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Since the publication ot the Pentagon Papers The New York Times,

America's most prestigious newspaper, has been the recipient of what
may be an unparalleled stream of tributes and awards ror its dedicat-
ion to the principles otf a tree press and the people's right to know.

Untortunately the Pentagon Papers represent something ot a depart- i
ure ---if that is, in tact, what they are -~ for the paper whose image §
of its role was described by Gay Talese in his critically acclaimed '
biography of the Times, "The XKingdom and the Power," as the "respons-
ible spokesman for the system."1 Por the Times otten places sec-
ondary importance upon its responsibility to intorm the public
when that responsibility contlicts with its own concept of that om-
inous and all-encompassing enigma known as "ths national security."

The example of the Bay of Pigs is well known. The Times had
deduced by evaluating various published accounts that a United
States trained and financed group ot Cuban exiles was about to

“invade Cuba. The story was to be a major exclusive featured on the
front page. Iﬁstead the management ot the Times decided to play
down the story and strip it ot its revelations. It appeared inside
the paper under the deliberately misleading headliine "QUICK ACTION
OPPOSED. "? Thus a major diplomatic and strategic biunder which might
otherwise have been averted was not.

In 1966 when Dean Rusk protested to the Times that an impending
news series on the C.I.A. was not in the nationzl interest the Times
responded by sending the completed series to John McCone, Lormer head
of the C.I.A., tor editing. Turner Catledge, then ¥anaging hditor,
wrote a placating meno to his concerned boss, Arthur Ochs Sulzberger,
the Publisher o1 the Times. "I don't know or any other series in ny
time," wrote Catledge, “which has been prepared with greater care and
with such remarkable attention to the views ot the agency involved
as this one," 4

There is iittle wonder thet Talese described the relationshiyp
between the highest levels or “the United States Government and The

New York Times as "a hard alliance" which, in any large showdown,

"would undoubtedly close ranks and stand together."4

* KK K K

The 1960's represented a dark decade-tor many mitlions or Am-
ericans who saw their hopes and aspirations 1or the ruture dashed
amid the blaze of guns that struck down President John I. Kennedy,
the Rev, Dr. Martin Luther ¥ing, Jr., and Senator Robert F. Kennedy.
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In all three cases the official verdict was.switt: Lone assassing

no conspiracy. In all three cases serious doubts remain -- doubts

that have encountered Little more than oiticial silence and denial.
The political assassinations or the 60's seem to have given rise

to a most pecutiar policy at The Vew York Times, a policy that main-

tains that the "orticial" line is the onily line. In the process the
Times has subjected its readers to distortion, misrepresentation,
and outright deception.

Harrison E. Salisbury, Assistant Yanaging Editor ot the Times,
described the Times periorumance in the wake o5t the President's as-
sassination thusly: "...The Times by principle and by habit considers
itselr a 'newspaper oI record.' " which "consciously seeks to present
all ot the racts required by a public spirited citizen to tormulate
an intellegent opinion. Clearly the shooting ot the President would
require an extraordinary record -- detailed, accurate, clear, complete.”
"Thus the initial responsibiiity or the Times is to provide an inti-
mate, detailed, accurate chronology of events... The Times record
must be the one that wilil enable the reader to pick his way; rair-

- 1ly well, through ract,vricfion, and rumor."5

Salisbury's prose made good reading, vut it hardly describes
the true nature ot the Times coverage which can be epitomized by tzhe
derinitive headline of November 25, 1963, "PRESIDENT'S ASSASSIN
SHOT TO DEATH IN JAIL COHORRIDOR BY A DALLAS CITIZEN."6 Thus the Times
required no Warren Commission to tell it what it had already assumed
three days atrter the President's assassination: that Lee Harvey Oswald,
the otticial suspect, was the assassin. Nor were Jack Ruby's motives
any mystery to the Times as was demonstrated the same day by the
headline, "KIITUEDY AJMIRER PIRED OHE BULLGT."7 Other stories, e.g.
"DOCTORS QUESTINAN OSWALD'S SANITY," and "LONE ASSASSIY THE RULE IN
U.S5.: PLOTTING MORT PREVALLLT ABROAD,"B tended to reintorce the
erratic nature ot the "assassin" and the notion that conspiracies
are toreign to the American p511tica1 scene,

Once the Warren Commission was formed the Times acted as little

less than a pre:ss agent ror it. On March 30, 1964 —- a nere twelve
days arter the Warren Connmission had begun its tield investigation
9

in Dallas”’-- the Times carried an AP story reporting that the Com-
mission had "found no evidence that the crime was anything but the
irrational act ot an individual, according to knowledgeable sources."

On June 1, the Times ran a Page One ekclusive, "PANEL TO REJHCT

10
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THEJRIES OF PLOT IN KENIEDY'S DEATH," which amounted to an extensive
preview ot the Warren Report nearly tfour months prior to its ortic-
ial release.

When the Warren Commission's report was issued on September 27,
1964 its most vocal advocate was The New York Times. The lead story

said that "the cornmission analysed every issue in exhaustive, almost
nll A Times editorial said that "the facts --
exhaustively gathered, independently checied and cogently set torth —-

-archeological detail.

destroy the basis for conspiracy theories that have grown weedlixe

w12 Arthur Krock called the report a "det-
13
n

in this country and abroad.
initive history of the tragedy, and C.L. Sulzberger expressed re-
liet at the report's conclusions. "It was essential in these restless
_days," wrote Sulzberger, "to renmove untounded suspicions that could
excite latent jingo spirit. And it was necessary to reassure our al-
lies that ours is a stable reliabhle democracy."14

Such unequivocal praise oI the Warren Report was nothing less
than irresponsivle journalism. There had been barely enough time
tor a thorough reading of the report and the testimony and exhibits
upon which it supposedly was based was not yet available. *ithout
the iatter no objective appraisal oi tThe report was possible.

The Times also made aquite a financial proposition out or the
Warren Report. The entire report was printed as a supplement to
the September 28 edition. In addition the Times collaborated with
the Book of the Month Club on a hard bound edition and with Bantam
Books on a sotrt bound edition of the report (with a laudatory intro-
duction by Harrison Salisbury in the latter). By the end or the first
week Bantam had printed 1,100,000 copies.15 Ironically the Times would
later imply that the critics of the report were guilty of exploit-
ation because of the "minor, it lucrative industry" that arose from
their challenges to the ofticial version of the assassination.16

Nor was the Times less erfusive when the 26-volumes of exhibits
and testimony were released on November 24. The Times instant analysis
ot the more than 10 miltion words contained in the volumes brought
the premature observation that their publication by the Warren Con-
mission "brings to a close its inouiry, at once monumental and met-
iculous."17

Within a month, again in collaboration with Bantam, the Times
published "The Witnesses," consisting of "hishilights"™ of the hear-
ings before the %Warren Co..mission, prepared by "a group of editors



and reporters ot The lNew York Times."

"Phe Witnesses" included the arfidavit of Arnold Rowland stating
that he had observed a man with a rifle on the sixth floor of the
Texas School Book Depository before the assassination, but not his
testimony in which he stated that he had actuaily seen two men, and
the P.B.I. had told him to "torget it," and in which he stated his
opinion that the source or the shots had been the railroad yards in
front ot the President. Omitted trom the testimony of amateur photo-~
grapher Abraham Zapruder was his statement that his immediate reaction
was that the shots had come rrom behind him (in tront ot the Pres-
ident). Similar statements relating an immediate impression that
-the shots had come trom the rront were deleted trom the execerpted
'testimony of David P. Powers, a special assistant to the President,
and Secret Service Agent Forest V. Sorrels, as it appeared in "The
Witnesses." Deleted from the testimony o Secret Service Agents
Witliam Greer, Clinton Hill, and Roy Kellerman was the description
each gave of 2 bullet wound in the President's back below the
shoulder {the "otticial" autopsy.report placed it about six inches
~higher in the neck). Also omitted trom Agent Hill's excerpted test-_
Cimony was his statement thal he was not certain that all of thé
shots had come from the rear, and that they did not a.l sound alike.
Autopsy surgeon Comnander James J. Humes' excerpted testimony in
"PThe Witnesses" omitted his statement that he had desiroyed the rirst
dratt of the autopsy, as well as his verbal gymnastics in reconciling
the location ol the bullet holes six inches below the colisr in 1lhe
President's shirt and jacket with the otfficially designated location
ot the wound in the neck. Both Humes and Colonel Pierre Finck evypres-
sed scepticism when asked 1ir the nearly pristine bullet found on &
stretcher in Parkland Mospital could have hit both Xennedy and Gov.
Connally (the Warren Commission ultimately concluded that this was
indeed the case), but these exchanges also were omitted trom "The
Witnesses," as was the portioﬁ ol the testimony oif Nelson Delgado,

a friend of Oswald's from his ilarine Corps days, in which he rerferred
to Oswald's extremely poor marksmanship.

Testimony lert out of "The Witnesses" altogether included nu-
merous witnesses who reported at least some shots tired from the
front, including Jean Hill who reported seeing a man trleeing from
the area ot the "grassy knoll" aiter the shooting. Also lert out was
the testimony of Wilma Tice and reporter Seth Kantor who reported-
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seeing (the latter conversing with) Jack Ruby at Yarkland Hospital,
as well as many others who gave relevent but inconvenient tesitimony
betore the Warren Commission.

In short, "The Witnesses" was a careful selection ot only that
testimony which tended to support the official tindings contained
in the Warren Report. It was a patently biased and dishonest work,
shamelessly slanted toward the lone-assassin hypothesis, and capital-
izing on the legendary objectivity of The New York Times.

