The only real solution is to look for a

compromise. He does. He finds the symbolic o

replica of his father in the form of Kennedy,

kills him and also removes the relationship

that stands between him and his most preclous

possession, his mother's love.'" (Rep.

Tr. pp. 5850-51, 6292-94.) ,

On redirect examination Mr. Schorr testified
‘that at the time of the conversations between appellant
and police officers following the arrest, appellant
was in a “dissociéte state." Schorr perceived "a
striking lack of consciousness, awareness of why he
was being detained and the second most striking thing
. . . was the lack of the usual kind of hostilities
that he reserved in responding to questions relating
to his monomania." (Rep. Tr. pp..6323-24.) "Another
point 1is he almést immediately reverses the role con-
sistent with a paranoid mechanism where he puts him-
self above and beyond and, instead of beling interrogated,
he becomes the interrogator.”" (Rep. Tr. p. 6325.)
On recross-examination Mr. Schorr testified

that appellant "can premeditate," "has that ability,"
"{alnd he also has the ability to harbor or have

malice" but not "the ability to have a mature reflection
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upon conduct." (Rep. Tr. p. 6331.)

Orville Richardson, a clinical psychologist,
was asked by Dr. Eric Marcus, a court-appointed psychi-
atrist who testified as a defense witness, to conduct
a psychological examination of appellant. (Rep. Tr.
pp. 6334-36.) Mr. Richardson tested appellant in
his cell between 11:00 a.m. and 2:00 p.m. one day i
An July of 1968, administering the previously
describeé Wechsler, Rorscharch, TAT, and Bender tests. ;
He did not administer a MMPI test because Dr. Marcus , :
had already done so. (Rep. Tr. pp. 6337, 6477.) In
order "to test the possibility of organic brain disease,"”
Mr. Richardson also administered the Hooper Visual
Organization Test. This test, as well as other tests
including an electroencephalographic examination adminis-
tered "under alcohol" by Dr. Edward Davis, a
neurologist, led Mr. Richardson to conclude that appel-
lant had no brain damage. (Rep. Tr. pp. 6337, 6378,
6437, 6439.) |

Mr. Richardson testified that his "approach
to the Rorschach was somewhat different than Dr.
Schorr's." (Rep. Tr. p. 6354; see also Rep. Tr. pp.

" 6U41s5, 6423,) Richardson also explained,

"{Wlhen you give a long Rorschach -- and
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this is a very long Rorschach -- there

is always a tendency to lose data.

There are some responses which I took
down but which I didn't inquire for, and
-~ either because I was excited and jumpy
and wasn't functioning properly at the
time or what-have-you, there were some
responses I missed. . . ." (Rep. Tr. p.
6422.)

Likewise Mr. Richardson obtained results
from appellant's Bender test different from those
obtained by Mr. Schorr, although Mr. Richardson con-
cluded that appellant "appeared to be in somewhat worse
shape' when Schorr tested him three months after
Richardson. (Rep. Tr. pp. 6379, 6383.)

Mr. Richardson read into the record his
August 13, 1968, report of appellant's "Psychological
Evaluation.” (Rep. Tr. pp. 6339-51.) Richardson's
conclusion was that of "'a very severe emotional and
mental disturbance in a man of bright-normal to superior
intellectual potential. . . . capable under conditions
of minimal stress of presenting himself in a logical,
plausible fashion.'" He noted that at certain times

appellant's "'behavior and thinking become psychotic
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and are characterized by paranoid, projective dis-
tortion of the characteristics and motives of others,
loss of judgment, loss of discrimination, loss of
control over impulses, particularly hostile, aggres-
sive impulses.'"” (Rep. Tr. p. 6349.) Richardson's
report also concludes that "'in this psychotic ego
state, he could not "know" ‘the difference between |
right and wrong, as non-disturbed individuals in our
culture would judge this difference.'" (Rep. Tr.
p. 6350.) The "'over-all diagnostic impression is
of a schizophrenic process, paranoid type, acute and
chronic.'” (Rep. Tr. p. 6351.)

In his testimony Mr. Richardson further
characterized appellant as a "very ill person who
was descending further into mental illness," who was
"severely depressed,” and who had a "definite suicide
potential™ and a "definite homicidal potential." (Rep.
Tr. pp. 6432-33.) ?ichardson found appellant "not
able to maturely and meaningfully premeditate® to
kill a human being, and unable for at least the past
year or two to maturely premeditate or comprehend
his duty to govern his ac¢tions 4in accordance with
the duty imposed by law. (Rep. Tr. pp. 6437-38.)

Richardson concluded that appellant's "comprehension
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of his duty has been that of a kind of a soldier and
a representative of his nation. He goes beyond what
we would consider our duty. His duty is defined on
a highly personal essentiaily psychotic basis. . . .
{s1je 1s not capable of malice as defined." (Rep.
Tr. p. 6439.)
On cross-examination Mr. Richardson admitted
that he began with an "assumption" that appellant
was paranoid because of what he had heard even before
becoming associated with the case. (Rep. Tr. p. 6444.,)
He noted that particular responses would
pbe characterized by different psychological labels on
the part of various authorities in the field of psychology.
(Rep. Tr. p. 6462.) The Rorschach scoring sheets compileé
by Richardson and Schorr have "certain major differ-
ences that are of ‘interest," and '"those differences

may be clinically significant.”™ (Rep. Tr. pp. 6474~

"76.) Of one of Schorr's scorings, Richardson could

not "say it is a mistake because I don't know what

Dr. Schorr's reasoning processes were as a clinician.

As a clinician he is entitled to claim in this column

anything he wishes, after he has made an analysis
of the data." Richardson did not know what Schorr's

"reasoning" was when Schorr placed appellant's designation
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of an inkblot as a flying dove into a column labeled

oy

"Violence." Richardson had never seen Rorschach scoring-

columns designated as a paranoid column and a violence
column, as Schorr had done. (Rep. Tr. pp. 6453-56.)
iior could Richardson understand Schorr's designation
of a scoring~column as "Fragmentation"; Richardson
would dinstead label such a colurn "Pure Psyéhosis."
(Rep. Tr. p. 6460.) Asked whether Schorr had properly
labeled one column "neurotic anxiety,” Richardson
responded, "I can't see how he arrived at that. No,

1 cannot see how he would label it 'Neurotic.'"  (Rep.
Tr. 6466.)

Mr. Richardson also noted that clinical
psychologists have the view that "mistakes" in test
responses are not "happenstance,” that for example
"if you forget your keys in the nmorning, sometimes
that might even have a lot of meaning." " (Rep. Tr.
pp. 6529-30.)

One of appellant's "critical item" responses

»

was an.affirmative mark next to the statement, Y“'I

have strange and peculiar thoughts.'" Yet Mr. Richardson

testified, "I have had thoughts that I regard as somewhat

Strange or peculiar." (Rep. Tr. pp. 6558-59.) Richardson

testified that Deputy District Atforney Howard's
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cross-examination of Schorr "worried" him and, thinking
that 'there might be some scoring errors” in his own
work, he rechecked it an§ found "a couple",of erroré.
(Rep. Tr. §p. 6447-48.) Richardson related, "[(Iln fact
we make almost a fetish din psychiatry and psychology
of seeing the psychologist as a fallible tool. We
are always running off to Beverly Hills to have our
blind spots probed and analyzed so that we can have
our eyes opened a little bit to some of the areas
where we might miss the boat." (Rep. Tr. p. 6446.)
With reference to the psychological testing
of appellant, Richardson admitted that "the mere fact
of an Incarceration situation is very heavy 4n special
stress," that appellant's condition was to some degree
a "response to jail environment," that "the longer
he was isolated and the more his isolation, it wouid
deepen his psychosis," and that "only a person of
a relatively normal personality structure can handle
this well, this major kind of stress." (Rep. Tr.
pp. 6478, 6487-88.)
Mr. Richardson admitted that his diagnosis
of appellant as "suspicious, distrustful, [feeling]
hostile forces in the world working against him,"

must be viewed in light of the fact that appellant

83.

