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SD-35Q (Rev. 10-19-77)

Conclusion On Martin Luther-King’s Beu fl
(Mount Clipping in Space Below)

A Plot Questioned
A

By William Freivogel
Of the Post-Dispatch Staff

Are we to believe that the plot to 
assassinate the Rev. Dr. Martin 
Luther King was spawned right 
here? ,

Are we to believe that a reputably 
St. Louis patent attorney, whose 
clients included the area’s largest 
corporations and whose children 
attended the area’s most prestigious 
schools, turned his back on the law 
and put a $50,000 bounty on King’s 
head?

Are we to believe that the 
Assassination plot probably took 
root among the flats of Arsenal 
Street in the shadow of the brewer­
ies and &t James Earl Ray on his 
way to Memphis? , I

The most expensive Congressional, 
committee investigation in U.S. history 
concluded last week that we are indeed 
to believe it. i

St. Louis patent lawyer John H. 
Sutherland was an eccentric Southern 
gentleman who^ “never let the Civil War 
die,” the House Select Committee on 
Assassinations concluded in its final 
retort. .

One evening in 1966 or 1967, wearing a 
Confederate colonel’s hat and sitting in a 
study decorated with Confederate flags 
arid Civil War memorabilia, he is said to 
have offered to pay Russell G. Byers »f 
Rock Hill $50,000 to kill King. Byers has 
testified to it and the House committee 
says he has no reason to lie. Two ft., 
Louis lawyers have testified that Byers 
told them about the offer. Of course, we 
are to believe it, the committee says.

But committee critics, like author 
George McMillan arid assassinations 
expert Harold Weisberg, assert that 
there is no more support for the 
Sutherland theory than other of the 
dozens of similar theories that fill FBI 
files Byers is one of the slickest 
professional criminals in St. Louis, they 
say. Why belieVehim?^. *

Kight Here 
In St. Louis?

AND EVEN IF Byers is right, there 
is the scantiest evidence that 
Sutherland’s offer made it to Ray, the 
critics say. The committee’s theory is 
that after Byers turned dowii 
S.lherland, the lawyer’s offer was 
conveyed to Ray’s brother, John Larry, 
by South Siders working with Sutherland 
in the 1968 presidential campaign & 
George C. Wallace.

One of Sutherland’s associates in that 
campaign lived only 100 .feet from John 
Ray’s Grapevine tavern on Arsenal. She 
was in the saloon at least once and other 
Wallace workers patronized it.

These critics of the committee report 
call preposterous the committee’s 
conclusion that Ray “may simply have 
been aware of the offer and acted with ai 
general expectation of payment after 
ths assassination.” i

* Not even a bumbling criminal like, 
Ray would act without some assurance* 
that he would be able to collect, the 
critics say.

The Post-Dispatch interviewed 
committee investigators, committee 
critics and two of those involved in the 
events themselves in evaluating the 
committee’s final report,

THE EVALUATION shows that therr 
is indeed substantial reason to believe 
that Sutherland offered a bounty for . 
King’s death. ^

But the belief that members of the 
Wallace campaign in South St. Louis 
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logical— WRuerely specuiatlon. The 
I absehce1 of that link casts^doubt on 
I whether Sutherland’s offer led to the 

assassination. ;
I The committee made two other major'

contributions to knowledge aboutthe 
। Kingassassination.

I First, it scotched countless theories 
, supported by conspiracy advocates. The 

committee found no support, for 
Example, for the theory that the FBI or 

- CIA had been involved. '
Second, the committee’s extensive

I questioning of Ray undermined his 
I claim that a mystery man named Raoul, 

not he, had masterminded the
I assassination. ,

WHETHER THESE findings, and the 
committee’s investigation of. the 
assassination of former President John

Kennedy, are worth $5,4 million, is 
otly debated.
- Those who challenge the finding that

I Sutherland offered a bounty on King, 
primarily attack Byers’ credibility. 
(Weisberg, who has spent years

I investigating the Kennedy and King 
assassinations, puts it this way: “The 
story is inherently incredible. It was.

I mide up by a professional crook named 
Byers to learn whether a friend was an . 
FBI informant. He told the story to the

1 friend and the story came back to him 
from the FBI.” .

I The FBI says it.first heard about 
I Byers’ allegation in a 1973 interview 
I with one of its confidential informants 

here. The memo was misfiled and was 
not pursued until it was turned up by the 
FBI in a routine check of Byers’ file in 
1# ' / .