In Europe where the press had been less eager to embrace the

official findings of the Yarren Commission, the assassination rapidly
became a coniroversy. "Who Killed Kennedy," & critical book by Am-
erican expatriate Thomas Buchanan was already a best-seller by the
end of 1964. In Britain, Bertrand Russell organized a "Who Killed
Kennedy Committee" composed of some of the most intluential members
of the 3British intellectual comnunity. In December 1964, Hugh Trevor-
Roper, well-known British historian and Regius Protessor ot MHodern
History at Oxford University, writing in The Sunday Times ot London,

accused the Varren Commission of setting up a smokescreen ot irrel-
evant material while tailing to ask elementary and essential questiohs.

In the United States, too, the report slowly emerged as a major
issue -- spurred tirst by a number ot critical articles and later by
a series of major books. |

George and Patricia Hash documented Cormission negligence in
the October 1964 New Leader by locating without difticulty three
witnesses to the slaying of Patrolman Tippit who had not been called
by the Varren Commission, but whose accounts differed radically from
the Comnmission's. The January and Iarch 1965 issues or Liberation
magazine carried articles highly critical ol the Warren Report by
Philadelphia attorney Vincent Salandria. in article in the January

1965 American Bar Arsociation Journal by Alfredda Scovey, a lawyer

and former VWarren Commission utaii menber, acknowledged that nmuch
of the evidence against OQwald was circumstantial and strongly im-
plied that Oswald's conviction would have been less than guaranteed
had he gone to trial. In February 1966 the 18th annual meeting of
of the American Academy ot PForensic Sciences hela a symposium which
scored the Commission for its tailure to hear enough expert testimony,
and ror failing to examine the photos and x-rays taken of the Pres-
ident's body during the autopsy.

On May 29, 1966 the Warren Report became a national issue over-
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night when The Washington Fost ran an 8-column banner headline on
the tront page, "AN INQUEST: SKEPTICAL POSTSCRIPT TO WARREN GROUP'S
REPORT ON ASSASSINATION," dealing with Harold Weisberg's "Whitewash"
and Edward J. Epstein's "Inquest." The story. consumed a sizeable
portion of page ore and nearly all of page three, and concluded that
the two books raised "grave doubts abvbout the Commission's work."

"Inquest's" major contribution lay in its author's success at ob-
taining interviews with several nmembers or the Comnission and its
starf. Epstein was also given access 10 a number ot internal Varren -
Commission memoranda (the book was originally intenced as a Masters
thesis). Concentrating on the internal workings or the Commission,
Epstein argued that bureaucratic pressures Irom within and time
?reséurééwimﬁbééd trom without hadISevefely handicapped the Commis~
sion with the result that their investigation was superrtricial rather
than exhaustive. Epstein made much or the discrepancy between the loc-
ation of the President's back wound, noting the location below the
shoulder in the report of the autopsy by F.B.I. agents Siebert and
d'Neill, and the location in the neck in the orficial autopsy report.
The higher location was essential to the Commission's theory that a

“wound in the President's throat was one ot exit ror a bullet that had
traversed his neck trom the rear, but the lower location was cor~
roborated by the holes in the clothing and by the testimony ot Secret
Service Agents Greer, Kellerman and Hill, Epstein suggested that there
was a strong possibility that there had been a second assassin, but
that the Commission had been more interested in dispelliing rumors than
in exposing tacts. He implied that the Warren Comnission had delib-
erately altered the autopsy report, and he noted that it this was in-
deed the case the conclusions found in the Varren Report would have
to be viewed as an expression of "political truth."18 .

Weisberg also siezed upon the location of the hack wound, hut

his "Whitewash" analysed the WVarren Report in far more detail than did
"Inguest," going into such matters as Oswald's marksmanship, the
tangible evidence linking Oswald to ithe assassination or the sixth
floor window with the source ot the shots, the facfs surrounding the
slaying of Otricer Tippit, etc. Veisberg strongly implied that more
than one assassin had been involved and that it was by no means
certain that Oswald had been one of them.

The major issues that arose out ot these boocks and those to
tollow included:
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THE SINGLE-BULLLT THRORY: the Comnission's re-enactment of the assas-
sination and observation o the rilm ot the assassination taken
by Abraham Zapruder revealed that from the time when Kennedy
would Tirst have been visible to a man perched in the sixth rloor
TSBD window until the time Connally was shot Oswald's gun was cap-
able ot riring only one rcund. The Commission concluded that a
virtually pristine bullet found on a stretcher at Parkland Hospital
had passed through the President's neck, hit Cornnally in the back
shattering a rib, emerged from his chest, traversed his wrist,
lodged in his thigh, and then tfell out onto the stretcher. The
Comnmission theorized that Gov, Connally had experienced a delayed
reaction to his wounds, explaining why the Zapruder film appeared
to show him unhit until a point signiticantly atter the President
detinitely had been. Critics argued that it was extremely unlixely
that one bullet could have accounted for seven wounds, shattering
bone along the way, and still emerge underormed. They also argued
that a bullet striking bone, as was the case with Connally, results
in an immediate reaction in compliance with the physical law of
transfer of momentum, and that the later reaction by Gov. Connally,
theretore, indicated that he had been hit by a second bullet.

THY GRASSY KHOLL: law-enforcement officers and bystanders immediately
converged on this area after the asassination as the apparent
source of the shots. It was located to the right front of the
President,

THIS HEAD SHAT: the Zapruder tilm revealed that upon inmpact of the
final and fatal bullet the President's head was thrust violently
to the leit and to the rear -~ a reaction that seemed consistent
with a shot fired trom the grassy knoll.

THS THROAT WOUND: the wound in the President}s throat was originally
diagn rsed as an entrance wound by the doctors who treated him at
Parxland Hospital. The Comﬁission's contention that it was an ex-
it wound was challenged by most of the critics.

The Yarren Report was soon under attack rrom all sides. In July
1966 Richard Goodwin, a rormer advisor and close. associate ot Pres-—
ident Xernedy, reviewed "Inquest" ror Book Week. He called the book
"impressive" and called for the convening ot a panel to evaluate the

tindings ot the Warren Commission and determine it a completely new
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He later added that there wvere otheor
n2l

investigzation was warranted.1
associates of the lale President "who feel as I do. In Septenber

1966 a Harris Poll found that 54% of the American public doubted that
21 The same month Mark

Lane's "Rush To Judgment" made the Best Seller List of The New Vork

the Warren Comnission had told the rull story.

Times (by November 1966 it was the Number One Best Seller, a position
it maintained fror several months). The Times of London called for a
new investigation toward the end of September 1966, a call that was
echoed in The Tondon Observer by Lord Devlin, one of England's mocst
respected legal figures. On September 28, 1966 lianhattan Congressman

Theodore Kupterman asked Congress to conduct its own investigation
“into the adequacy ot the Yarren Report. Writing in the October 1966
Commentarz Alexander Bickel, Chancellor Xent ot Yale University,
called for a new investigation observing that "the tindings ot the
Warren Commission, and the fatuous praise with which all of the
voices ot the great majority greeted them two yeafs ago, were in some
measure a matter of wish trultillment." The Noveﬁber 25, 1966 cover
of Life magazine reatured a. .trame from the Zapruder rilm with the bold
caption: "DID OSWALD ACT ALONE? A MATTEZR OF REASOUABLE DOUBT.M Lite

N hecry ond concluded that
"a new investigative body should be set up, perhaps at the initiative
or Congfess." The January 14, 1967 Saturday Evening Post also carried

0

a cover story challenging the Warren Report, and it also ran an edit-
orial calling ror a new inquiry.

Others who publicly expressed doubts about the conclusions of

the Varren Cormission included senators Russell Long, Bug

rene Melarthy,

Strom Thurmord, William Fulbright, and Thomas Dodd; Congresenen Ogden
Reld, dJohn W, Wydler, and William P. Ryan; Arthur Schlesinger dJr.,
Witliam Buckley, Norman Mailer, Murray Kempton, lizx Lerner, Pete
Hammill, Walter Lippman, Dwight lHacDonald, Richard . Rovere, Cardin-
al Cushing and many others.

The reaction ot The New ¥York Times to the emerging controversy

was less than enthusiastic. Tollowing the iay 29, 1966 Washington
Post headline a Times reporter was assigned to do a story on the
emerging controversy. His story appeared on June 5 —- not on page one,
but on page 42. The author ot the piece wrote one ot the critics:
"With space limitations and national desk instructions, I am sorry
that everything but the single-bulliet hypothesis got forced out of
the story."22 '
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"Whitewash" and "Inauest" were reviewed in the July 3 New York

Times Book Review by the Times' Supreme Court correspondent, Fred

Graham, The Times apparently saw no contlict in assigning Graham
to review two books severely critical, implicitly it not explicitly,
ot the then Chief Justice ot the Supreme Court. The review consisted
largely ot a lengthy defense of the methods utilized by the Warren
Commission under the direction of "the nation's most distinguished
Jurist." Grahsm called WVeisherg 2 "painstaking investigator," but
added that he "questions so many points made by the report that the
effect is blunted —- it is dirricult to believe that any institution
could be as inept, careless, wrong, or venal as he implies. Rather,
the reader is impressed with the elusiveness of truth..." Graham
called "Inquest" superficial, and he criticized Epstein's use ot the
words "political truth," clainming that Epstein was actually charging
deliberate traud. Graham admitted that the single-bullet theory was
"porous," but he maintaired that no other explanation made sense be-
cause it another assassin had tired from the TSBD it would have been—-
unlikely that he and his ritle could disappear without a trace. He
avoided alternatives that did make sense, e.g. that an assassin or
asgassins had fired trom the grassy knoll. Graham concluded'thaf
"a major scholarly study is not teasible now because the crucial
papers in the archives... have not yet been de-classitied." On the
one hand he was ignoring the tact that the Times had lauded the
Varren Report before any evidence was available, and on the other
hand he was passing judgment in advance on any subseguent crit-
ical works, a fact that should have disqualitfied him as a reviewer
of future books on the subject. 7

On August 28, 1966 lMark Lane's "Rush to Judgment" and Leo Sau-
vage's "The Oswald Affair" were reviewed in The New York Times Book
Heview by Fred Graham. Graham's review gave the false impression
that both hooks relied mainly on eyewitness testimony rather than
more tangible hard evidence. "Eyewitness testimony," noted Graham,
"is tar less reliable than it seems to be." He made the incredible
observation that the main source of the Warren Commission's ailemna

lay in the ract that it had to issue a report. The broad prooit against
Oswald and the lack of evidence pointing to any other possible assas-
sin, according to Graham, gave the Commission no choice "but to smooth
over the inconsistencies to the extent possible and brand Qswald the
lone assassin." Graham concluded with the unsubstantiable claim that

'



-10-

Oswald would easily have been convicted of murder by any Jjury taced
with the material berore the Warren Conmission and in these books.