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176



was isolated in custody, not permitted to mingle with
other prisoners, and awaré that he had killed a major
political figure in American public life and that

a great many people harbored malice against him for
that reason. (Rep. Tr. pp. 6478-82.)

‘In January of 1969 at a "meeting of the
defense team in Grant Cooper's office," it was decided
to submit the "raw data" from Mr. Richardson's and
Mr. Schorr's testing to two other psychologists, Georgené
Seward and George De Vos, for further review. (Rep.
Ir. p. 6337.) On his own Mr. Richardson also submitted
his data to two additional psychologists, Steven Howard
and William Crain. (Rep. Tr. pp. 6338, 6426-27.)

. Mrs. Seward, a psychologist invited by Dr.
Seymour Pollack, a psychiatrist who testified for the
prosecution, to prepare a report, "examined each of
the tests by each of the examiners . . . compared
them. . . . [and] noted the differences and the similar-
ities that were shown." (Rep. Tr. pp. 7213, 7226,
7296.) She knew the identity of the subject who had
been tested. (Rep. Tr. pp. 7270-71.)

Her conclusions agreed with those of Messrs.
Schorr and Richardson. (Rep. Tr. pp. 7234-35.) Her

"over-all impression was that (appellant] was in a
84,
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paranoid schizophrenic reaction.” (Rep. Tr. pp. 7229-

'30.) She concluded that the "indications suggest

emotional lack of control, not any gross organic impair-
ment." (Rep. Tr. p. 7228;) Appellant's "loss of
control and the tendency to act out impulsiveness

was clearly evidenced."” (Rep. Tr. p. 7230.) On cross-
examination she agreed that "the Rorschach has received
a substantial amount of criticism by clinical psycholo-
gists and psychologists generally." (Rep. Tr. pp.
7287-88.) She said of Mr. Richardson's Bender test,

"It shows very little and this is very superficial.”
(Rep. Tr. p. 7290.)

Mr. De Vos, as part of his training as a
psychologist, had studied the influence of cross culture
on psychological testing. (Rep. Tr. pp. 7297, 7306,
7501.) He was requested by Dr. Pollack to evaluate
the raw data of Messrs. Scﬁorr and Richardson. In
particular, since he had studied Algerian Arabs, he
was asked to consider the significance of appellant's
Palestinian background in the test results. From
his experience, "the psychodiagnostic tests work quite
effectively in spite of cultural differences." (Rep.
Tr. pp. 7306-07.) He found that "there were some

responses in [appellant's] Rorschach which would be
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rnore frequently found in an Arad subject, but that '
had nothins to do with the diagnosis," which in De '
Vos' opinion was that appellant "was a paranoid schizo-
phrenic.” (Rep. Tr. pp. 7308, 7311.) HMr. De Vos
did recornize, however, that in his profession there
are "behaviorist psychologists, who don't give any
¢redence at all to the use of tests." (Rep; Tr. p.
731%.)

Steven Howard also received Richardson's
raw data, and spent four hours interpreting 4t. (Rep.
Tr. p. 6584, 6591-93.) Howard did not score the raw
material since he was only consulted and was not asked
for a formal report; as he exXplained, he "score[d]
in my mind the different responses"” and analyzed their
content. (Rep. Tr. p. 6593.)

Mr. Howard scored appellant as "paranoid™
but not as "schizoid" or having a "psychosis." (Rep. ;
Tr. pp. 6596, 6600.) Appellant apoeared to have a
definite possitility of suicide and "some possibility
of homicidal'acting out." (Rep. Tr. pp. 6601-02.)
Appellant's record was characterized by paranoia and
depression, a state that he had probably been in for
most of his life. (Rep. Tr. p. 6595.) Howard's con- \

clusion was that appellant "is a very sick man who I

e e a v P
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diagnosed as a borderline psychotic person but this
I meant as an individual who can go in and out of
psvchosis, depending on the rather relative minor
stresses which occur in daily 1life." (Rep. Tr. p.
6535.)

On cross-examination Mr. Howard defined
"borderline' as meaning that "he is not classified
as openly psychotic.” (Rep. Tr. p. 6607.) Appellant

was under a stress situation at the time the test

was administered, being in custody and awaiting a murder

trial. Mr. Howard recognized that a non-psychotic
person with appellant's background in the Middle East
could become very angry, show stress, and "demonstrate
certain breakdowns" regarding his political feelings.
It is psychologically normal to resent the acts of

a political leader, and under the conditions of the
Arab-Israeli war, a non-psychotic person could feel
strongly enough to conclude that "taking a life‘is
right." A normal pérson could "weigh the éros and
cons,r decide to take a life for a political purpose,
and carry out the logical steps to effect this goal.
(Rep. Tr. pp. 6603-04, 6609-12, 6614-16.) Appellant's
actions Iin engaging in rapid fire at the range, in

inquiring as to Senator Kennedy's intended route, and
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tn carrving out thé assassination were consistent
wltn 2 lorlcal approach. (Rep. Tr. pp. 6616-18.)

Mr. Crain received the raw data from Richardson
in March of 1969 and was asked by him to evaluate
tv. (#en. Tr. pp. 6623, 6629-30.) From the test
data Crain formed the opinion that appellant posed a
definite possibility of suicide and some possibility of
homicide. (Rep. Tr. pp. 6633-35.) He found that
apoellant was psychotic and '"was suffering from
schizophrenia of the paranoid type." (Rep. Tr. pp.
6635, 6638-39.) |

‘Dr. Eric Marcus, a psychiatrist, was appointed
by the superior court in June of 1968 to examine appellant
at county expense. Dr. Marcus selected Mr. Ricﬂardson
to ald him in making a diagnosis, and Richardson reported
his psychologicalrfi;dings to Dr. Marcus. (Rep. Tr.
pp. 6641, 6647-48.) Dr. Marcus also took into consider-
atlon the reports of the other psychologists, the
written report of Dr. Pollack, and the books belonging
to agpellant, and he researched ‘the subject of poiitical
assassinations. (Rep. Tr. pp. 6651-61.) Dr. Marcus
interviewed Adel Sirhan and Mrs. Sirhan and examined
appellant on June 15, July 3, October 12, and October

30, 1968. Each examination lasted between 20 minutes
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and 2 hours. On one such occasion appellant was given
six ounces of alcohol to consﬁme. (Rep. Tr. pp. 66517 '
52, 6659.) However, Dr. Marcus testified, "the main
things that I considered were his notebooks and the
resulss of %he psychological tests." (Rep. Tr. p.
6663.)

Dr. Marcus classified himself as "one of
those psychiatrists who do not like to place labels
upon a mental illness." He defined mental illness
as "some aberration of’a‘person's mind, whether 4t
be in the way he uses logic or. his ability to think
logically, or in his emotions." (Rep. Tr. pp. 6661-
62.) He believed in the efficacy of psychological
test data but did not think that the interpretation
of the test data "would be any better than the psycholo-
gist doing the interpretation." (Rep. Tr. pp. 6671-
72.)