I Weisberg’S criticism is supported by . 
I one of the two lawyers that Byers told 
I abeutthe plot, St. Louis Judge Murry R..
I Randall. Randall Said in public 
I testimony that Byers told him about the In the 1940s and 1950s, Kauffmann 

/ was a stock broker, aircraft executive/ 
and owner of an airport in Jefferson 
County who wielded political influence 
among St. Lords County Dtenwcrats, 

„ . whom he invited to parties at his home.
Conrad (Pete) Baetz — thecommittee ButKauffmann’s world fell apart, in 
mvestigator^<»n<to^ 1952 the aircrMt Tlrm, Laister-
the Byers allegation. In his fust niter- Kauffmann Aircraft Corp., west 

bankrupt. His seat on the St. Louis*Stock 
Exchange was token away for 
improprieties. Although he continued to 
talk in big figures, he often had trouble 
scraping together $100. A serious traffic 
accident left him a crippfo. In 1967, Ite , 
was arrested on a dhurge of selling 

. 500,000 amphetamine pills to fcxleral , ,
conversation to weftnine his ©ten agents andwtfs oxMctedlhe foildteing |'JW^ W faasjiefomed to; the

I plot in 1974, but that he did not believe 
Byers. .

BUT TAKING the other side of the 
Sutherland question i last, week was

i view about the investigation, Baetz said 
that Byers had'told Randall ^bout the 
plot as early as 1968, well before Byers’ 
supposed attempt in 1973 to test his

I associate. , ■
Randall denied the 1968 conversation, 

But the committee concluded mat 
Randall only denied the earlier

1 credibility did aVbid being subpoenaed 
totestify publicly.

That conclusion is substantiated by a 
Post-Dispatch source who said Randall 
had spoken last summer about the 1968 
conversation. '

The FBI informant himself

KAUFFMANN’S FINANCIAL 
situation Became increasingly 
desperate. Those who knew him Well 
believe he mighthave joined a plot fo 
kill Kihg if Jie could make mbney. J K 

__________ ____________________ And then there was Sutheiiand antfe 
trying to unmask him. The informant, a hub of the alleged plot. Sociallyr be 
formed St. Louis antique dealer, agreed i P®rt of 
to be interviewed on the condition that 1 corporate cli^its were the big St. Lbuisj 
his name hot be published. He now lives corporations^ inchKfiiig Monsanto Co^

- -............................ - Sutherland was a Virginia gentleman!
antToutspoken segregationist. In 1964 he 
helped organize the Citireno Council] 
here, a segregationist groups ahd in 19681 
he was a presidential elector for Gov. ! 
Wallace,

discounted the theory that Byers was

in another Midwestern city. ' '
“Byers told me too many things that 

he would not have told someone he 
suspected of being a snitch,” he said. 
“He told me about robberies Of art
Objects he was involved in and offered to 
sell me,items.” .

THE SECOND St. Louis lawyer 
whom Byers told about the plot, 
Lawfence Weenick, told the committee 
he tended to believe Byers. “Byers had 
absolutely no reason to tell , me this at 
the time he told it to me....There whs — 
there seems to be no credible reason 
why hewould have made it Up...,” 
Weenick said. '

Byers refused to be interviewed by 
the Post-Dispatch unless paid.

The committee gave credence to 
Byers’ allegation about an offer from 
Sutherland in large part because of the 
characters of the men involved. Byers 
had a reputation for being one of the 
smartestprofessional criminals in St. 
Louis. e

The man who allegedly introduced 
Sutheiiand and Byets was John R. 
Kauffmann, a long-time friend of Byers. 
Both Kauffmann and Sutherland lived 
near Imperial, Mo., in the 1960s and both 
were active in the 1968 Wallace 
presidentlail campaign. Both di^d in the 
1970s.

yea?.