As the controversy grew the Times greeted the issue with a most
astonishing article in the September 11, 1966 New York Times llagazine,
entitled "NO CONOCPIRACY, 3UT —- TVO ASSASSINS, PERHIAPS?Y by Henry
Fairlie, an Bnglish political commentator. Fairlie acknowledged that

it was hard to dispute the contention that the Warren Commission "did
a hurried and slovenly job," and he conceded that there might well
_have been more than one assassin; "available evidence seems to me
contusing." But he contended that even ir this supposition were made,
"it still does not Jjustiry making the long Leap to a conspiracy
. theory," because even ir 1two or more people were involved, he argued,
"it is possible to regard such people as tanatics or nuts and nothing
0f course, if there were two or more people invonlved it was, by defr-
inition, & conspiracy. The article concluded that it was not the
proper time tor a new investigation, for "to set up another indep-
éndent,body with no promise that it would succeed, would be to ag-
itate public doubt without being certain that it could in the end,
settle it. Popular tear and hysteria are dangerous weirds to excite...!
‘Thus it would appear that to Henry Mairlie and The New York Times

me it would appear that to Henr y ! g T
it was more important to support the official findings of the War-
ren Commission —-— even thcugh questionable -- than to look tfurther

into the President's assassination and risk adding to the already
existing doubt and scepticism about those tindings, warranted or not.

THE TINERS THVESTIGATION

Toward the end oif 1966 a degree of dissatisraction with the
conclusions or the Warren Commision began 1o manitest itselt at the
Times

Tom Wicker wrote in his column that a number of impressive books
had opened to question the Warren Commission's "procedures, its ob-

jeetivity and its members diligence." "The damaging fear has been
planted, here as well as abroad, that the commission -- even ir
subconsciously -- was more concerned to quiet public rears of con-

spiracy and treachery than it was to establish the unvarnished truth,
and thus made the racts tit a convenient thesis." Wicker endorsed the
call ror a Congressional review that had been made by Congressman

Kupferman.23

Harrison Salisbury radically revised his early praise of the

nore .
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Report -- not in the Times but in the November 1966 issue of The

Progressive, a magazine of limited circulation. While reiterating

his beliet that Oswald acted alone, Salisbury wrote that his read-
ing ot "Inquest" and "Rush to Judgment," both ot which he called
"serious, thoughttul examinations,”" had convinced him that gquestions
ot major'importance remained unanswered., Like Wicker, he endorsed
the Kupferman resolution, adding that "I would Llike to see the most
painstaking inquiry into each ot the principal areas or doubt. The
nation no longer lives in the trauma which persisted for months arter
the President's death. The Warren Commission had good reason to con-
cern itselr ror the national interest, to worry about national mor-
ale, to take upon itselr the task ot damping.downvrumors. But today
and tomorrow the.sole criteria or an iﬁquiry should be the truth -——
every element o1 it that can be obtained -- and a trank tracing orf
unresolved and unresolvabhle dilemnas."

On Novenmber 16, 1966, on the other hand, Clirton Daniel, then
Managing Zditor, in addressing a public symposium on "The Role of the
Mass Media in Achieving and Preserving a ¥ree Society," defended
the Warren Report and accused its critics ot "dragging red herrings
"all over the place."24 ’

Under this setting the Times quietiy undertook, in early Nov-
ember 1966, a new investigation or the assassination under the dir-
ection of Harrison Salisbury. "We will go over all the areas of
doubt," Salisbury told Newsweek, "and hope to eliminate them."25 On
November 25, with the unpublicized irvestigation already underway,
the Times ran a carerully worded editorial, "UNANSWERED QUESTIONS,Y
which maintained that there were enough solid doubts of thoughttul
~citizens to reaquire orficial answers. "Further digniried silence,
or merely more denials by the commission or its statf, are no
longer enough."

About a month into the investigation Salisbury received p=r-
mission from the government of North Vietnam to visit Hanoi, and
~ he quickly departed tor Paris to complete final preparations tor the
trip. Shortly atter his departure the Times investigation was ended.
Reporter Peter Kihss, a member of the team, wrote lrs. Sylvia Meagher
on Januvary 7, 1967, "regrettably the project has broken ortf without
any windup story, at least until Harrison'Salisbury, who was in
charge, gets back trom North Vietnam." Another member ot the tean,
Gene Roberts -- then Atlanta bureau chiet’ and now National Editor

T
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ot the Times ~- told me that "there was no real connection between
Salisbury going to Hanol and the decision not to publish, or to

disband the inauiry. It just kind of happened that way. Presumably
if he had been here he might have knocked it ottt even sooner or he
n26 Hob-
erts told me that the team was unable to tind evidence supporting

might have continued it a week or two. I just don't know.

the contentions of the critiecs. "We found no evidence that the War-
ren Report was wrong," he said, "which is not to say that the Warren
Report was right." "We ére not in the business of printing opinion,
and that is why nothing was printed in the end."27

It Salisbury's words to Newsweek are to be taken literally the
purpose of the investigation to begin with was to shore up the tind-
ings of the Warren Comnission. There can be little doubt that it the
investigation had strongly reaffirmed those tindings it would have
been boldly splashed across the front page. Yet there now seem to be
several versions as to just what that investigation tound. George
Palmer, Assistant to the ilanaging Editor, wrote one questioner that
nothing had been printed about the investigation "tor the simple

n28 % he wrote me that "the dis-

reason that there were no tindings,
continuance -of our inguiries meant that they hadﬁsubstantially Te—
aftirmed the tindings ot the Varren Commission."‘49 Palmer also wrote
me that the determination to discontinue the investigation was made
upon the return of Salisbury from Hanoi. Walter Sullivan, Times
Science Fditor, writing on behalr of Harrison Salisbury, wrote Vash-
ington attorney Bernard Fensterwald, Chairman ot the Cormittee To
Investigate Assassinations, "it is true that an intensive invest-
igation of the J.F. Kennedy assassination was carried out by the Tinmes
stal't’ under ir. Salisbury's supervision. It was set aside when he
suddenly received permission to visit Hanoi. "At this stage, Mr. Sal-
isbury tells me, it had become obvious that the President was killed
by a single dermented man and that no conspiracy was involved. The
investigation has therefore net been pursued further.“Bo

Following the Times at best inconclusive investigation its ad-
vocacy ol the oftficial line became at least as rigid as it had ever
been. An anonymous review of "The Truth About the Assassination,"
by Charles Roberts, Newsweex's White House correspondent, said: "Pub-
lish 10,400,000 words ot research and what do you get? In the case
o the VWarren Conmission and the book business, you get a frabulous-

BRY
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ly successiul spin-oit called the assassination industry, whose pro-
ducts would never stand the scrutiny cor Consumers Union. Consuners
buy it as they buy most trash: the packaging promises satisrtaction
but the innards are mostly distortions, unsupported theories and gap-
ing omissions" that are "neatly debunked by Charies Roberts..."By
selecting the incredible and the contradictory, scavengers like lMark
Lane sowed contusion. By writing an honest guide ror the perplexed,

w31

Roberts pertorms a public service. In ract, Roberts' book was ex-
tremely superticial, its text consuming a mere 118 pages. It glossed
over the crucial evidence, substituting personal invective against the
critics for answers to their criticisms.

In late 1967 the publication of "Six Seconds In Dallas," by Prof-
essor Josiah Thompson and "Accessories Atter the Fact," by irs. Sylvia
Meagher further fanned the tlames ot the Warrenjconfroversy. Mrs.
Meagher had previously distinguished herselt by putting together a
subject index to the 26-volumes -- a service the Warren Comnmission
had neglected to provide. "Six Seconds In Dallas" was previewed by
The Saturday Eveniﬁg Post, which teatured the book's jacket on its
Decembey 2, 1967 cover alohg with the headline "MAJOR NEW STUDY SHOWS

THREE ASSASSIKS KILTED KEHNEDY.® An editorial in fthat issve stated

that it had now been "demonstrated trairly conclusively that the VWar-

ren Commission was wrong." Thompson's book contained a comprehensive

study of the Zapruder film, graphs of the reaction ot Cornalily, tables

sunmarizing the impressions of eyewiltnesses, interviews with crucial

witnesses, mathematical calculations ot the acceleration ofr the

President's head in relation to the movement oi the car, cotc. The

book was protusely illustrated with photographs, drawings and charts.
"Accessories Affter the Fact" was an exhausiive analysis ot the

26-volumes and related material trom the National Archives not con-

tained in the volumes. Playvbovy called it "the best ot the new crop

ot books —- and the most chilling in its implications.'" Plavboy

called the most unsettling asﬁeot of both books "the failure of

the Warren Comnission to investigate, evaluate ~- or even acknowledge ~-

the huge body ot evidence in its posession indicating the possible

presence ol more than one gunman..."These new books lend weight to

widening appeals Pg Corngressmen and the press for an independent new

"2

investigation... Congressnan Theodore Kupterman said '"on the

subject ot the Warren Report Sylvia Meagher could rcplaceca computer,"

(&8

calling her book "overwhelming."33 Congressman William P, Ryan said

'
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"Sylvia Meagher rais ses a nunber of disturoing auestions.”" He added
that it pointed out the need for a Congressional review of the Tind-
ings of the Varren Commission. "4

Both books were reviewed in The New York Times Book Review on

February 28, 1968 —- by Fred Graham, ol course., Graham tound it as-
tonishing that there was such a degree ot disbelief "in a document
that has the endorsement or some of ihe highest oftficials in the
Government." He contendeq that inconsistencies notwithstanding, "none
of the critics have been able to suggest any other explanation that
Tits the known facts better than the Warren Commission's." Graham
Tound lrs. lMeagher's book "a bore," and he round that Thompson's
scientitic approach ignored "the larger logic of the VWarren Report."
']Aitﬁéﬁghwit has seeméd %hat the rlow of anti-VWarren Report books
would never end," he continued, "these two may represent a sweet
climax."”