Dr. Marcus arrived at the following conélusion
regarding appellant's mental state. Appellant had
a mental illness on June 5, 1968. (Rep. Tr. p. 6662.)
"In m& opinion he started to show signs of mental
dillness at .the very latest at the time'following his
horse accident, and that his adjustment in mental
state had deteriorated since then. 1In not g3 particularly

dramatic, fluctuating manner; in a rather slow, insidious
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way." (Rep. Tr. p. 6661.) In Dr. Marcus' opinion |
appellant lacked '"the mental capacity to maturely

and meaningfully reflect upon the gravity of this
conternnlatfd act of murdér . . . with malice afore-
thioupht 3 appellant lacked "mental capacity and ability

to comprehend nis duty to govern his actions in accord

with the duties imposed by law." Appellant's "mental

disturbance was relevant and directly related to his
political views and his feelings about Robert Xennedy."
(Rgp. Tr. po. 6666-67.)

Dr. Marcus recognized that a person who
is "mentally 111" can "plan," "form an intent to kili,"
and "entertaln malice aforethought.” However, he
felt that appellant was incapable of "having malice
witnin that technical sense' because appellant could
not conform his "conduct; not to do anything wrong;
and in {Dr. Marcus'] opinion Sirhan thought that he
was really more or less the saviour of society." (Rep.
Tr. p. 6668.) The fact that appellant's diary also
declared his desire to kill Burt Altfillisch, a former
empioyer,_was "somewhat out of context' but did not
cnange Dr. Harcus' opinion. (Rep. Tr. pp. 6669-70.)
lie found that appellant "in terms of psychology and

personality . . . is an American . . . and that [his]
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responses are VWestern-American and not the Middle-
tastern type of responses.” (Rep. Tr. p. 6674.) Appel-
lant's notebooks appeared to Dr. Marcus to be "very,
very tyzical and very similar to the notebooks and
tne diardles and the letters that insane people have
written who have threatened the President or who are
now . . . hospitalized at Atascadero State Hospital."
(Rep. Tr. p. 6663.)

On cross-~examination Dr. iMarcus testified,
"Yes, in my opinion the defendant had the capacity
to form the specific intent to kill, and specifically
to kill Senator Kennedy." (Rep. Tr. p. 6763.) Dr.
Marcus never found, and appellant never claimed, that
appellant had amnesia at any time between his fall
from the horse and his visit to the Ambassador Hotel.
(Rep. Tr. p. 6735.) liowever, Dr. Marcus believed
appellant's claim that he did not remember the events
which preceded his being pinned to the serving table
in the Ambassador Hotel kitchen. (Rep. Tr. p. 6784.)
lievertheless, Dr. Marcus testified, "I don't Kknow
whether he has real amnesja, retrograde amnesia, or
whether he is malingering alvogether. It could be
any of those." (Rep. Tr. p. 6788.) Dr. Marcus "would

say it would be a toss-up between malingering and
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retrograde amnesia®; '"more likely than not he did
not have a bona fide amnesia," particularly since
at the police station appellant appeared unconcerned
and did not inguire why he was being held. (Rep.
Tr. p. 6789.) VWhen asked, "Then . « . when Mr. Sirhan
claimed this amnesia in his interview with you, he'
was lying to you?", Dr. Marcus replied, "That's quite
possible.” (Rep. Tr. p. 6790.)
"’ Dr. Marcus recognized that appellant's note-~-
books evidently were purchased by appellant while
he was aftendingAPasadena City College. The various
writings were placed there "at different times" and
"out of chronological order sometimes";

"[T]hat accounts for what appears to be

a lot of confusion in -these note books,

when you look at At and see that part of

it 1s in pencil and in different kinds of ‘

ink, you are forced to the conclusion that

‘he wrote something at one time and at |

- another time he went back and just in the

interest of conserving paper he made a few

more notat;ons wherever there was room to

write." (Rep. Tr. pp. 6769-70.)

Dr. Marcus agreed that normal persons might "doodle and
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write down their thoughts” and that such doodling
"might look pretty bad . .’. from the standpoint of
analysis." (Rep. Tr. pp. 6772-73.)

Ur. ¥arcus felt that “the business of not
Jnokliye Poroa Job for a substantial period of time
and reading in libraries subjects that interested
him is evidence of deterioration." Appellant's subse-
quently going to work at the Pasadena health food
store "may or mav not have anythi§g‘to do with any
sort of mental deterioration.” (Rep. Tr. pp. 6693-
94 .) SRRl

or appellant}s‘visit to the Ambassador Hotel
two days prior to the assassination, Dr. Marcus
said, "le didn't go to get Anvolved and enjoy himself;
ne went there more as an eneny . . . trying to gather
all of the information and sort of size things up

. well, a sort of a spy operation." It is possible

that appellant's purpose was to familiarize himself
with the premises in preparation for returning on
a Jlater occasion to kill Senator Kennedy, or appellant
"might have been out there with a gun on that day,
to kill the Senator, but just did not have the .
opportunity.” (Rep. Tr. p. 6779.) "[Flor someone

Wno was planning an assassination, he asked some
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reasonable questions.” (Rep. Tr. p. 6782.)

On redirect examination Dr. Marcus testified
that he had examined two history books which appellant
purportedly had owned an@ annotated in his high school
years. ‘Following a sentence in one text reading,

"'After a week of patient suffering the President
(McKinley] died[, tlhe third vietim of an assassin's
bullet since the Civil War,'" appellant had inscribed

the words, "'Many more will come.'" (Rep. Tr. pp.
6790-91.) In-the other text appellant had underlined

a passage describing the assassination of Archduke
Francis Ferdinand. (Rep. Tr. pp. 6793-94.) Dr. Marcus
concluded, "So he 1s already thinking about assassination
in high school," "for an awfully long period of time."
(Rep. Tr. pp. 6791-92, 6794,) Appellant's early interest
in assassination was significant because some of the
recent studies on paranoid schizophrenies indicate

that such a condition "takes about ten years to develop."
(Rep. Tr. pp. 6796-97.)

When appellant was gmiven six ounces of alcohol
in the form of Tom Collinses, in order to duplicate
the conditions "presumably" affecting appellant on
the night of June 4th, his brain waves showed no ab-

normality. However, appellant had psychological
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feactions to the alcohpl, becoming extremgly drritated
and restless, and had to be physically restrained.

. Appellant was '"very hostile” to Dr. Marcus,“thdught
‘that Marcus was his‘brother, and took thg deputy §he£iffs

—

to bexléraeli soldiers. Appellant spoke of Senator

X
€§Kennedy as if he were alive. Although he nevér related .
the actual shooting, appellant did say, "'That bastard

© 7 isn't wontﬁ the bullets.'" (Repi Tr. pp. 6811:i3.)

')-, ‘ f)r. Bernard Diamond, a tpsychiatr.ist, examined
appellant at the request of defense counsel on eight
occasions, for a total of 20 to 25 hours, between

' December of 1968 and March of 1969. (Rep. Tr. pp.

6845-46, 6861-62, 6876.) Dr; Diamond also‘studiéd

— o

appellant's noteboocks and books, the testimony of

appel}ahﬁ and some other withesses, interviews-ﬁith a “

Mrs. Sirhan and Manir Sirhan, psychological test material,

and .reports of chromosome and electroencephalogram ‘

examinations (both examinations showing éppellént

to be normal). (ﬁep. Tr. pp. 6881-83.)