. Some friends say Sutherland wastool 
strait-laced and law-abiding to plot a I 
crime. ’ z I

But others noted that be sometimes I 
was intemperate) One neighbor ! 
remembers when Sutherland threatened 1 
to call U.S. < Postal inspectors io 
investigate 
knocked <wer ty the ne^^ 
another, remembered that .Sutheriahd 
(Since told anopponent. iif a Ahw^rit jto 1 
walkouttoseauntilhishatwasfibatingi,

SUTHERLAND WAS disillusioned 
with the liberal decisions Of the 13^ 
Supreme Court, inveStigatorBaetzsaid. 
At a tune when King was bpposfog foe 
Vietnam War. might. not Sutherland 
have seen it his patriotic duty - to kill 

- King,the bwes#gafora|Be& ’ -^
One other person, interviewed!)? the, I 

Post-Dispatch4, independently 
cwtoto^ 
it was oimmon knowledge in 19CT 
a group ofpettycriminals who iM^a 

/ hotel on Kauffmann’s property, ^ 
Kauffmann was offering $20,000 40 
$30,000 to kill King, ‘ . , J

Sheriff’s department hod spehtiifotehW 
histimeatthe moteh , ; . \ ’

thecomnjitteeflew the matf ^
Washington to J give closed 4jbt

<t0si|^ die M Jteweet fttftedriM 
^Smmsaid that h^ told aJeffeS

, (Wfy deputy about the remari& ^

have be^n the first evidence that a law 
. enforcement agency knew abput the plot 
beforehand. \ ' •,-
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affirmation of our basic values? Would 
e Soviet Union respond with restraint?' 
is technology gone about as far as it 
In go? Should GIs never be used except 
[ Western Europe? Can land-based 
kilters always substitute for carrier 
TO? Are Soviet forces really so ill- 
luipped and trained? (The Soviet De- 
pse Minister might find this book 
indy in arguing for increases in his 
[fense budget.)
For all that, the authors deserve 
Immendation for raising questions that 
p few of us think about — and for 
kting the issues in something short of 
notional outbursts, (On, they slip here 
Id there, For example: ‘‘We Americans 
Ie now targeting forests, cathedrals and 
others, in unprecedented numbers, as 
[stages.” Catherals? In the Soviet 
mon?) •
But mostly, the tone is one of honest 
^agreement with men of good will.

The Jacobs’ “hemicycle” under construction, with dip pool at left; from “Build

Unique Designs Fq

yen the gruffest of generals will find 
Ih^ Price of Defense” a handy source 
r statistics as well as food for thought, 
n the other, side, the unread pacifist 
ill .find the book a good primer on 
kilitary forces and what they are for. 
his book deserves to be read.

BUILDING WITH 
FRANK LLOYD WRIGHT

An Illustrated Memoir 
by Herbert Jacobs 

With Katherine Jacobs, 142 pages 
Chronicle Books, $14.95, $8.95 paper 
When I joined the staff of the Madison 

(Wis.) Capital Times in the mid-1950s, 
one of the fringe benefits was a Newspa­
per Guild Christmas party held in the 
spectacular home of one of my co-work­
ers, Herb Jacobs. The curving 60-foot 
livingroom with its I4-foot-high wall of 
glass bisecting an indoor-outdoor pool

—Harry Levins

Genius

t; G Uli Brik,.1914 .

was ideal for such a party. As long as we 
didn’t walk into that expanse of glass, or 
step backward into the shallow indoor 
half of the circular pool, or brush 
against the rugged back wall of quarried 
stone, there was very little damage we 
could do to the house oi* ourselves. The 
floor was concrete, with pipes for radi­
ant heat buried beneath it; the furniture 
was comfortable and rugged, most of it 
made by our host and hostess. We all 

. loved it, but we also asked ourselves 
whether we would want to live in it. 

. Where would we put all our things in
this open and sweeping space? Would 
the bedrooms, suspended over the back 
part of the main room and featuring 
only drapes for doors, offer enough 
space and privacy? Was the heating 
system adequate? Who would want to 
live so far out in the country — eight 
miles from the office? And how in the 

, world couid a newspaperman afford a 
! 1 house designed by Frank Lloyd Wright? 
I Herb' and his wife, Katheripe, have 
L answered most of those questions in this 

book, which describes their experiences 
as they built and lived in two Wright- 

l designed homes. The first was the fa- 
j . mous Usonia No. 1, so radically different 
I V from other-mew houses of the 1930s with 
| its flat roof, blank wall to the street and

vast exposure of glass to the rear. The 
house I visited several times was the

( second home, the “solar hemicycle” 
tack to the Soviet Union, but he was with its massive stone backbone curved 
lenied permfesion to Aeave his country, into a slope so that from the north it 
nd she married a French aristocrat lookedJike a buried fortress, a low stone