THE NEW ORLEANS APTERLATH

The New York Times followed the March 1, 1969 acquittal of Clay

L. Shaw (charged by New Orleans D.A. Jim Garrison with conspiring ‘o
assassinate the late President) with

W

renewed oIfensive against
previous criticism or the Warren Report. An editorial on Harch 2
rererred to Garrison's "obhsessional conviction about the rraudulent
character or the Warren Commission" as a "fantasy." The "News or the
Week in Review" that day carried a piece by Sidney Zion, "GARRISOW
FILOPS O W CONSPIRACY THZORY," which naintained, in essence, that
Garrison had "restored the credibility ot the Varren Report." The
Times ignored the fract that the jury had been charged solely with
the duty of determining the guilt or innocence of Mr. Shaw, not with
determining the validity of the Varren Report.

On April 20, 1969 The New Vork Tines llagazine carried an article,
"THE FINAL CHAPTEIR IN "HE ASUINATION CONTROVERSY?" by Bdward J.
Epstein, onetime critic of thg Warren Report.

Epstein's article was a bitter attack upon the critics which
impugned their motives and integrity, and implied that nuch of tnelr
criticism was politically motivated. e suggested that many or the
critics were "demonologists" with "books as well as conspiracy theor-
ies to advertise," doubtless excluding his own "Inquest" from this
category. He conspicuously neglected to mention that only "Inquest"
had accused the Comaission or seeking "political truth."

Epstein arbitrarily wrote orr the work ot a number ol the critics
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because they had, in various degrees, supported Garrison. It is in-
deed unrortunate that many sincere Varren Commission critics showed
much the same blind raith in Garrison that The New York Times had

shown in the Warren Commission, but this could not invalidate the
serious tlaws which they (Epstein included) had documenied in the
Yarren Report.

Epstein was less critical of Professor Thompson and lrs. Meagher,
both or whom had disassociated thenmselves trom Garrison and his in-
vestigations, but he maintained that their books contained only two
substantial arguments that, ir true, would preclude Oswald as the
lone assassin.-- the improbability or the single-bullet theory and

the backward acceleration of the President's head.

To dispose of thé‘rirst point Epstein relied upon a CRS in-
quiry which had theorized that 3 jiggles in the Zapruder tilm rep-
resented the photographer's reaction to the sound of shots, and
thererore themselves coincided with the points at which the shots
were Iired. CBS had thereby hypothesized that the rirst shot had been
tired at an earlier point than the Warren Commission had believed
likely -~ at a point when the President would have been visible
from the sixth tloor window for ahout 1/10th ot a sécond through
a break in the roliage of a large Oak tree which otherwise obstructed
the view until a later point. However CBS had tailed to mention that
Jiggles appeared at several other points in the rilm, and that there
were tive jiggles, not three, in the frrame sequence in question, Life
nagazine, which owns the original Zapruder tilnm, rejected the "jig-
gle theory" in November 1966, attributing all but the 1ost violent
one that coincided with the head shot to imperfections in the camera
mechanism.35 The GBS analysis was a skilltrul deception which has been
thorousghly discredited, including by Protressor Thompson in his
book (see "Six Seconds In Dallas," Appendix P -- a critique of the
C3S documentary, "The Varren Report“).** Epstein maintained that
the CBS analysis persuasively-argued that the President and Gov.
Connally could have been hit by separate bullets by a single assas-—

<L

** A.M. Rosenthal, Managing Editor of the Times said on "Behind the
Lines" on New York's WHET-TV on Qct. 8, 1971: ",..I've seen some
things on television that were better than anything I've seen
in the newspavers. I think that CBS* documentary on the Kernedy
assassination, for instance, was a nagniticent piece of invest-
igative journalism."

SRS NN
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sin, and that the single-bullet theory had therefore been renderad
"irrelevant." Whatl is more signiricant than the questionable nature
of the €3S analysis is the ract that Lpstein nisrepresented the con-
clusions, Tor CBS did not theorize an earlier hit, but an earlier

miss. CBS recognized that an earlier hit meant a stecper trajectory,
precluding the throat wound being one or exit, and again implying a
tfraudulent autopsy report. CBS reluctantly endorsed the singlie-
bullet theory as "essential'" to the lone-assassin rindings oif the
Warren Commission.3 Ipstein, too, recognized this when he wrote in
"Inquest": "either bg?h men were hit by the same bullet, or there

0

were two assassins. His misrepresentation of the CBS study al-
leviated him ot the problem ot credibly defending the single-bullet
theory -- an undertaking he obviously did not relish.

Epstein dismissed the head movement by citing a report released
by the Justice Department in January 1969 in which a panel oI ZIorensic
pathologists who had studied the sequestered autopsy photos and x-rays
had concluded that they supvorted the Warren Report. But even super-
ficial study of thé Panel Report (its popular name) revealed glaring
differences between it and the original autopsy report. Thus again
Epstein relied upon & study which raised more queStions than it an-
swered in an eftfort to explain away irreconcileable detriciencies in
the Warren Report. In this way he was able to conclude that he knew
of no substantial evidence "that indicated there was more than one
ritleman tiring." '

If one is somewhat astounded by the Times failure to check the
accuracy ol Ipstein's article, subsequent actions are even more as—
tonishing. _

Mrs. Meagher and Professor Thompson sent the Times letters ot
almost identical length, both challenging the veracity oi the (33
study.and the Panel Report. But Mrs. Meagher's letter also includcd
quotes trom a letter Fpstein had written her more then a year carlier:
"I am shocked that 5 not 3 frimes were blurred. It thisvis so, C.R.S.
was egregiously dishonest and the tests are meaningless," and "By a
common sense standard, which you point out the ¥Warren Report uses, I
think your bnok shows it extremely unlikely, even inconceivable, that
a single assassin was responsible.® .

The Times thanked lirs., Meagher for her letter, adding that "we
are planning to run a letter along very similar lines trom Josisah
Thompson and I am sure that you will understand that space limit-
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Mrs. Meagher wrote again asking that the Times reconsider and
print at least the paragraph which revealed that Epstein knew in ad-
vance that the CB3 claims were specious, and that his private ad-
missions in'writing were the exact opposite of his representations in
the Times. "One understands the Times unwillingness to acknowledge
to its readers that it nas given RIpstein a platrorm from which to
disseminate not mere error, but deliberate talsehood," wrote Mrs.
Meagher, "However I would like to request you to reconsider your
decision... in the interests of fair play and ot undoing a dis-
service to your readers that was surely unintended." She received

no reply, and her letter was not publiished.

- ‘Harold Weisberg wrote the Times asking that certain statements
which he telt were libelous be corrected, and asking that he be pef—
mitted to write .an article redutting Zpstein. The Times replied deny-
ing libel.and maintaining that the article itselt was sound. "If how-
ever you want to write us a short letter ot not more than 250 or

300 words challenging Epstein's interpretation ot the assassination,"
the Times added, "we'd vbe glad to consider it for publication. But
I'd like to caution you to avoid dirficult, arcane detaiis that would
simply baftle our readers.m

Readers or The New York Times... bartled?

A HERITAGE N¥ STONE

On December 1, 1970 the daily book columns of the Times carried
a dual review of two books on the Jim Garrison artair. The rirsy,
"American Grotesqgue," by James Kirkwood, was critical of Garrison
and the methnds he utilized in prosecuting Clay Shaw. The second,
"A Heritage of Stone," wds Jim Garrison's account ot the Kennedy
assassination,

The review by Times statr reviewer John Leonard, was entitled
"Tho Xilted John . Kennedy?" The portion dealing with "A Heritage of
Stone" tollows:



Witich brings ug ta Jim Garcisna's A
Herltaga of Stons” The Distriet Aitorney
pl Orlcans FParlsh argues that Kepnedy's
gssassipation can only be explained hy a
“model” that pins the murder oo the Cene
ra} Intelilgence Agkency, The C.I A, cou'd
:mve engintered Dailas in kokal! of the
mllitary - inteilieence - industiial complex

© that fenred the President's dispasitien
toward a detents with the Rusainns, M.
Gnrrlsun nowhere in his beat mentions
Clny Shrw, or tho hotch his oflics mada of
Shaw's proscculion; he s, howaver, heavy
on all the othor charjcters who havs pa-
come, femiliar to py'vin Iato-night taik
shows on television, And he fnsists that
tho Warren Commission, the exscuuvs
branch of the government, aving members
of the Dallas Pollce Depariment, the

pataolepists at Nethesda who peiformed

‘tho second Kanredy autepsy and many,
‘Eany othera st have known they werg

Ing to the Amerlzan public. :
Mysterles Perslst
- Frankly, 1 prefer to beligvo that the
Piarren Commission dld a poor jnb, rather
than a dlshonest ons, 1 Jlk%e to talnk that
tr, Qarrlson inventa raonsters to explain
Lcompclcncc. But until somsbody explans
vy two sutopsies cams to twa dillereat
cenclusions about the Fresldent's wounda,
why the limous!ne was washed out and ra.