” Dr. Diamond characterized portions of the

* notebooks as "in the nature of a political manifesto

cand . . . a product of his paranoid schizophrenic
psychosis," and'other portions as '"written in a self-

induced hypnotic trance, a dissocliate state similar

+
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to that in which I belkeve,he cocmmitted this killing
itself." (Rep. Tr. pn. 6879-80.)

Appellant claimed he had "no memory of the
actual shooting and . . . of the notebook itself,"
but under hypnosis he wa; able to "recall the circum-
stances of wrliting the notebooks and . . . . produce
very strikingly similar notebooks." (Rep. Tr. pp.
6849, 6880-81.) Under hypnosis appellant wrote his
name over and over again "like a robot," repeatedly
wrote "RFK must die,” and responded affirmatively
when asked whether Senatgr Kennedy was alive. (Rep.
Tr. pp. 6949, 6956, 6959, £960.) ’Apnellant stated
that this'was "the wa}" he had written his notebooks
at home. i(Reé. Tr. p. 6962.) 1In reséonse to questions
appellant stated that he was not "erazy," that he
was "writinge crazy" as "practice” for "mind control,"
for the purpose of "self-improvement." Appellant
sald he had taught himself to write in this automatic
fashion from Rosicrucian materials and that he had
avpnotized himself with a mirror when he wrote ‘the
notebooks. (Rep. Tr. pp. 6962-66.) It was Dr. Diamond's
opinion that an article which appellant had read,
entitled "Put it in Writing" in the Rosicrucian Digest,

. had "started him out on this self-induced automatic
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writing thing." The artigle:counseled that one should .
write down repeatedly what one wanted %o achieve as

- a goal. (Rep. Tr. pp. 6987-88.) Appellant stated

tnat he bad "willed" Senator Kennedy to die in order

to prevent the delivery of airplanes to Israel. (Rep.

Tr. p. 6990.)

Although Dr. Diamond was "impressed by
- - . the extreme similarity of the writing here with
the writing in the original notebook,” he testified
that with respect to appellant's discussion of the
notebooks he "had the feeling more than at any other
time in my examinations of Sirhan in the conscious
staﬁe that he was being considerably less than trgthfult
with me." (Rep. Tr. pp. 6948, 6959.)

Generally, appellant was "telling the truth"
about some things, being "very evasive" about other
matters, and "lying" as to others. It was "'very difficult
to determine what was the truth." (Rep. Tr. p. 6884.)
The initial story which appellant told Dr. Diamond
was essentially the same as that related in appellant's
testimony, "in which it was very apparént$that there
were certain conspicuous omissions from the material
which he was able or willing to talk about." (Rep.

Tr. p. 6848.) Appellant told Dr. Diamond on several
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éccésions that he "doesn'é want to be considered as
mentally 1il." (Reé. Tr. p. 6991.) | . T e
‘It was Dr. Diamond's opinion that "The

combination of events which led to the aésassination

of Rotert F. Kennedy by Sirhan . . . started with
'‘Sirhan Sirhan's exposure ‘to violence and death in
Jerusalen iﬁ‘i9ﬁ8, and 1t continues with his immigration
to the United States." '(Rep.~Tr. p. 6994.) These

early childhood wartime experiénces were significant
in rqrming‘a;péllant's "pathologically sick mental *
and emotional condition.” (Rep. Tr. p. 6887.)

R Undér hyonosis appellant denied that anyone
had baid him to shoot Senator Kennedy or had knowh

in advance that he would shoot him, and denied that, any oth-
gr Araﬁ'had had anything to do with the aésassingtion.
IAppellant stated that he had thogght "this all up" -
by himseif;‘had consulted withinokone, and was the
only person involved in the shooting. He denied receiv-

ing help from any member of his family and denied the
. e;i§tence of any conspiracy. Asked why he shot the
Senétbr, appellant at first rmentioned "'the bombers

to Israel'" and then replied, "'I don't know.'" He
valso'scated thaé he was telling ‘the truth. (Rep.
lTP, pp-.6932;33-) Aépellant maintained that he .did
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not enter the Ambassador Hotel on the night of Juﬁe
Lth with the intention oq killing Senator Kennedy e
but that he wandered into the pantry after having
four Tom Collinses and returning briefly to his car,
thereafter drinking coffee 4in the lobby, where he
became confused by the mirrors ‘and bright lights.
(Rep. Tr. pp. 6937-41.) Senator Kennedy and his party
entered the pantry and "rushed at" appellant. Appel-
lant's first thought was to shake hands with the Senatop,
but when the two of them came in almost dipect contact,
appellant pulled the gun out of his belt and fired
at him repeatedly, shouting, "'You son-of-a-bitch,'"
(Rep. Tr. pp. 6941-42.) Appellant then began to choke
in the presence of Dr. Diamond, thereafter falling into
a deep sleep. When wakened by Dr. Diamond, appellant
claimed no recollection of what had happened underx
hypnosis. (Rep. Tr. pp. 6943-44.) Dr. Pollock was
also present on this occasion at the invitation of
Dr. Diamond. (Rep. Tr. p. 6941.)

Dr. Diamond gave the following interpretation
of the events leading up to the assassination:

"With absolutely no knowledge or aware-

ness of what was actually happening in his

Rosicrucian and occult experiments, he was
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gradually programing [sic] himself, exactly
like a computor [§§£jﬂis programmed by its
magnetic tape, programming himself for the
coming assassination. In his unconscious
mind there existed a plan for the total
fulfillment of his sick, paranoid hatred

of Kennedy and all who might want to help
the Jews. 1In his conscious mind there was
no awareness of such a plan or that he,
Sirhan, was to be the instrument of assassi-
nation.

"It is my opinion that through chance,
circumstances, and a succession of unrelated
events, Sirhan found himself in the physical
situation in which the assassination occurred.
I am satisfied that he had not consciously

planned to be in that situation. I am satis-

fied that if he had been fully conscious and

in his usual mental state he would have been
quite harmless, despite his paranoid hatreds
and despite his loaded gun.

"But ne was confused, bewildered and

partially intoxicated. . The mirrors in the hotel
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lobby the flashing lights, the general con-
fg;ié% -- this was like pressing the button
which starts the computor [sic]. He was
back in his trances, his violent convulsive
rares, the automatic wrfting, the pouring
out of,incoﬁerent hatred, Vviolence and
assassination. Only this time it was for
%éél éﬁa this time there was no pencil in
his hand, this time there was only the
Joaded gun.

"

"These are the §Sychiatric~findings‘in
this case. They are absurd, preposterous,
unlikgly and incredible because the grime
t;tself was a tragically absurd and pre-
posterous event, unllikely and'incredible.
But I am satisfied that this is how Sirhan.
Bishara Sirhan came to kill Senator Robert
F. Kennedy on June 5, 1968." {(Bep. Tr.
_pp. 6996-99..)
A The ultimate diagnosis reached by Dr. Diamond

was that appellant was suffering from a "chronic paranoid .

séhizophrenia, a major psychosis, at the time of the

shooting. He has in a highly abnormal dissociated

101.

