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Postscripts to an Acqmttal
To the Editor:

What a sad commentary, how fright-

ening to all of us who are middle-class -

or poor, that our legal system has now "

another extension of “acquittal for the
rich, conviction for the poor” I am
referring to the fact that John
Mitchell’s prestigious law firm had a
~market-research organization . dC!g a
survey to determine the “proflle of
juror” who would fmd the defendan
innocent. @ i i

How fortunate-is the wealt Wy 1ﬁdl

vidual, the large corporation, the gov- -
ernment itself, when it has the monev’
to hire the best attorneys and the most'

e “”i

sophisticated methods of our electronic !

age to make a further mockery of our
legal system. Now we are no longer
tried by a jury of our peers selected
by an attorney’s human judgment at
the time but rather by peers carefuliy
researched and scientifically evaluated.
The middle-class and poor are ever:
deprived of this one last vestige of 2
chance for justice in our legal system.

How tragic that. that which our
Founding Fathers fought and died for
—justice and equality for all—is now
a farce. What a waste of a revolution.
How :ironic as. we. approach our bi-
centennial.

Market research and computerized
aids in the selection of a jury—im-
moral? Maybe. Unethical? Ungques-
tionably. Legal—probably yes.

I am disheartened and disillusioned
when I realize that justice within the
law is only for the rich and advan-
taged. I am frightened should ever I
be a defendant in a court of law in

my. own country. We, the majority, |

cannot afford to remain -silent a
moment longer. EVELYN C. GERBER
: Bronx, May 9, 1974
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To the Editor:

‘One has waited in vain for some-
reéaction to the startling report: pub-.
lished  on your:front page of May:d
con,cernmg the'nature of the delibera-
tions of the jury in the Mitchell/Stans
trial. Certainly there are sérious mat-
ters of ethics here, if not of law or

.. legal procedure.

Your account makes it clear that
one of the jurors, who ultunately
carried significant influence with the
‘others, obtained services for the jury
through his employer, a very large
bank. Among the services provxded :
were a screening room and film show-
ing, a place from which to view a-
parade and the loan of some baseball
hats. It was further mentioned that this

_juror also paid for some jury expenses

out of his own pocket, being later

; re1mbursed

I a “take;charﬂe” personahfcy can
distribute such favors, or arrange their
distribution, to his fellow-jurors, is this

" not in violation of the whole ‘principle

of the seques«tered jury, designed to.

protect the jurors against any sort of
“bias or prejudicial action during them'

dehberatmn“s"

* The matter appears to call for com-
men»t at least, from authormes on’ 'che_'
ks FRITZ "SIEBER