. built. without investlpetlon, why certain

witnesses near thy “grnssy knoll” wera
pever asked to testily beforo tho Commis-
tion, why v wero all 80 eager to buy
Oswald's briliiant marksmanship fn eplit
scconds, why no one inquired into Yack
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Buby's relatlona with a stagaering variety
of strangs peaple, why a “loner” hha Os.
wald siways had Itlends and could siways
gt o panport—avhio can blamo the Garrh
son gucrrlilas for fantasicing?

Somcthing atinks about this whcie af.
fair. “A Hcritage of Stonc™ rchashes the
smallincss; ths recipe Is o3 unappstizing as

our doubts about tha official version of
© what happened, (Woull then-Attornzy

General Robert F. Kennedy have endurad
his brother's murder In silence? Wan John
Kennady qults a0 iiheratad feem cold war,
elichés as Mr. Garrison maintalns?) But tha
stench is there, and ciings to each of pr,
Why wera Kenndy's neck organs not exe
amined at Rethesda for evidencs uf 8 fron.

-ta] shot? Why was his hody whisked away

10 Washington hefore the legaily requited
Texas jnquest? Why?

This review was certainly not 2n unrair one, and it raised some

rather searching questions. -- questions cne rarely saw asked in the

Times. But this review appeared.only in the early edition. Betore the

second edition could reach the stands it underwent a strange meta-
morphosis. The title was changed trrom "Who Killed John ¥. Kennedy?"

to "The Shaw-Garrison Atrrair," and the review

Which brings us to Jim Garrison’s “A
Heritage of Stone™ The District Attorney
of Orleans Parish argues that Kannedy's
assassination can only be explained by a
“model” that pins the murier on the Coen.

“tral Intelligence Agency. The 1A cnuld
have engineered Dallas in behail of the
military - tntei'gence - Industrial comnlex
that feared the President’s disposition
toward a détente with the Russians, Mr,
Garrison nowhere in his honk mentiors
Clay Shaw, or the botch his office mad= of
Shaw’s prosecution; he is, however, heavy

come familiar to us via late-night talk
shows on television. And ke insists that
the Warren Commission, the executive
branch of the gove'nment, some members
of the Dallas Polire Departmeni, the
pathologists at Bothesda ‘who performed
the second Kenredy autopsv and manv,
many others muct have knnwn they were
lying to the Amarican publir,

Frankly, 1 prefur to believe that the
Warren Commission did a poor job, rathec
than a dishonest one. I like tn think that

now read as follows:

Mr. Garrison invents monsters to explain 38
incompetence. .

Thus the paragraph heading "iysteries Persist" had mysterious-

on all ths other characters who have be-

1y vanished, and the last thirty lines oi the review had been whisked
away ~- into some subterannean Times "memory hole" no doubt. The
meaning or the review was completely altered, and the questions
which the Times apparently feels are unasiable remained unasked.

A letter to the Times inouiring as to the reason for the alter-
ation of the original review bdbrought a response trom George rYalmer,
Assistant to the ilanazing Zditor: "Deleting that material... involved
routine editing in line with a long-standing policy ot our paper.
"Our book reviewers are granﬁed Tull freedom to write whatever they
wish about the books and authors they are dealing with, but we do
not permit personazlized editorials in the book columns.m-J

This was a torm letter which the Times sent out, with minor
variations, to those who questioned the two reviews. The recipient
ot one such letter observed that the line "rrankly I preter to be-

lieve that the Warren Cormission did a poor Job rather than a dis-

honest one," was clearly editorial in nature -- surely much more so
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than the material that was deleted. To this Palmer replied: "I don't
believe these comments represented the type of excessive editorial-
izing our editors had in mind when they made the deletions;"4o
The Times seems to nave clérified Just what it considers "ex-
cessive editorializing” when on September 29, 1971 Christopher Leh-
mann-Haupt, in reviewing "The lagician," by Sol Stein, described
the protagonist as "a random case; he is one of those 'types,' like
Lee Harvey Oswald and James Rarl Ray, who are born to lead, but lack-
ing the equipment to do so, must assassinate the true leaders." The
Times saw nothing "excessive" or "oditorial® in this review, and it
appreared in the second edition exactly as it had appeared in the tirst.
‘Noteworthy is the ract that then Managing Editor, Turner Cat-
ledge, pledged atter the death or Oswald that tuture articles and
headlines would rerer to Oswald as the alleged assassin, the American:
system o1 justice carrying with it the presumption ot innocence
until guilt is proven in a court or law. Catledge's pledge has been
consistently and systematically disregarded ever since.41

THE BIGHTH AVKIVERSARY

One of the.impcrtant witnesses for the Warren-Commission was-
Charles Givens, a_portef employed at the Book Depoéitory. In a dep-
osition taken by Commission lawyer David W. Belin, Givens testitried
that he had lett the sixth rloor (where he worked) at about 11:30 A.M.
on the morning of the assassination, but that he had Torgotten his
cigareties, and when he returned to retrieve them at about noon he
encountered Oswald lurking near the Southeast corner window —-- the
alleged sniper's nest.

Writing in the August 13, 1971 Texas Observer, Svivia MNeagher
& g ’ ’

cast great doubt upon the veracity ot Givens and the methods ot the
VWarren Commission. Her article, "THR CURIOUS TUSTIMONY OF LR. GIVENS,"
revealed that material tfrom the National Afchives relating to Mr.
Givens gave an entirely ditterent account. On the day of the assas-
sination Givens told authorities that he had last seen Oswald at
11:50 A.Il. reading a newspaper on the rirst floor of the Depository.
Neilther then nor in two subsequent atridavits sworn to prior to his
Warren Commission testimony dii he ever mention having returned to
the sixth tloor. However an .B.I. agent's report noted a statement
by Lt. Jack Revill of the Dallas Police that Givens had Previously
had difticulty with the Dallas Police and . probably "would change
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his testimony for money." loreover, David Belin, the lawyer who took
Givens testimony, was aware of Givens earlier statements, tror he had
noted them in a memo six weeks before Givens testitied. In that sane
memo he noted that three other Depository employees, Like Givens, had
also reported seeing dswald on the rirst floor.‘

David Belin's reply in the same issue ot The Texas Observer de-
cried the "assassination sensationalists," assured the reader that

he was an honorable man, and insisted that the Warren Commission had
done a thorough and competent job. The Texas Observer, commenting on
the exchange, calied Belin's answer "the slick irreievant reply ot a
lawyer who doesn't have much of a detrense to present.”

Mrs. lMeagher sent copies or her article, Belin's reply and the
accbmpanying editorial to several peop1e>at the Times including Har-
rison Salisbury, whose responsibilities include editing the op-ed
page. Salisbury's position seemed ambiguous, tor since his article
in The Progressive in 19646 he had again implied acceptance ot the
ofticial version of the assassination in his introduction to the
Times/Bantam edition or the "Report or the National Commission on the
Causes and Prevention or Violence.®

His position would not be ambiguous ror Llong. On ﬁovember 22,
1971 -- the eighth anniversary or the President's death —-- the head-
line "THZ VARREN RBPORT WAS RIGHT" appeared emblazoned across the top
ot the op-ed page. The article decried the "assassination sensation-
aliets" and its author was none other than David W. Belin.

Mrs., Meagher sent a2 second copy of the Observer material to
Salisbury, and it was returned with a polite form letter thanking her
Tor her manuscript which the Times regretted it could not use. She
replied that the form letter did not surprise her, but that she had
not sent a manuscript, but rather documented material which demon-
strated irretutably deliberate misrepresentation or evidence by the
Vlarren Comnission, and which "clearly implicated David W. RBelin in
serious impropriety and nisfeasance.™ She noted that "you have not
aouestioned, much less challenged, the documentary evidence I made
available to you twice in two months. Insteadbyou provided a‘ forum
Tor Belin to inrluence your readers, without even cautioning then
that serious charges had been published elsewhere on his conduct as
an assistant counsel I'»r the arren Commission." Mrs. lieagher con-
cluded that the Times 1964 praise or the Warren Report "may have
been merely gullible or unprofessional," but that in 1971 it was’

simply "propaganda on behalt of g discredited Government paper,"
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wrapped in sanctimony and pretending "to seek truth or justice."

Salisbury's reply read in tull: "Do tforgive the form card wiich
went back to you. That was a product oif our bureaucracy, T'm atraid.
I hadn't seen your letter, nlas, having been out of the office tor

a few days."

THE KENNEDY PHOTOS AND) X~RAYS

The photos and x-rays taken ot the President's body during the
autopsy represent possibly the most crucial evidence of the assas-
sination. They could resolve once and for all whether the President
was hit in the back or in the neck, and they could resolve consider-
doubt as to the direction from which the various hullets that struck
the President came. Hevertheless, they were allegedly never even
viewed by the Warren Comﬁission, nor have they since been released
tor study. In late 1966 they were deposited in the National Archives
under the pyoviso that only Government agencieé could view then tor
tive years at which time "recognized experts in the field of pathol-
ogy or related areas of science or technology" might be given access.