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176



snateo‘f!stnictive consciousness'as.a direct conse-
quence of this psychotic condition.”" (Rep. Tr. p.
6877.) He also was '"unable because of mental disease
to maturely and meéningfdlly reflect upon the gravity
of his contemplated act and . . . unable, because
of mental disease, to comprehend his duties to govern
nis actions in accordance with the duties .imposed
by law." (Rep. Tr. p. 6881.) Dr. Diamond viewed
appellant as "small and helpless, pitifully 111." (Rep.
Tr. p. 6998.) ., ,

On cross-examination Dr. Diamond testified
that until he first observed appellant, which was
six months after the assassination, none of the 'people
who had seen him, dncluding psychologists and psycnia-
trists and nhis lawyers, nobody else really had the
proper whole story of Sirhan." (Rep. Tr. p. 7094.)
-However, until the trial Dr. Diamond never knew that
in April of 1968 appellant had told the garbage
collector, Alvin Clark, that he was "going to kill
that s.o.b." Senator Kennedy. (Rep. Tr. p. 7099.)
in any event Dr. Diamond did not believe that appellant
had made the foregoing statement; Dr. Diamond believed
Mr. Clark:was “incorrect" in his testimony, although
he did not “Rnow anything about the witness except

for the statement." Recognizing "that Sirhan was

102.

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176

i



o0 | o0

consciously selecting certain material to give
{Dr. Diamond] and consciously withholding other
material, because he didn't trust (him]," Dr. Diamond
testified, "I prefer to believe Sirhan." (Rep. Tr.
po. 7099~7100.) Appellant had lied to others about
nis having been at the Ambassador Hotel on June 24
because he "didn't trust the other persons.” (Rep.
Tr. p. 7098.)~

At the February 2, 1969 conference in Mr.
Cooper's office, Dr. Diamond had stated that various
rnembers of the Sirhan family, including appellant,
were glving Dr. Diamond "the grossest kind of evasion
and deception" with respect to some matters. (Rep.
Tr. pp. 7045, f0ﬂ8.) Dr. Diamond also conceded that
a psychiatrist does not necessarily obtain the truth
from a subject who is under hypnosis; he may obtain
"fantasies" 'and "outright lies.” (Rep. Tr. p. 7175.)
Hypnosis "must not be mistaken for truth serum." (Rep.
Tr. p. 7176.) Nonetheless Dr. Diamond felt, "I think
I had a fairly good idea of when (appellant] is 1ying
and when he 1s telling the truth; and what he lies
about and what he tells me the truth about." (Rep.
Tr. p. 7056.)

Dr. Diamond ‘believed appellant’s statement
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that, when he went to the Ambassador Hotel on June
¢, he "loved" Senator Kemnedy. ‘(Rep. Tr. p. 7132.)
Dr. Diamond did not view appellant's visit to the
shooting rdnge‘on the day of the assassination as
"indicative of some kind of premeditation ana delibepr-
ation." (Rep. Tr. p. 7109.) Appellant fired at the
ranre only because such activity was one of his “chief
enotional outiets." (Rep;imr. p. 7112.)
At the February 24 conference Dr. Diamond

had also stated, "But all my clinical material points
larsely to this‘dissociativé hysterical, rather than

’a psychotic picture," and "the hatred of the Jews

is nmore than one would-expect but I don't see it as

a psychotic type of affair.” (Bepi_Tr- p. 7194.)

| " Dr. Diamond tried his "very best to get

. ; - through" to appellant "that tﬁe legal strategy

- of the defense is that there was no premeditation ‘

or deliberation." (Rep. Tr. p. 7108.) - ﬂ '

REBUTTAL

A Non-CIinical Evidence of Appellant's
Condition on June 2, 4968, and at the Time
0L the Writing of the NotebooKs

Sergeant Frank Patchett of the Los Angeles

Police Department, who in the course of operating the
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"drunk waron" in the Central Los Angeles area had
observed hundreds of persons, who were under the influence
of alcohol, observed appellant at the Rampart station
vricfly at approximately 12:45 a.m. on June 5, 1968.
lie also was one of the officers who drove appellant
Lo tiie Police Administration Building at approximately
1:30 that morning. (Rep. Tr. pp. 7390-93.) Sergean?
Patchett formeé the opinion that appellant was not
intoxlicated, that he was "definitely" not under the
influence of alcohol to any degree. lie noticeg no
physical impairment on appellant's part other than
a 1limp caused by a leg injury sustained during the
scuffle. (Rep. Tr. pp. 7394-95.)

Sergeant Adolph Melendrez of the Los Angeles
Police Department also observed appellant at the Rampart
station at 12:45 a.m. and remained with him until
the arraisnment later that morning, speaking with
him in.close proximity. (Rep. Tr. p. 7381.) On the
basis of his twenty-eipht years' experience in police
work, dgrinr which he had seen a great number of persons
who were under the influence of alcohol, he formed
the opinion that appellant was Ycompletely sober."
Sergeant ¥elendrez "detected no odor of alcohol. ([Appel-

lant's] demeanor was that of a sober man." (Rep. Tr.

105,

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176

e




pp. 7350, 7382.) Appellant was "very intelligent,"

"yery cohcvent,"” and "[clertainly . . . wasn't confused." "
(Rep. Tr. pp. 7385-86.) Sergeant Melendrez could

not detect’anvthing which would indicate that appellant

was "other tnan a normal person.” (Rep. Tr. p. 7387.)

George Murohy, an*investigatof from the
district attorney's office with twenty-three years'
e*perience on the Los Angeles Police Department, was
in tne presence of appellant at the Police Administration
bBullding from 2:00 a.m. to 6:00 a.m. on June S5th.
dr. Murphy was in close proximity to appellant, conversing
with him, and likewise formed the opinion that "[tJhere
was no sign of intoxication." (Rep. Tr. pp. 7374-

76.) Appeliant was "very lucid" and calm and appeared
as normal to Mr. Murphy as anyone he had ever dealt
with on a homicide cha;ge. (Rep. Tr. p. 7377.)

Mr. Sloan, the handwriting expert, was recalled
and testified that he had compared appellant's notebooks
and the envelope found in the trash area behind the
Cirhan residence with the "automatic writing" samples
which appellant produced under hypnosis for Dr. Diamond.
Yr. Sloan "found no qualitative bfeakdoanin the note~
books comparable to that'which (he] saw in this

exemplar of automatic writing," nor did he find such
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breakdown in the writins on the envelore. (Rep. Tr.

| p. Th26-26.) Mr. Sloan's comparison of the various
writines led him to conclude that appellant's writing
in the notebooks and on the envelope was not done

in 2 state of hypnosis. (Rep. Tr. p. 7431.)

B. Psychological and Psychiatric Evidence

Mr. Leonard Olinger, a psychologist, read
in the newspapers about 'the psychological testimony
oeing gi&en in the present proceedings and was "troubled
by the kind of inferences made from that data" and
by Mr. Schorr's "plagiarism.” (Rep. Tr. pp. 80l1,
8188489, 8216, 8223.) To Mr.‘Olinger, some of that
testimony appeared "unreliable" and "sounded'as ir
it were unwarranted by the materia} that was being
presented in suppo}t of it."” (Roo. Tr. pp. 8213~
1%,) After cogtacting the district attorney's office
and volunteerigy some Iinformation, he was furnished .
with a copv of the reports and testimony of Mr. Schorr '
and Mr. Richardson and portions of the testimony of
the other psvcholopists who appeared in the present
’proceedinvo._ (Rep. Tr. Pp. 8050 8189, 8214.)