In 1936, when the Jacobs challenged 
Wright to design for them a $5000 house, 
Wright was in his seventies and at a low 
point in his career. He was not overbur­
dened with clients but had many ideas 
that needed to be put in concrete form. 
One of them was “holocaust heating,” a 
variation of the system used for centu­
ries by the Koreans to heat their homes 
— allowing smoke from a fire to wind 
through hollow tiles under the floor. 
Radiant heating is quite common now, 
but it was first tried by Wright id the ’ 
Jacob’s $5,500 Usonia No. 1. (The Jacobs 
had to buy an extra $500 lot to accom- ’ 
date the wings and overhangs of 4 
Wright’s plan.) How well did the heating 
system work? Herb is slightly reticent 
about any problems with the two Wright 
houses, but he does fully document the 
changes and adaptations made to cope 
With such things as drafts ,and cool 
areas. Wright’s innovations obviously 
provided great aesthetic pleasures but 
also made demands .of his clients — a 
willingness to accept sweeping changes, 
often including some sacrifice of conven­
tion and comfort for design.

In retrospect, the Jacobs were ideally 
suited for Wright’s ventures. They cam$ 
from a tradition and era in which every­
one was expected to work hard and look 
to the future; there was little nostalgia 
for old ways. Working With Wright also 
required a measure of awe—the correct 
posture to avoid disturbing Wright’s 
monumental ego. By being innocent and 
sincere — and relatively poor — the i 
Jacobs were much more successful in I 
getting Wright to modify his designs to I 
reduce costs than were his wealthy cli- ! 
ents. But Wright, too, had a way of 
manipulating, of smoothly ignoring what 
displeased him. Only once did Herb trig- j 
^er Wright’s wrath, and as a result the^
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Madison* County'-sheriff’s department, 
said he believed from early in the 
inquiry that cme of Ray’s brothers had 
served as an intermediary between Ray 

.and Sutherland. Ray had refused a deal ;
■.offered by the committee that would 

have freed him if he named his 
conspirators. “The only people the Rays

I would protect are their only family,” 
Baetzsaid. , ,

Baetz followed a number of 
promising leads for linking Sutherland 
or Kauffmann to Ray, but nonewas 
proved. '

The closest Baetz came, he thinks, 
was putting several of Sutherland’s 
associates in the Wallace campaign 
inside John Larry Ray’s Grapevine 
tavern. There was no proof beyond that.

J In addition, Wallace campaign workers 
I said the campaign had not begun until 
I after the assassination, which occurred

■ *
on April 4, 1968, so the workers would 

t not have been in the tavern^before that 
time.

( CRITICS LIKE Weisberg criticize the 
investigation as amateurish. “They 
Simply did not investigate the shocking 
itself as thoroughly; as they should 
have,” Weisberg said, '

/wBaetz, who Insisted 'thafW I 
investigation was tnorWglu 
acknowledged that in two waj^# , 
committee did not pursue the Sutherland 
blot as far as it could bavi"W , 
committee never obtained Sutherland’s ■ 
bank records, thinking it might bi I 
impossible to assemble them after a 10- i 
yeardelay. ’

Also, even though the committee 
thought the answer1 to the plot Tily ih ; 
South St. Louis, only Baetz' of the more 
than 130 committee employees, spent 
full-time investigating it. Baetz said that i 
other staff members were busyma&qg J 
certain that all other conspii$qy 
theories were debunked. ] 1 Li &

Baetz believes1 that the Souft^ d 
Louis neighborhood near the Grapje)^ d 

x was fertile soil for the assassination 7 
plot. fTve concluded that that area^ 
more racist than Biloxi, Miss.,” he .sa|^ 
describing the reception he got from ! 
residents 11 years after the killings Vy /;

“Those people would literal J 
threaten to blow you 0ff theirTfamt 1 
porch. Or when they did open their dckrf I 
and ask what I wanted ahd I toldiheml I

the most prevalent reaction was ‘What 
the Hell for.’”
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visiting Americans from the Southern 
states, who are posing as a trade 
delegation to England. A lot of cunning 
detective work by Mycroft and Sherlock 
reveal that the Americans — all ex-

in Holmesian pastiches, are mrormative 
anti provocative. In all, ’Tenter the Lion” 
is a book that mystery fans will find 
divertingly enjoyable.