Toward the end of 1968 District Attorney Garrison ol New Orleans
took legal steps to obtain this material. In an-effort ts bleock access
the'Justice Depariment reieased a report by a panel ol Iorensic path-—
ologists who had been given access and had reported that the photos
and x-rays contirmed the medical findings that all the shots cane
from the rear. ‘ ' ’

—a
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The Panel Report was covered for the Times by Fred Graham, i

i
fo

o

highly favorable story ran on the front page and consuned eight
ditional columns on page 17.42 But far from resolving the contro-
versy the Panel Report only raised new questions, for even perfunc-
tory study ot it revealed radical differences from the original au-
topsy report and the Warren Conmission testimony of the autopsy sur-~
geons; Some of these discrepancies were brought to Graham's attention
by Sylvia Keagher. He replied, "I wish I had known this at the tine,
but perhaps it is not too late to backirack a bit and sce it anybody
can come up with explanations..."I'll see what can be turned up, and
it anything can, I trust you'll be reading about it{"43 There was
no follow--up story.

The following month Dr, Cyril H. Wecht, one otf the most enmin-
ently qualitied forensic pathologists in the United States, testified
in the District otf Columbia Court ot General Sessions to the glaring

inconsistencies between the report of the Panel and the autopsy report.
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Judge Charles Halleck was so impressed with Dr. Wecht's presentation

that he ruled against the Justice Depariment, ordering that Wecht

be permitted to examine the autopsy material as the basis for his

testimony on the medical findings (this was later rendered moot |
when the Justice Department announced its intention to appeal the

decision. This would have resulted in an indetinite delay, and |
Garrison withdrew his suit). Graham did not cover Vecht's testimony. |
Instead the Times buried.a four-paragraph UPI dispatch on page 17. ‘
The UPI story omitted any mention of Dr. Wecht's testimony regard-

ing the Panel Report.44 .
‘ When the tirst person "not under Government auspices" was per-
mitted to see the photos and x-rays this year the exclusive was ob-
tained by PFred Graham of The Iew York Times. On January 9, 1972 the

Times announced on the tfront page that Dr. John K. Lattimer, Chairman
of the Deparitment of Urology at Columbia University's College of Phy-
sicians snd Surgeons, had viewel the photos and x-rays and fround that
they "eliminate any doubt completely" about the vélidity ot the War-
ren Commission's conclusion thét Lee Harvey Oswald fired all the
shots that struck the Preéident.'Dr, Lattimer disagreed with the
Commiséion only.inééfér‘as'hé‘said {hét thne néckbwuund was actually
higher than the Commission had believed. Therefore the throat wound
could not possibly be one of entrance, according to Dr. Latiimer,
because the front wound was so trar below the back one that "if any-
one were to have shot hinm from the frront, they would have to be
sauatting on the tleoor in front of him,"

Graham noted that "“some skeptics" ot the Warren Report had re-
terred to Dr. Latiimer as an "apologist tor the Warren Comnmission,"
but he gave no examples ot why they referred to him this way. One
ot the many examples he could have cited was the following quote by
Dr. Lattimer from the llarch 13, 1970 Medical World Wews (p.6):

"Oswald showed what the educated, modern-day, traitorous guerilla can

do among his own people —— working with religious—-type conviction,
willing to lay down his lifre, but proposing to kill as many anti-
communists as possible. Oswald was devious, skiiled at his business,
and amagzingly cool.,"

More important +than Dr. Lattimer's background, however, is the
tfact that his "observations” raised some rather interesting questions.
Fred Graham is an experienced reporter and a lawyer -- trained to
cross—examine in an eftort to resolve conflicts. Yet he did not ask -how

‘
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a urologist who, by his own admission, knows virtually nothing about
forensic pathology45 (the branch of forencic medicine specinlizing
in the determination otf the cause and manner or death in cases where
it is sudden, suspicious, unexpected, unexplained, traumatic, medic-
2lly undetected, or violent) qualified as an "expert in the 1ield of
pathology or related areus of science and technology" to view the
antopsy material. Nor did Graham ask why Dr. Lattimer, a urologisti,
was chosen while three dpnctors with experience in torensic pathol-
ogy, including Dr. Wecht, were excluded, Dr. Wecht is Chief ledical
Examiner ot Allegheny County (Pittsburgh), Research Protessor of Law
and Director of the Institute or Forensic Sciences at Duguesne Univ-
ersity School of Law, President or the American College o1 Legal led-
icine, and President of the American Acadeny of Forensic Sciences.
By coincidence, among the three with experience in pathology and the
urologist who requested access, only the urologist had spoken or
written about the Warren Report in an uncritical rashion. In addition,
despite the inconsistencies ot the Panel Report, it did not cite a
higher location for the "neck wound." Thus the autopsy report said
one thing, the Panel Report said another, and Dr. Lattimer gave yet
a third dirférént'déscription of the President's wounds. Nor did
Graham aquestion Dr. Lattimer's contention that tie photos and x-rays
"eliminate any doubt completely" that Oswald had fired all the shots —-
something they could not possibly prove to Dr. Lattimer unless he is
endowed with telepathic powers. Moreover, it a shot tfrom the front
would have had to come trom the tloor of the President's car as Dr.
Lattimer suggests, a shot from the rear rollowing the sane trajectory
in reverse would have ended up in the tfloor. Dr. lLattimer did not ex-
plain, and Graham did not inquire, how a bullet tollowing this new
steeper trajectory could have altered its course to strike Gov. Con-
nally below the right armpit and exit below his right nipple as the
Warren Comnission contends it did.

Thus the Times revelations that the Wurren Report has trinally
been proven right would logically seem to imply the opposite. One

can only wonder what tliey will come up with next.

THx TIMHE AND 7% XTHG CASE

On HMarch 10, 1969 the otticial curtéin closed on the assassin-
ation of Dr. Martin Luther XKing. Janes Zarl Ray pleaded guilty to
a technical plea ot murder "as explained to you by your lawyers,"

and was sentenced to 99 years in prison (Ray has always maintained
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that he killed no one). Thus the State ot Tennessee, by an arrange-
ment that had the advance blessings of the Federal Government, dis-
pensed with the tormality of a trial for the accused assassin of Dr.
King. .

The next day a scathing eiitorial in the Times entitled "TONGUE-
L IRD JUSTICH," denounced the proceedings, calling "the aborted trial
of James Barl Ray" a "mockery of Justice" and "a shocking breach of
taith with the American people." The Times denanded to know, "was
there a conspiracy to kiil Dr. King and who was in it%?" They demanded
the convening of formal legal proceedings, by the Federal Government
it not the State.

For all its editorial eloquence the Times record on the King
case once the "orticial" verdict was in would be no better than it
had been in the John F. Kennedy case (prior to the Ray trial the
Times reporting, particularly that or Martin Waldron, was excellent).
Ray's etfforts to obtain a new trial and his contention that he had
been pressured into his plea were, and continue to be, almost com-
pletely blacked-out by the Tinmes. ' ,
~ March 1971 brought a startling challenge to the "orticial™
cortention that Ray had kilied Dr. XKing and that there had been no
conspiracy. The challenge was a new book by Harold Veilsberg,"¥rame-
Up: The Martin Luther Xing/James HZarl Ray Case." Weisberg has ded-
icated the past eight years to the investigation or political as-
sassinations that plagsued the 60's ~- a vocation that is tar trom
lucrative despite the interences of some. "Frame-Up" was the culmin-
ation of more than two years ot investigation, legal action, and re-~
search, lMuch of his evidence VWeisberg obtained when he successiully
sued the Justice Depariment for access to the suppressed James Earl
Ray extradition file. The suit resulted in a rare Summary Judgment
against the Justice Department (not rnews tit to print to the Times),
and the release ot ofticial documents which were exculpatory of Ray.

Thus eisbers revealed that ballistics tests which failed to
link Ray's ritle with the crime were nisreypresented by the prosecution
in the tormal narration, implying the opposite by substituting the
word "consistent,"” a meaningless word in bazllistics terminoiogy. The
allegad shot trom the bathroom window would have required a contortion-
ist, and fanrcible evidence suggested that the shot had come rron
elsewhere. Numerous contradictions and contlicts impeached the testim-
ony o the only alleged witness placing Ray at the scene. Ray lert

s
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no prints in the bathroom, or in another room where hc was alleged
to have rearranged turniture, or in the car he allegedly drove 400
miles after the slaying, or on partis of the ritle he would have had
to handle in order to rire it. Persuasive evidence suggested that a
bundle conveniently lett behind in a doorway near the rooming house
and which contained the alleged assassination rifle and several of
Ray's personal ettects, had actually been pilanted on the scene by
someone other than Ray. iluch more in "Frame-Up" pointed toward a
conspiracy in which Ray had served the role of "patsy."

The Times tound no news it to print in "Frame-Up," though even
Pred Graham had called Weisverg a "painstaking investigator," and
Times reporter Peter Kihss had written lengthy and travorable articles
about two otf his previous books.46 '

"Frame-Up" was enthusiastically received at tirst. FPublishers'
Weekly said: "This review can barely suggest the detailed number of
Weisberg's charges, speculations, freshly documented evidence and rev-
elations ahout the King murder. In two areas he is pure TNT: his
attack on Ray's lawyer, Percy Foreman... and his sensational head-on
assault on J. Edgar Hoover, the FBI and the government itseli for
what he clainms was the suppressing of orricial cvidence indicating

Ray was

2

1
10t alone in the King assassination... Weisberg has brought
tforth a blistering book."47 Saturdayv Review said: "lvidence that Ray

tired the fratal shot. There is none... The reek of conspiracy is on
everything., Welisberg is an indetatigable researcher... he has pur-

sued the facts... And thay are facts that lay claim to the conscience
04

ot America. The Chicago Sun Tines said: "Weisberg has dug up nuch

naterial, some of it properly designated as suppressed, that nust
give any reasonable and unprejudiced person pause."49 The Times of
London, in a news story on "Frane-Up" called Weisherg "one of that
small but impassioned group otf authorities on recent American pol-
itical assassinations... 'Frame-Up' is a detailed analysis of the
entire process ot HMr. Ray's a¥rest and trial... There is remarkably
little evidence to cornect Ray with the shot that killed Dr. King.“50

"Frame-Un" was reviewed in The llew York Times Book Review on

HMay 2, 1971 by John Kaplan. The review began: "The silly season ap-
parently is over so tar as the critics of the Varren Conmuission are
concerned... How YMarnld eisberg... hopes to repeat the triumph of
his 'Whitewash' series with 'Frane-Up' ... lir. Weisberg's theory is

that James Larl Ray was merely a decoy, part of a conspiracy, ap-

+
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parently... his evidence is exiguous at best." The review continued:
Mir, Veisberg's grasp of law is, to say the least, somewhat shaky
(he is described elsewhere as a chicken Iarmer)tf. ihether or not
Ray tired the tatal bullet or merely acted as a decoy does not in-~
tluence the propriety ot his guilty plea. In either case, he would
be a murderer... A review such as this in which nothing tavorable is
said obviously promp%s questions as to why one might wish to read or,
tfor that matter, to devote newspaper review space to the book...
-Finally, one might ask it 'Frame-Up' tells us anything signiticant
about the Martin Luther Xing assassination. Regrettably, the answer
is no..."