There were ten basic precautions concerning
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psyvchological testing which Mr. Olinger communicated
to graduate students whom.he inétructed. It was
Olinger's opinion that any clinical psychologist should
observe them. (Rep. Tr. pp. 8059, 8061.) These con-
sisted of (1) employment of a battery of tests_raiher
than a single test, (2) strict édherence to prescrived
procedur%;, 53) absolute integrity in test scofiné,

(4) care neither to overlook anything in the data

nor to prolect into the data what is absent, (5) accept-.

ance of the simpler explanation for a phenomena‘father
than seeking out the exotic explanation, (6) arriving

at a diagnosis based on the actual data rather than

fittine the data ‘into a preconceived notion, (7)

achieving 'a "global" view of the subject which would
include socio-economic, educational; cultural, inte;g
lectual, and sexual factors as well as reference to
the norm, so that a "highly biased impression" may

be avoided, (8) avoidance of being consciously or
subconsciously influenced by knowledge of the individ-
ual, (9) post-testing validation of blind test scope

analysis, and (10) employment of terminology which

1s objective rathep than overly technical or overly

émotional. (Rep. Tr. pp. 8061-73.)

Mr. Ollinger reviewed the results of the

’
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battery of tests administered to -appellant with the
foregoing principles in migd. (Rep. Tr. p. 8098.)

He concluded that Schorr'g and Richardson's diagnoses
were deficient in not adhering to varlous of these
principles, in particular those numbered (2), (3),
(4), and (10). (Rep. Tr. pp. 8062, 8064, 8103.) Both
men, 4in Ollinger's opinion, overlooked "some strength
or possible positives" in appellant's personality.
(Rep. Tr. p. 8064.)

In the MMPI tests upon which Schorr and
Richardson based their diagnoses, Ollinger found answers
labeled “"paranocid" which "might be explained more
by the position or situation of Mr. Sirhan than by
the actual test." For example, some of the test scores
indlicating depression and anxiety were attributable
to the fact thgt, unlike different scores (obtained
four months later), they were obtained within a month
6f appellant's arrest. If the various objectionable
scorings were removed, appellant's profile would score
"within the normal 1imits." (Rep. Tr. pp. 8109-15,
1887, 8121-23.) Moreover, a low score can be indicative
of lack of motivation to perform the test, inattention

to detail, or "the examiner's sub-interaction," in
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addit:z?o inability to perform the test. (lRep.
Tr. p. 8132.) |
| Neither Schorr nor Richardson followed proper
technique in adm&nistering the Wechsler test. (Rep.
Tr. po.l8136438.) Some of their test scores actually
show "personality strength" on the part of appellant.
(Rep. Tr. pp. 8139-40.)

Ollinger found numefous‘instances of ‘improper

technigue in Schorr s TAT test. (Rep. Tr. pp. 81&2
81H6 8151 8153~ 55 8157, 8162 63.) The cards selected
by Schorr for display to appellant were 1ikely to

" evoke depressive,responses.‘ (Rep. Tr. pp. 8153-55.)
Many of those responses in which Schorr found signifi-
. cance, ’we:e eommon-sense aﬁd not unusual. ‘(Rep. Tr.
pp 81&,, 8152.) Of one of Schorr's conclusions,
f011inger testified, "there's ‘a great deal read into
tﬁe data which really is not present in the data.”
"(Rep. Tr. p. 8149.,) Similarly; Richardson's TAT test
resulte were not highiv unusual; they :indicated
neurotic rather than schzzophrenic thinking on appel-
lant's part (Rep. Tr. pp. 8158-60, 8165-67.) . Appel-
lant's "blowups" in court also were more indicative

of neurotic behavior than of schizopnrenia. (Rep.

r. p. 8097.)
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There were "a number of apparent inaccuracies”
in Schorr's scorines of the Rorschach test (Rep. Tr. .
pp. 8171-75), and the oroéocol prepared by Schorr
was ‘inadequate for'revie@ by other trained clinical
psvchologists. (Rep. Tr. pp. 8167-70.) The responses
which appellant gave on Richardson's Rorschach were
not unusual and suggested only %he'"barest hints"

of schizophrenia. Rather that test was ‘indicative

of a neurotic condition. (Rep. Tr. pp. 8176-78, 8182.) :

What was unusual, and unprecedented in 0Ollinger's
experience, was appellant's reference to "color shock"
in responding to a Rorschach card proffered by Richardson.
"It is almost as if [appellant] had somehow been in-
structed or advised or otherwise informed about this
particular term." (Rep. Tr. pp. 8080-81.)

On the basis of the various tests administered
by Schorr and Richardson, 0llinger would diagnose
appellant as a "borderline schizophrenic with'primary
neurotic features.”" O0llinger concluded that appellant
had capacity to form a specific intent to commit murder,
" to péemeditate maturely and meaningfully, and to harbor
malice aforethought. (Rep. Tr. pp. 8186-87.) Appellant
also had "the mental capacity to comprenend his duty

and to conform it to the dictates of society.” (Rep.
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Tr. p. 8235.)

Mr. Ollinger testified, *

- « « I believe that if the various con-
sultants were called in -~ Dr. Crain, Dr.
Howard, Dr. De Vos, Dr. Seward -- if they
had been exposed to the full range of in-
formation that I hag been exposed to; and
if they haé had drawn to ‘theirp attention
the same omissions, 1nconsistencies,
ambiguities, contradictions and defi- !
ciencies in the material [of Schorr and
Richardson]; that they would have altereg
the impressions which they ultimately gave .
(Rep. Tr. p. 8236.)

Dr. Seymour,Pollack, 2 psychiatrist, trained

clinical psychologist, and Specialist in hypnosis
(Rep. Tr. Pp. TH54, 7456-57, 7466), spent 24 nours

€xamining appellant dufing the course of several person-

aluinterviews, observed appellant 17 hours in court,

et w5 iV

and devoted the balance of the 200 hours which he

Spent on the present case in 1nterv1ew1ng members

of the Sirhan'family, reviewing taped conversations

between appellant and police officers which took place

during the first hours ang days after appellant was

|
|
|
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apprehended reviewing appellant'° notebooks, the
observations of Jail physicians, the psychological
exaninations, material from the files of the police,.
the district attorney's office, and the F.B.I., the
testimony and interviews of witnesses, and materials
on presidential assassinations. (Rep. Tr. pp. 7463~
66, 7469-70, T478, 7557.)

Dr. Pollack testified that "psychological
testsiby themeelves aqgn?t to be taken as:absolute
evidence in any way”; they are "material of significance
in the over-all evaluation, . « . an additional bit
of information" which "may or may not be verylreliable."

(Rep. Tr. pp. TU66-68.) _ He felt that "all psychological
k4

‘instruments -- these as nell - particularly projective

tests, tend markedly to accent and exaggerate the
so-called psychopathology." «(Rep. Tr. p. 776&.)

| The psychologists‘SeWard and De Vos entered
ihe.case aﬁ the suggestion of Dr. Pollaek, who felt

that the psychological conclusions of Richardson and

' Schorr needed further evaluation in light of appellant s

cultural background. (Rep. Tr. pp. 7474-76.)
| ’ Recognizing that appellant was "mentally
disturbed;" Dr. Pollack nevertheless concluded that

"the assassination of Senator Robert Kennedy was

CowE e
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triggered bQ political reasons with which he was highly
emotionally charged." (Rep. Tr. p. 7480.) Despite .
appellant's "traumatic experiences" during his early
life, "at no time did [Dr. Pollack] obtain from either
Sirhan or the family members any evidence of . . .
traumatic trance or significant peculiar behavior.”
(Rep. Tr. p. 7482.) There was no

", . . material that indicates that

Sirhan himself was exposed in any more

severe or more intense situation thaln]

any other members of his family or any

other members of the Arabd commuhity;

no evidence that his emotional responses,

which were those of fear, fright, were

significantly different from others in

any way except . . . . as beling more tense,

having more anxiety. . . ." (Rep. Tr. p.