—Philip A. Shreffler

14 Poet’s Love And
i ^ I LOVE:

■ Theory of Vladimir Mayakovsky
. and Lili Brik >

By Ann and Samuel Charters, 398 pages
I Farrar Straus & Giroux, $17.50
I * /inline an iconoclast turned into an
I icon ^nd you have the relationship 

between the life of the great Russian
। pdfet, Jviadimir Mayakovsky (1893-1930) 
I and tje official Soviet attitude to him. 
^Towards the start of his career, in 191^ 

he was one of four'men to sign the 
famous'‘‘Slap in the Face of Public

I Taster” which declared, “The Academy 
I a®d FJislikin are more incomprehensible 
ItKan hieroglyphics. Toss Pushkin, Dos- 
| toevsiy and Tolstoy overboard from the 
I steanfship of today.” After his death, 

passion Square in downtown Moscow 
was renamed in Ips honor and a man^ 
moth ^statue with a determined looking

^1

5^
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(They point out something so obvious

forces committed solely to
s of the American homeland

ts. They do so in prose that is clear,

rined forcesand organize their work 
wetL (Especially praiseworthy are the 
charts and graphs, apparently the work

sk^ch would be the envy of a Pentagon* 
briefing officer.)

What will raise doubts are spmeof the 
assumptions on which the authors base
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jook reviews
Consumer Guide Td

would cut back dramatically on oui 
battlefield nuclear weapons, aircraft car­
riers, the Marine Corps, light infantry 

. divisions, amphibious forces, the re­
, serves, research and development and 
' communications intelligence:

2. It would keep, for the most part, our 
submarine-based nuclear missiles (al­
though fewer of them), our fighter and 
attack planes, the heavy Army divisions 
in Europe and the antisubmarine surface 
fleet.

Keeping so much firepower lets us 
know right away that the Boston Study 
Group is no peace-at-any-price fringq 
band. The authors obviously see the 
Soviet Union as something more than a 
misunderstood Sweden; everything they' 
would keep is designed to deter a war* 
(or, if necessary, to fight one) against 
the Soviet Union. .

And that is the entire foundation of the 
book. If the Soviet Union is the only 
realistic threat to us, they say, we should , 
be armed with only what we need to fight 
the Soviet Union. <

They say the rest of the stuff — the i 
bombers, the carriers, the Marines, etc. I 
— are either redundant, useless against I

1THE PRICE OF DEFENSE
By. the Boston Study Group 

pages, Times Books, $15 

imewean liberals have long been 
stj^ed in their seige of the military 
deet- Most have entered the fray 
ned only with passion, idealism and a 
Hous sense of world politics. Given the . 
tourees^of the Pentagon and the 
Bingiiof most Americans, the fight has 
retJgeen a fair one.
Nt^uitil recently, that is. In this book, 

of Boston-based professors and 
leafihers offer a cool-headed, weU- 
|w)lu^rint for gradually trimming 
I d^nse budget to $73.2 billion, down 
ln^ current level of $120 billion or 
I '
li^ authors have done their home- 
P’yell. Even those who share my 
Agreement with large chunks of the 
■kUassumptions and conclusions will 
torced, as they say, to salute a gallant

BO what the Boston Study Group '

I Jt’would scrap our land-based 
Br^tinental missiles and bombers. It

^ementary, Brother Holmesi
I Vthr« .

itliii ; *

ENTER THE LION: 
. APosthumous Memoir 

of My croft Holmes 
Edited by Michael P. Hodel 
~ ' and Sean M. Wright 
'“237 pages, Hawthorne, $9.95

[y&sft Holmes is the elder brother of 
[ famous detective, Sherlock. When 

meet him in- the original Conan
fie stories, M; 
ofthb British

ed in 
most .

JQCtapt positions. But as “Enter the 
b’>iunfolds, in the year 1876, Mycroft 
infyajQnior clerk in the F.O. and his 
the^hasnot yet launched himself into 
career as a consulting detective, 
e^&theless, the Holmeses income 
ply* enmeshed, in* an international

Confederates — are actually in England 
to enlist British aid in a plan to invade 
the United States and rest&e the Confed­
eracy as an autonomous crown colony. ' 

Quite apart from the fact that this is 
another in a long series of Sherlockian 
sequels, it is a fine spy thriller complete 
with all the appropriate elements — 
ladies in distress, confusion as to who is 
on whose side and all the other trappings 
of good cloak-and-dagger work.

As a Sherlockian book, this is certafcily
among the best in recent years. All of 
the characters are consistent with those 
of Victorian period novels, and^the 
attention to the day-to-day details of life 
in. Victoria’s England are thoroughly 

* satisfying. Even thg. many^footnotes 
here, indicate^ by the asterisks that 

^always seem to bloom like black posies
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