Kaplan's review was nothing short or a personal attack upon
Harold Weisberg which totally ignored the contents ot “"Frame-Up,"
and talsely implied that "newspaper stories"™ were the basis ot
his "exiguous" evidence,

An article on the tront page ot The Wall Street Journal, "HOW
BOOK REVIEWS MaKL OR BREAK 30OKS --. OR HAVE N0 Ti'PACT® described The

New York Times Book Review as "generally considered the most prestig-
ious and influential review medium."s1 The article described how a
particularly poor review there can discourage furiher reviews and cut-
ottt bookstore orders. "Frame-Up" received no further reviews, and tor
all practical purposes the book was soon dead.

The Times capsule blography ot the reviewer said that "John
Kaplan teaches at Stantord Law School and is author or 'Marijuana:

The Mew Prohibition.' " It was inadequate, ito say the least.

From 1957 to 1961 Kaplan served the Justice Department (against
which YWeisberg obtained the Sumnzary Judgment not meniioned in the
Times review), tirst as a lawyer with the Criminal Division, then as
a special prosecutor in Chicago, and tinally as an Assistant U.S.
Attorney in San Francisco. He wrote an article, "THBE ASSASSINSG," which
appeared in the Spring 1967 Anmerican Scholar. The assassins John Kap-
lan was talking about were the critics ol the Warren Report whom he

characterized as "revisionists," "perverse," and "silly." He was also
critical ot Lite's call for a new investigation and the Times call
for answers to unanswered questions. These, according to Kaplan,

"contributed relatively 1little in the way of eniightenment."SZ In

**In addition to having been a newspuper reporter, an intellegence an-
alyst for the 0iffice of Strategic Services, and a Senate Investig-
ator, Weisberg had also once ovwned a poultry tarm.
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its original Torm “THE ASSASSINS" was considered so libelous by the

legal counsel of The Amecrican fcholar that the latter retfused to pub-

lish it until Xaplan reluctantly agreed to revise it.53 Kaplan's most
recent venture, published the sane week as his review ot "Frame-Up,"

was an article written ror theé U.S. Intormation Agency (the orficial

propaganda arm of the Government) entitled "THE CASE O ANGHLA DAVIS:
THE TROCESSES 0 ANMBRICAN JUSTICE."?4

Jonhn Leonard, now editor or The New York Times Book Review told

me that he had been totally unaware of Kaplan's background. He had
received a letter from Mr. Weisberg, and its contents distressed hin.
Leconard told me that "another editor" had assigned the book, but he
implied that the matter would be rectiried on the letters page.SS.It
was John Leonard, then a daily reviewer, whose review 01 "A Heritage
0of Stone" had been edited because it was "excessively editorial.™”
Weisberg's letter received no reply, nor did a subsequent one
addressed directly to lieonard seeking some acknowledgment to the tirst,
"if only to record that you did not consciously assign this review
to a man so saddled with irreconsilable contflicts.™"
On May 29 the Times Book Review published but one letter dealing.
with Ulie Kaplan review —- that a strongly worded denial -of a footnote

unrelated to the Ray case in which Veilsberg said, in the context of
discussing press coverage, that in 1966 the book reviewer of the
Washington Post had been ordered not to review "Whitewash" atter he

read 1t and decided on a ravorable review. ¥Kaplan chose to quote it

out ot context as an example oif how, in Kaplan's words, Weisherg

thought he was being picked on. Geortrey Yolrf, who had been Book
Review Editor ot the Vashington Post in 1966, vociferously denied
the footnote in a letter which the Times, in total disregard of

publishing ethics, chose to publish without sending Weisberg a copy
so that he could respond. Thus Yeisberg was not permitted to quote
his dated contemporaneous notes of his meetings with Woltf and a
letter he had wriitten Wolit in August 1966, and readers of the Times
were given only Volff's version ot what had occured, leaving them
with the impression that there was only one version.

Thus the “imes assigned a biased reviewer who was permitted to
misrepresent "Frame-Up's" contents and to guote a tangential footnote
completely out of context as an exercize 'in personal invective against
Weisberg., This was followed by the publication of only one letter
which compounded #he detfanation otf the Kaplan review. This train of

'
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events suggests that the Pimes never intended anything less than to
kill "Frame-Up" and discredit Veisberg.

Following the appearance of Woltt's letter John Leonard told me
that it had been published at that time because it had been set in
type while others had not been, but that a "full page round-up" of
letters dealing with the Xaplan review would be published "in about
three weeks!2? .

Weisberg's letter responding to the published Wolft letter re-~
ceived no reply from the.Times and was never published. The tull
rage round-up never appeared. Instead on August 29, seventeen weeks
after the Kaplan review and twelve weeks atter the publication of the
Wolty letter -- atter "Frame-Up" was already dead -—- Weisberg's orig-
inal 1étter (which Leonard told me he had just received when I spoke
to him on May 5) was published in the Times Book Review along with a
selt-serving reply by Kaplan, who was permitted the traditional right
of reply that the Times had previously denied Veisberg.

Welsherg wrote John Leonard: "...I think you owe me... more than
this too late, too little, too dishonest teebleness... "You have my
work, which stands, as it nust, alone. You have my detailed and lengthy
letters, which remein undenied by anyone, unanswered by vou. You have
enough to show that the Times and John Leonard will at least make an
ef'fort to be decent and honoradble. Will you?®

For the first time eisberg received a reply. Leonard's response
read in full: "Apperently everyone in the country is without honor

except you. I don't think we have anything userul to say to one an-
other." 2

THE TIMES ANDP THE RFK CASE
It many were unsatistied with the "orricial" tracts about the

assassinations of President Kennedy and Dr. XKing, there seemed lit-
tle reascn to doubt that Senator Robert F. Kénnedy had fallen vic-
tem to the deranged act ot a single sick individual —- until the
publication of Robert Blair Xaiser's "R.F.K. Must Die!" Xaiser is
an established and respected reporter and a former correspondent for
Time magazine. His previous reporting had won hin a Pulitzer Prigze
nomination and an Overseas Press Club Award tor the best magazine
reporting in foreign artfairs, .

Kaiser signed on with the Sirhan derense team as an investig-
ator. In the course of his studies and investigations he became the
chief repository of knowledge in the case and the bridge between the

1
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detense attorneys and the psychiatvists probing the motivations of

5 &
Sirhan Bishira Sirhan. Kaiser was to epend close to 200 hours with
Sirhan, and that exposure together with his researches were toc con-
vince him that there had been a. conspiracy.

Kaiser was unimpressed with ihe investigations turned in by the
Los Angeles TPolice Departnment and the 7.3.I. e telt that they were
predisposed to the conclusion that no conspiracy existed, and they
were consequently unwilling to pursue leads that might lead in that
direction. Thus when the "girl in the polka-dot dress" seen with
Sirhan just betore the assassination was not iturned up, the author1
ities concluded that she did not exist despite overwhelming evidence
to the contrary., Nor was a zealous effort made to locate or thorovughly
investigate certain acquaintances ot Sirhan who could not be regard-
ed as above suspicion.

Kaiser became perplexed by Sirhan's notebooks in which he had
often repeatedly written his name, and in which several pages bore
the similarly repeated inscription "RPX must die," always accompanied
by the phrase "please pay to the order of Sirhan." Sirhan had no re-
-callection ot these writings, nor did he recall tiring eight bullets
at Senator Xennedy.

On the night ot the assassination Sirhan had behaved oddly. He
was observed staring rixedly at a teletype machine two hours betore
the assassination, and he did not resvond when addressed by the tele-
type operator. Several bystanders could not loosen the vice~like grip
or sway the seemingly frozen arm oif Sirhan when he bagan tiring. Alter
the shooting it was reported that his eyes were dilated, and he was
described as extremely detached during the all-night police inter-
rogation. In the norning he was tound shivering in his cell.

Dr. Bernard L. Diamond, the chiet psychiatrist tor the detrense
decided upon the use of hypnosis on Sirhan. His subject proved so
susceptible that Diamond co1cluued that Sirhan had likely been fre-
guently hypnotized betore. Unaer hypriosis Sirhan proved adept at the
same type of automatic writing that apweared in his notebooks. Given
a pen and paper he filled an entire page with his namne, continuing
to write even at the end or the page. Instructed to write avoutl Robert
Kennedy he wrote "RFK must die" repcatedly until told %o stop. Under
hypnosis Sirhan rcecalled his previous notebonk entries which had been
made in a trance-like state induced by nirrors in his bedroom. The

hallways of the Ambassador Hotel were also lined wiih mirrors. Dr
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Dianmond programmed Sirhan to climb the bars of his cell like = mon-
key, but to retain no memory of the instructions. Upon awakening Sir-
han climbed the bars of his cell "for exercise." Hypnosis produced

an interesting side-eitect on Sirhan. Upon emerging trom a hypnotic
state he would sutfer chills —- just as he had the morning atter the
assassination.