7483.)
The "emotional disturbgnce" to which appellant and
others were exposed was’"not an everyday, constant
circ;mstance." (Rep. Tr. p. T484.)

"Appgllant’s fall from the horse did not

result in "any significant neurological behavlior or

personality change.”" (Rep. Tr. pp. 7529-30, 7532-33.)
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There were no significant signs of severe character
deviation or paranoia which would have been apparent
to Dr. Pollack had he come in contact with appellant
prior to the assassinatiqn, and Pollack "would ﬁot
have been able to forecast in any way that Sirhén
would have done what he did." (Rep. Tr. pp. 7485-
86.) |

The interest which appellant had expressed

in Rosicrucian philosophy, mind power, and the occult

". . . was not only a consequence of )

his continued interest in exploring

things about him, which he had always -

been interested in, but more particularly

it was now Sirhan's way of exploring

« « « » how that he felt that he was a

fallure in other ways, how he himself

could become a success . . . s Strong

... ,rich. . . ." (Rep. Tr. p. 7539.)
Dr. Pollack considered it -significant that appellant
was not "psychotically.secretive" about his "very
bizarre experiments," that appellant discussed them
wiéh his friends and his brothers, and that he did not
firmly believe in them. (Rep. Tr. pp. 7541-43.)

Appellant's ideas concerning Senator Kennedy,
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Pfesident‘Jéhnson,.Ambéssadorgcoldberg, the Arab-
Israeli conflict, American Jews, and the United States' ,
political systen and foreign policy 1n the Middle
East did not reflect delusional thinking, gsychosis,
or paranoia. (Rep. Tr. pp. 7521-23, 7607-08.)

Appellant "had dabbled with the idea of

aesassinating . . . other people™ who shared the same

fpfo-Israeli attitude as Senator Kennedy but decided

. ‘that the Senator should be the person "initially" assas-

sinated in preference to President Johnson and Ambassador

Goldverg. (Rep. Tr. pp. 7547-48.) Dr. Pollack testified,

"I don't believe that Sirhan expected to be caught.

I don't belleve he wanted to be caught” (Rep. Tr.

p. 7549), and testified further (on cross-examination)

that in his opinion appellant "would. have possibly

* killed other people" had he been successful in escaping

into the crowd at the scene of the assassination.
(Rep. Tr. pp. 7937-38.)

In appellant's eyes Senator Kennedy was

-an "opportunist" who had "sold out" to pro—Israeli

factions for political pain. (Rep Tr. p. T549. ) Appel-

~lant "killed Kennedy because he hated him for what. .

he stood for and . . . Sirhan . . . saw himself as

a defender of the Arab cause." (Rep. Tr. p. 757":)
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Appellant told Dr. Pollack on §evera1 cccasions that

the Arab proverb, "'A friend of my enemy is my enemy,'"*
had "influenced him and was his philosophy of life;

that he believed very, very strongly in this point

of view." (Rep. Tr. pp. 7563-64.) Appellant was

very much influenced by the television program in

May of 1968 in which Senator Kennedy had detailed

his pro-Israeli sympathies; this program convinced

him to kill the Senator». (Rep. Tr. p. 7569.)

Dr. Pollack was "unable to éécept Sirnan's
denial of his recall for his written notes as a genuine
amnesia" and interpreted it "as an attempt to avoid
some serious condition that would be attributed to
his writings, that would be interpreted as evidence
of planning, premeditation of killing Kennedy." (Rep.
Tr. pp. 7551, 7554.) Dr. Poliack believed "that much
of the notebook material is doodling" and that appel-
lant's repetitiveness, such as in his use of the phrase
"'R.F. Kennedy must die,'" was indicative of "Sirhan's
attempts to strengthen his intention, . . . his courage,
« « « his capability to carry out his intention to
ki1l Kennédy." This was "consistent" with what appel-
lant had read in the fields of mind control, Rosicrucian

philosophy, and self-hypnosis, with appellant's

117.

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176




.. ' "
v

experimentation in mind control, and with "all of
this material read by him that emphasized that
repetition of ideas by writing it would dncrease the
writer's abillty to execute even very difficult plans.”
Appellant had always been a "very sensitive young
man” with a "high regard for human life" and had to
overcome this conviction by building up his courage
and intention to carry out his plan. (Rep. Tr. pp.
7554-56.) His repetition of the word "die" was the
same for him as underscoring the word for emphasis.
(Rep. Tr. p. T94G.)

Dr. Pollack formed the "definite opinion
that none of these writings by themselves or in total
are evidence of psychosis."” (Rep. Tr. p. 7556.) He
found in appellant's notebooks none c¢f the bigarre
qualities evidencing ps&chosis which he had found
in many of the letters written by other political
assassins or by persons who had threatened President
Johnson. (Rep. Tr. p. 7557.)

In his interviews with Dr. Pollack, appel-
lant ;described" and "emphasized" as "currents feelings"
all of the feelings which he expressed in the notebooks;
yet appellant denied that the notebooks expressed

feelings that he had had. To Dr. Pollack this
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f*feoresented“a "considerable degree of inconsistency."

(Rep. Tr. p. 7565.) s
Appellant's target practice at the shooting

renges "was carried out for the purpose of improving

hls shooting skill and improving his accuracy, wich

the Iintent at chat time, and the hope, of killing

Senator Kennedy." (Rep. Tr. p. 7569.) Appellant

‘also "went7to the Ambassador Hotel with . . . the

conscious intention of killing Senator Kennedy.“ (Rep. a .

Tr. p. 7570 ) There was nothing indicating to Dr.

Pollack that appellant "was under the influence of

alcohol; it woulq‘appear'entirely probable ; . . that

"he took a few drinks in order to bolster his courage

and to strenéthen his resolution and capacity to kill
Kennedy." (Rep. Tr. p. 7571.)

Dr. Pollack believed that the "possibility
of a hypnotic trance" at the time appellant committed
the assassination was "extremely remote,"_as was the
"conjecture" that the notebooks had been written in
such a trance. Appellant's behavior at the time of
the assassination and at the time of the writing of the .

notebooks: was "substantially different" from what -

" would be expected from a hypnotized person and from

appellant's behavior when he was hypnotized in the
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presence of Dr. Pollack and Dr. Diamond. (Rep. Tr.

p. 7572.) |
Dr. Pollack hypnotized appellant on three

occasions and was present on several occasions when

Dr. Diamond hypnotized appellant. (Rep. Tr. pp. 7580-

81.) Dr. Pollack believed that he and Dr. Diamond

were successful in actually hypnotizing appellant.

However, under hypnosis the subject can "lie, decelve,

fantasy, tell tall tales. He can do anything that

he would do in his usual state.” (Rep. Tr. pp. 7582-

83.) Appellant was capable of "blocking" the questions
of the two psychiatrists while under hypnosis. He '
gave little information spontaneously; often he would

not answer a question, and all of what ne did offer

‘was obtained by question and answer. Wnile under’

hypnosis appellant was stil1l thinking and reasoning,
which explained his not answering questions involving
matters which he did not wish to discuss and which

also explained hls tendency to fall asleep when asked
certain questions. (Rep. Tr. pp. 7591-92.) Appellant
was "able to think" at the time he prepared the "auto-
matic writing" for Dr. Diamond in Dr. Pollack's presence.
(Rep. Tr. p. 7598.) This writing was not indicative

of bizarre or psychotic thinking. (Rep. Tr. pp.
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7602-03.)

