereble ruestions remein, 1s the Presi dent

or the Fresidency ever safe, hence the country an! the institutions? Especiel 1y

ig this true where there are and always were, in this =ssessination, so many sub-
stentisl questions sbout the most dublousminquest. In this case, is the sole res-
ponsibility of the Americen press to fall upoa & few minor and powerless writera

and are they to be confronted with the monolithic refusal of the reel power in the
press? Is this How the freedom of the press i1s preserved, £nd is this how it meets
its chullenging responsibilities in a society such ss oursi Is this bow it safeguards
the "uetional security"? I think not. ‘

Sincerely yours,



-

" Warren Report
To THE EDITOR:

HE review of two books on

the Warren Commission by
Fred Graham (Aug. 28) con-
tailned a notable error. Mr.
Graham wrote: “One of the
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because its real task ‘was not
find the truth but to appear
ve found the truth.'”
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MICHAEL J. MANGAN.
New York City.

TO THE EDITOR:

I share with Mr. Graham a
warm admiration for the job

douebyl(r.anuchief‘

Justice, but I do not see how
anyone who has read Mark
Lane's book-  “Rush to Judg-
ment" carefully and with any-
but a completely com-
mitted point of view can gloss
over the page after page of
fully documented evidence in-
dicating that only a prior con-
clusion that Oswald was the
lone assassin kept the Commis-
sion from coming to an oppo-
site conclusion. Mr. Graham
does very much the same thing
as the Warren Commission in
belittling inexplicable evidence
and ignoring completely other
indications that the Commis-
sion could not falrly come to
its published conclusion even.
‘on the basis of the testimony
in its 26 volumes resulting
from the hearings . . :
PATRICIA MOSHER
Elmhurst, N. Y. =

——

‘TO THE EDITOR: '
" In his review, Mr, Graham
lumps my book, “The Unan-
sweréd Questions About Presi-
dent Kennedy's Assassination,”
with several other works by
Bertrand Russell, Hugh Trevor-

' Roper etc. as constituting “the

first round of books and ar-
ticles that appeared soon after
the assassination.” Mr. Graham
adds that these books and ar-
ticles “tended to be inaccurate
and improbable in their con-
clusions and were largely dis-
credited.” 'ty
My book appeared in Octo-
ber, 1885, almost two  years
after the assassination, so I
am afrald that it does not
qualify for the association with
the other works to which Mr.
Graham refers, some of which
appeared even before the War-
ren Report was published.
Furthermore, I find it diffi-

cult to understand Mr. Gra- |

ham's sweeping statements.
Some of these books and ar-
ticles are in fact discredited.
Others —mine included —are
neither inaccurate nor are they
The fact is that most of the
conclusions contained in my
book are identical with those
contained in the four or five
books that have been published
in recent months . . . .
SYLVAN FOX.
New  York City.

——\
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L'I‘I-IOUG‘E I found Fred
Graham's review of my
book “Inguest™ to be informed

and constructive, I cannot

agree with the assumption of’

Government omniscience which

underlies his main argument.-

He suggests that since the
Warren Commission did - not
find direct evidence of a second
assassin, one should assume
there was only. one, Thig line
of reasoning makes sense only
if one further assumes that the
Commission  discovered and
resolved ail the relevant evi-
dence in the course of its in-
vestigation. These assumptions,
however, are open to serious
guestion. - )

The main point of my book

is that the Commission's inves-

tigation was limited in both

time and depth and that it was
by no means exhaustive. In
fact, the field investigation in

Dallas did not begin until

March 15, 1964, nearly four
months uter the assassination,
and th%ﬂ- Lommission's.Jaw-
' worked under severe and

g pressure fo meet a
June 1 deadline. Even though
the deadline was gradually ex-
tended to Beptember, the law-

yers were hard-pressed to com- '

plete their chapters of the re-
port. Moreover, the workload

fell on a very few men, and as-

£om t as they were, it was
3 impossible for them

to resolve all the problems and

pursue all the investigative -

leads. There was not even time
to read and evaluate thoroughly
the mass of FBI and Secret

Thus I cannot a.ccept Mr.
Graham's suggestion - that a
failure to find evidence pre-
cludes the possibility of a sec-
ond assassin. He recommends
accepting the theory that both

Kennedy and Connally were hit
by & single bullet (although he

admits this theory is “porous”),
because otherwise the assassi-
nation cannot be explained in
terms of a single assassin.
There is, however, reason to
believe that both men could not
possibly have been hit by the
same bullet. ‘Was I to ignore
this evidence because it raises
the spectre of a second assas-

sin? The F.BI1 Supplemental .

of Jan. 13, 1964, is cru-
on this point, And photo-

-guphao!therruidmt’sjack.
4et mend shirt, included in this

document (and published in my
book for the first time), sup-
port the F.Bl’'s assertions.
Moreover, Secret Service and
other independent testimony
supports the F.BI, report on
this question. I eould not ignore
such avidence.
- ' EEDWARD JAY ms'mm
Cambridge, Mass, ﬂ

‘Rush to Judgmem'
To THE EDITOR:

N his review of Mark Lane's

“Rush to Judgment” Fred
Graham flatly states, “Itis clear
that any jury, faced with the
material befon the Warren
Commission and in these books,

would easily convict Oswald of
is

murder.” I submit to you this

T T RN

e Vs

rank speculation, for nobody can
give any assurances either way

“at this juncture. A jury is one

of the elements of our adversary
system, and the Warren Com- .
mission inquiry Wwas not eon-
ducted as an adversary proceed-
ing. It is thus irrelevant to
guesg what any jury might have
done or not done.

Mr, Graham's concession that
“Mr. Lane's book is thus a brief
for the defense” 1{s incom-

‘plete. The book is indeed a de-

tmebﬂei.ltisweumatrucb
ed and moreover, it is docu-
mented.- It in fact does create
sru.unm.bhdmht.nndmda—
fense is reglired to produce

‘more than that under our sys-

tem of law. The burden of proof

- is upon the prosecution, and the

findings of the Warren Commis-
sion appear to us now to be the
results of a prosecuting body
ntharthmmbodyolinqulry

.~ M=s. SAUL muul

Washlng‘hm.D c. J
mrumm

N the review of James H.
!‘Bimnzums “The Icon and

e Axe” reviewer Andrew

Field takes the author to task
for “colorful” linguistic obser-

Field goes on: “At one point,
for example, mention is made of
‘the Neva (Mud) River’, where
Peter the Great built his new
capital;
Neva is derived from the Fin-
nish word for sea, and Mr. Bill-
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