Dr. Diamond became convinced that Sirhan had acted in a dis-
sociated state, unconscious of his actions, the night he killed Sen-
ator Kennedy. He concluded that Sirhan had programmed himself like a
robot. Kaiser reached a slightly ditterent conclusion. If Sirhan had
programmed himseltl, he reasoned, why did he retain no recollection
qf the programming or the shooting. Furthermore, when asked under
hypnosis it others had been involved, Sirhan would go into a deeper
trance in which he could not reply or he would block -- hesitating
Tor a long period betore giving a negative reply.

Kaiser's research turned up several cese-histories in which a
suggestible individual had actually been programmed by a skilled hyp-
notist to pertform illegal acts with no recollection of either the deed
or the programming, including a relatively recent case in Rurope in
which 2 man convicted of murder was later acnuitted when a suspicioun

[y

psychiatrist succeeded in deprogramming him with the result that
the programmer was convicted in his stead. Kaiser felt that Sirhan,
too, had been programmed and his nemory blocked by some kind of block-
ing mechanisn.

"R.F.K. Must Die!," which was also not "news tit to print" was
reviewed in The New York Times Book Review on November 15, 1970 by
Dr. Thomas S. Szasz. Kaiser was described as a "conscientious and
competent reporter," but the review totally ignored the contents of
the book, the reviewer preiferring to expound upon his own philcsophy
that it is "absurd" to judge Sirhan's act in any context other than
the fact that he had committed the act, because in courtroon peychiatry

"facts are constructed to it~ theories.™ Dr. Sgzasg also expounded

upon his faith in capital punishment as a deterrent to crime and upon
several other irrelevancies. Only one sentance ot the review addressed
Kaiser's premise: "And Kaiser uncritically accepts Diamond's theory

of the assassination '...that Sirhan had -= by his automatic writing -
prosrammed himsell exactly like a comnuter is programmed by itis nasg-
netic tape... for the coming assassination.' "

Dr. Szasz completely misrepresenteqfthe thesis ot the book he

s
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was reviewing, tor Xaiser explicitly disagreed with Dr. Diamond. Dr.
Szasz' review gave no hint that Kailser had postulated a conspiracy.
Robert XKaiser wrote me: "iy narrative of the racts, most of which have
been hidden from the public, cried out tor a re-opening or the case
by the authorities. That was news and Dr., Szasz ignored it."58
Assigning Dr. Thomas Szasz to review "R.F.K. Must Die!™ was like
assigning Martha Mitchell to review Senator Fulbright's "The Arrogance
of Power." Kaiser's book was largely a psychiatric study ot Sirhan.
and a narrative ot the psychiatric nature of the defense strategy
(8irnan had definite paranoid-schizophrenic tendencies). Dr. Szasz
is generally regarded as the most controversial figure in the psy-~
. chiatric protession, for he contends that mental illness is a unyth,
and he is irrevocably opposed to the use of psychiatry in the court-
room. His views are so controversial that The New York Times liagazine

devoted an entire article to then.59 Dr. Szasz' philosophy regarding
courtroom psychiatry and mental illness precluded in advance an ob-
jective review.

The relationship existing between Dr. Szasz and Dr. Diamond
(who Kaiser describes as "the only hero in my book"6o), moreover,
should have further disqﬁalifiéd or. Sidsz,for their viéws diametric—
ally oppose one another, and the two men have faced each other in pub-
lic debate, Dr. Diamond is a leading expert on and advocate of the
legal concept known as dinminished capacity, a psychistric detense.

In the Nectober 1964 Calitornia Liaw Review Dr. Diamond reviewed one

of Dr. Szasz' books. A quote of the opening lines of that review
illustrates surticiently well the enmity existing between the two:
"Law, Liberty and Psychiatry is an irresponsible, reprehensible, and
dangerous bnook. It 1s irresponsible and reprehensible because the au-
thor must surely know better. It is dangerous because its author is
clever, hrilliant and articulate —- the books reads well and could

be most convincing to the intellegent, but uncritical reader."

Kaiser cogently sumned up the Szasz review: "An honest review

of my book, pro or con, one that would have dealt with the tacts I re-
vealed and the issues I raised, could have been a valuable service

to the large reading public that dependes on the Times Book Review.
Fron a purely persnnal viewpoint, it made the ditterence for mey in-
stead of being a bhestseller, my book was only a modest success —-—

not because the reviewer made a successtul attack on nmy thesis, but
because he sinmply ignored it."61

X WK K
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One of the confusing facts in the Robert Kennedy cuse is thut
the fatal bullet entered behind the lelt ear and was fired frowm only
about an inch away, a tact +that was attested to by the massive vow-
der burns the weapon produced around the wound. Sirhan was several
Yeet in Iromt of Senator Kennedy. It was generally assumed that Ken-
nedy had tallen in Sirhan's direction, receiving the wound as he tell,
but eventis of the past Summer have challenged this theory.

On May 28, 1971 Los Angeles attorney,Barbara Warner Blehr chal-
lenged the qualirications or DeWayne Wolfér, acting head of the LAPD
Crime Lab, in an etfort to block his permanent appointment. Her chal-
lenge included declarations by three ballistics experts alleging that
Wolter had violated the Tour precepts of trirearms identitication
when he testiried at Sirhan's trial that Sirhan's gun and no other
was involved in the shooting of Kennedy and two other persons on the
scene. Mrs. Blehr charged that Wolfer's testimony established that
three bullets introducead in evidence were tired not trom Sirhan's
gun but from a second similar gun which, though evidence in the case
on June 6, 1968, "was reportedly destroyed by the LAPD... in July,

o tired shots 2% Scnator Kennedy.

Mrs. Blehr's charges resulted in the convening of a grand jury
which ultimately tfound that serious questions concerning the integ~
rity of exhibits in the Sirhan case were raised as a result of hand-
ling of the evidence by unauthorized persons while in the custody of
the Los Angeles County Clerk's otfice. District Attorney Busch clain-
ed that the contrusion was the result of a clerical error nade in lab-
eling an envelope containing three bullets test-fired rrom Sirhan's
gun by Wolfer., He claimed that lirs. Blehr's charges also contained
serious errors, but he did not specity .them.

Meanwhile there still seems to be a strong question as to whetlh-
er the ballistics markings on all ot the bullets match up. Retired
criminologist William Harper Viewed two of the bullets, one taken
from a second victem and the other removed trom Kennedy's neck. He
stated that he could tind "no individual characteristics in common
between these two bullets.®

The Tios Angzeles Times has given each ot these developruents large
play, and a summary article on August 8, 1971 by L.A, Times stoty
writer Dave Sumith ran on page one and continued onto pages eight,
nine and ten, taking up approximately 125 column inches. By the same

'
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token these developments have been almost totally blacked-out by The
Vew Vork Mimes., National Editor, Gene Roberts, told me that he could

not explain why these developments had received so little coverage,
claiming ignorance of them -- & situation ror which he acknowledged
there was little excuse., He suggested that I contact Valluce Turner,

a reporter witith the Los Angeles bureau whom Roberts said was fam-
iliar with the Robert Kennedy case.62 I wrote instead to the L.A. bureau
chiet, Steven V., Roberts, suggesting that a policy decision was res-
ponsible for the black-out. He replied that "the questions were of

the most tentative and tlimsy character" which "just did not werit
doing a full-scale investigation." Roberts wrote that he had told

New York (meaning the National desk) "to use whatever they wanted

that was run by the wire services, but that I was not going to do
anything myseli‘..."63 I wrote again asking why these events were not
news simply because the Times had not investigated them, and why
Robert Kaiser's book also contained no news tit to print. He replied:
"As I told you the tirst time, we have to set priorities here. We can
report only a small percentage otf the many stories that come our way
every day. I have decided that the controversy over the Sirhan bullets
is not substantial enough to warrant my time, when there are so many

other things to worry about., "I apprecicic your concern, but I thi

that's about all I have to say on the matter."64

One nmust wonder, should the controversy over the Sirhan bullets
prove substantial atrter all, how the Times will explain to its read-
ers that other priorities demanded that previous developmentis were
not "news tit to print." ‘

* KK KK

Only The New York Times can answer why they have for nine years

maintained a consistent policy of literary assassination of literature
and deliberate management of news suggesting that three ot the great-
est crimes ot the twentieth century may, despite “orficial" tindings
to the contrary, be yet unsolyed. But the unassailable tact is that

in the process they have ascted as little less than an unofficial
propaganda arm of the Government which has maintained so staunchly --
and in the face of all evidence to the contrary, great and trivial —--
that assassinations in the United States are inevitably the work of
lone demented madmen. Justice Mugo 3lack 4n his concurring opinion

in the Supreme Court decision favoring The lew York Times in the

case ot the Pentagon Papers said, "only a free and unrestrained press

can eftectively expose deception in government. And paramount
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among the responsibilities ol a Iree press is the duty to prevent

any part of the Government trom deceiving the people..." Far tron
preventing decception in the case oi prlitical assassinations, the
mimes has practised it, and in the process detrauded 1ts readers

and violated every ethic of professional and objective journalism.

The greatest tragedy is thetthe Times is America's newspaper ol
record. As was demonstrated with the Pentagon Papers it wields the

" power to command international headlines., Along with The Vashington

Post it is read daily by statesman and bureaucrat in the nation's
capitol. It appears in every toreign capitol and in 11,464 cities
around the world.65 Yet it seems all too evident that the Mnews
£it to print" is often little more than propaganda réflecting the
biases and preconceptions of Publisher and editors of The New York
Times.
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