The fact that appellant was so easily hypno-
tized suggested that he was not severely or psychot-
ically disturbed, since it is "very difficult" to
nypnotize an individual who is actually psychotic.
(Rep. Tr. pp. 7583, 7585.) Although appellant's
Rosicrucian experiments had facilitated his being
hypnotized by the psychiatrists, they did not therefore
lessen the likelihood that ap%ellant was not psychotic,
because it would be very difficult for a psychoéic
person to hypnotize himself. (Rep. Tr. pp. 7586-

88.)

The theory of appellant's having "a dis-
sociate mind" at the time of the assassination was
likewise considered only a remote possibility by Dr.
Pollack. (Rep. Tr. pp. 7574-75.) Appellant "at no
time" underwent a "definite break with reality." (Rep.
Tr. p. 7565.) Appellant's belief "that there was
some way of influencing events through this power
of the mind" did not constitute "bizarre ideas that
would\havg led [Dr. Pollack] to conclude that he was
psychotic." Dr. Pollack "could find no evidence of
the peculiar and bizarre thinking that [he] would

consider to be evidence of psychotic thinking or
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;psychosis;" (Rep. Tr. pp.,7567—58.) L

£

Dr. Pollack teStified, "there is very good

evidence‘to>in£1uence ry opinion that 1mmediately

"after and for some time after his arrest that Sirhan

was not amnesic." (Rep. Tr. p. 7562.) Appellént's
remarks in the kitchen pantry that he could "explain"

and that he had acted for his country indicated an

absence of amnesia, ‘as did appellant's behavior in

~police custody on June 5, 1968, (Rep Tr. pp. 7579-

80.) Moreover, even if appellant had had genuine

amnesia it would be of the retrograde type and thus

‘would not be "significantly related to any substantial
" mental disturbance at the time of,the shooting." (Rep.
Tr. pp. 7576, 7578.)

Falsely‘claimed amnesia "is a very,. very
common substitute for denial" of an allegation of
criminal conduct, and appellant S persistent claim

of amnesia was seen by Dr. Pollack as a "particular

" method to avoid full legal repercussion.” (Rep. Tr.

pp. 7573, 7575. ): Appellant "was aware that if he
could raise eénough doubt that he had the intent to
kill Kennedy when he shot him, that he would be able
to avoid major legal consequences.” Dr. Pollack's

"elinical picture of Sirhan then is that of a more
- 122,
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logical reasoning person who recognizes his legal
predicament and who has the mental capability of pro-
:tecting himself 4n a rational fashion even though
he has a paranoid personality problem." (Rep. Tr. p.
7575.)

Dr. Pollack explained that paranoid traits
can be present "in normal people, people who have
what we call neurosis.”™ It is only when these traits
are present to a greatar degree that there exlsts
a mental illness or a psychotic conditlion, which is
a severe or more apparent kind of mental illness.
(Rep. Tr. pp. 7506~07, 7509.) The term "mental illness"
is merely a "description of how the Iindividual 1is
behaving," i.e., that his "emotional difficulties”
or "mental problem"” has become more apparent in his
everyday behavior. (Rep. Tr. pp. 7507, 7510.)

It was Dr. Pollack's opinion that appellant
was not "shy, wiﬁhdrawn, or what is in psychiatric
terms a 'schizoid' person who lives within himself,
who withdraws to a very marked degree from the world,
who has difficulties in his personal and interpersonal
relationships.” (Rep. Tr. pp. 7537-38;) Significantly
appellant was not controlled by fantasies and did

not withdraw by remaining continuously in his room
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althourh he was preoccupled with the Arab-Israelil conflict;
he had many other interests and &iversions, such as *
personal relationships with friends, attendance at
the race track, visits to the library and to the
Rosicrucian pgroup, and his reading on mind power and
other subjects, and experienced’appropriate emotional
reactions. (Rep. Tr. pp. 7700-02.) Appellant did
not love and hate Senator Kennedy at the same time;
his love actually turned to hatred" because of the
_Senator's pro-Israeli pronouncements. (Rep. Tr. pp.
7697-99.) -

Nor was appeilant psychotic in the sénsé
of "showing any clinical signs or symptoms of psychosis.”
(Rep. Tr. pp. 7513-14.) Appellant did not suffer
from delusions. (Rep. Tr. p. 7517.) He had the ability
to reason logically notwithstanding occasional emotional
outbursts. (Rep. Tr. p. 7576.) His courtroom outbursts
were not feigned. They were indicative of appellanﬁ's
ablility to be "quite easily aroused to anger," but
these outbursts did not constitute psychotic or bizarre
behavior. (Rep. Tr. pp. 7976-80.)

Dr. Pollack "disagreed very strongly" with
Dr. Marcus' conclusion that appellant's behavior,

during the examination in which he was administered
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alcbhol, was "quite definitely evident of'psychosis "
Appellant's behavior, dncluding his misidentification ;f
or Dr. Marcus and others present, was typical of "the
usual alcoholic, intoxicated person," and could be
explained by appellant's Angestion of six ounces of
gin within five minutes. (Rep. Tr. pp. 76'90-91 )

Dr. Pollack had initially assumed a greater
1ikelihood of a serious mental disorder because of'

. the nature of the offense, but in the end he ruled
out. the possibilities of dissociate state, bsychoéis;
schizophrenia, severe paranoid delusioﬁs; pérsonality
disorganization, alcohol-influenced act, and brain
disease. (Rep. Tr. pp. 7674, 7676-78, 7688-90, 7696.)

1 was br. Pollack's belief "that Sirhan’
 was not trying to feiéb psychosis™; on. the contrary,
‘appellant was strongly opposed‘to his assassination
of Senator Kennedy being "related to mental 1llness"
on appellant's part. (Rep. Tr. p. 7782.)

In diagnosis it is the mental functioning
rather ﬁhan the "mental disorder per se" that -4s most
1mpor§ant.) (Rep. Tr. p. 779%.) Dr. Pollack testified,
"'Theimportantquestion, as I see 1t from a legal point
of.view,"is~whe§her'31rhan kilied Kennedy because

of psychbtic reasons or if his motives were non-
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psychotic.'" (Rep. Tr. p. 7890.)

In evaluating appellant's capacity to pre—.
meditate maturely and meaningfully, to deliberate
and reflect upon the gravity of the contemplated act
of killing, and to harbor malice aforethought, the
importance éoes not lie in whether the subject is
mentally ill, or what label is attached to the mental
illness, but rather 1in whether a mental illness
has brought about an impaired or diminished capacity
or functioning. (Rep. Tr. pp. 7615-17.) |

In this context it is significant that appel-
lant "understood the full meaning of killing Kennedy."
(Rep. Tr. p. 7839.) The impression that Dr. Pgllack
formed of appellant's behavior on the night of June
4, 1968, was "a picture of the usual Sirhan, not a
plcture of a bizarre Sirhan." (Rep. Tr. p. 7693.)

Dr. Pollack’arrived at thé conclusion that
appellant had capacity to harbor the requisite intent
to select an act and carry it out, and that therefore
515 action in shooting Senator Kennedy was purposeful
and not accidental. The assassination was not an |
"impulsive.explosion'; there was no substantial impair-
ment of appellant's fféedom of cholce. Appellant's

mental capacity was not substantially decreased when

126.

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176

3
e s





