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andom thoughs and notes on the cllp

Dear 3ill, these a
2 a0t t is & UPI story snl resembles the L

How cen pictures snd ~reys show that the shots csme "from behind snd shova", as Liebsier
iz quoted (UPI) as ssyineg? The Report says the non-fatal wound sitruck nc bones. The
wound in the Tront of the mneck wes cut awsy before the pictures were faken., Therefore,
unleuss Liebeler can prove thset the Xrzys show both the path of the bullet snd its
entrance and oxit snd thes plctures can show both the sntrance and exit, he csnnot be
other than d snd wrong.

///,as quoted in this story, Liebeler delibsrstely misrepresents the meaning of the handprint
&
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on the i ssible part of the rifle and svoids the tousl absence of any other prints
on the we ne znd the Heport sllege was fired durix

e

. * the ssssssinstion and for
é shich he and i(

ullaw no time for the wiping of prints. Thet perticulsr h=ndprint wes
entified ss "old" by Jsllas Yolice Lieutensnt Day, mecning it could not
on »b@ rifle &% thet time. However, it slso proves thet the rifle wes

b tm“wnr snd holding prints. Further {as "BITEWASH II reveals{ Lt.
efused the givse the ¥BI 2 statement on his hendling efid "llfting’ of this print
both snd the Commission allowed him fo get awsy with it. The Comuission,
lesst, could have com-elled him to %estify or punished him for not doing it. This
print d4id not come from “the bottomside of the rifle, but from & part hidden &nd made
inscciwble by the bobttomside. It came from the part of the berrsl that is protected from
prints by the bottomside. There is no evidence that the rifle wess dissssembled thsat day,
ag thers is no evidence that Oswald had it in his possession or used it thet dey. T
sre sssunptions made by the Heport snd Liebeler in the absence of evidencs, of even
disreputsble cherascter, the sbsence of evidence of eny kind or nsturs whstsecever. 1 %
is & smsyple of the lack of forthrighteess with which those participsting in the
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om-ission's work snd since then defending it spprosch truth snd the quest for & solution

of the crime.

h belar ssys the sutopsy report "showsd”™ those doctors who wrote it wuld not

3¢ not say. They equivocsted snd conjectursd and crested hypothethises snd made
sunstantive chsnges in the aubtopsy report to meke it ssem as though the short cseme

from above znd behind, but *hey did not%, as Mr, Liebeler says, declare without question
thet 811 of the shots ceme from sbove 2nd behind. Yers this even trus, it Would not
prove thst 2ither { aw&ld fired them or that they csme from the alleged =ixth-flonr s
sniper's nest in the Pepository Puilding. There ars & number of other buiddings from
which they could more readily have coms,

Liebzler's sugrestion thsi the plctures snd Xreys be sh wn only to “sn indepsndsnt
psnel of pathologists™ is but & further effort o evade. Those %o vhom these pleltures
and Xr&ys must ba shown sre those most intimstely femiliasr with &l o the evidencs

; &tnézed the cese cuite probably in more detsil and certsialy with
thes its spoleogist-psrticipent. The kind of vanel liebeler sesis
unending search for whitewsshing.
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an sbsolute snd unquestionable lie to say "that the Werren Comuission 'has not
ssed sny evidence of sny kind'? in the investigation", unless, s=s i
5 iebelar here agein hides beshind chesps legelistic devices. Thers is the wost
nsl kind of evidence not in the Keport, not in the psrts of the ‘‘eport for
g had responsibility, not,to the best of my knowldgg in the 28 volumes

4 pot in sny of Liebesler s public statements either, inchuding things
hin the field of his respBdnsibilities. I chal lenge him to dispute this,
does, 1 ch-llenge him o do it to my fece, ¥ f.urther KIXKXE ﬂhaileuﬁa TREK
i to declered publicly thst he did not himselfl perticihpste the the ”L"ﬂva%sxﬂn o
evidence fro. the scress of the gehersl public
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“ibeler ascerts thet the fleport's "ecenitral findir gs are
ests of time znd history". this is arr-snt non
exeminstion. "lo% one ol them c¢an survive the exss
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er getting & copy ol the bonk {for whi
d) haes fsile to ac:ent my challeonge ths:

WAREEH R PCRT and Liebelar personslly, a2f%e
he gusrantes yment but hes not yet paid
he disrpovs thosk references to him.

in th Tene Bleke story, how ¢sn tbe TA Times expect the stulents to " sualyze
the avidence on both sides" when the Comuission staff, psrticularly “esley Licbalsr
85 nam b # that staff, saw to it that so mouch of the evidem ¢ on "the other ’
of the record snd is not there ot be gnalyzed,

Lisbdéder is notxfrzmioef "freak" in "sdmitteding” thet this stidy wss
by Inguest snd Fush To Fudgement. Thi“ is, in fact, contrary to the truth.
makes Liebaler into s hero, which he is not, ond 8&fp;l$lﬁ&lj enough, Rush '
ment does not even mention his neme. Tha boek Liebeler fesrs and wil! not men

ok thant chalienzes his personszlly and whose chsl lenze he refluses to accept,
VHITSVASH : ?nrQR“ ON T WARREN RIPORT. It is this, my book, thet spefifie
asy ‘

nerrors’ if this is whet they sre, for which Liebeler is personslly resp
specifies what avléenﬂe wes detsroyed in those parts of the case [or whi
wes personally responsible, which soecifies whet was destroyed and what
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Lisbeler is "sppaslled@": Thet then should those of us who peid him to once ond
for a1l be st his menumentsl .fsilure which he now deceives us about.

Clei ming he has found distortions snd misrepresentations in Lan's boox, Ligbaler
lant akout HITEVASH, Yet on July 19, 23966 1 geve him the roferences %o him in
~ge by p2ge, end chellenged him to show me a single missistoment. He has

£

failed %~ do sce. He cennot do so now. He will not even iry.

if W@ytgin hss, as Liebsler says, hss since the aprears:
to shendon some of his contentions”, is this rell

e i i
eélticn mf Tneussty It is now, I Epstein has been convinced
ers wort v of shondonment, it iz bscesuse they were wWrong, anc

influence on the content of the erroneous Zpstein work than L

How dsre Liebeler say thet what is noe nesded is impartisl work: Is
whet we were to expect from the Commission, from its Report, and from.its
counsael, of whom none wes more importsnt then Liebeler, and of whom none did

Tiehelerss references to "evidence in the record not entirely r
text of the Jarren feport™ is a gross dsception. The truth is Thet ihe
irportent evidence in the record that is not 8% 8ll reflected in thse
or not, ss Liebeler says, "That ﬁoesﬁ’t mesn it wasn't counsidered". H
ions sre grester than Liebeler’s,
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ould lixe Liebeler to list snd describe what he ceslls "workin oaperst ol
+the Comi «ion whose sudden declassificastion he now yprodicts gnd upon what basis he
- o o

is prodicstion. I oshould elso like bim to give their identification in what ls
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repressnted as o bibliogrephy of the entire files of the late “omnlssion. I am unswere
of any such listing snd I bought just this bibliography from ths government,

Is he esking sudfants to go to Dellas and subject themselves to physicsl & 3
now no longer doubtful. Is this whﬂ@ their-perents are sendins them %0 the vnive
of “alifornis for, end .for Lisbsl er's commercisl tenefit in his projected book:

Fow dare Liebeler say that the suudents will be sble to intervisw the 1
when these ssme pathologists refuse interviews to enelysists not under Lé*hel@f’ﬂ
% o 14
suspicies, when *“Pv f8il,to snswer letters, when one is, at lss% #evort, in 'ie

"Lishelsr s sme€ific tosk for the 'arren Com ission was to write the chayt
desalin~ with Oswald's background and possible motives ~lus sbout one Tifth o the

chaptsr on possible consvirsey.” lf Liebeler told Bleke this, then Liebeler

lisr. for exsmypls, Liebsler was resconsible for the interrggetion of witness
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cage. & very good exasmple os

es. Heere he was if not the cause of the destruction o
varty to it snd in 8t lesst oge case
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iis is the éntercogation o
e

the
of svidence
g knowing party to it.
nropagsnds sng
Lisbele

r's mishendlin~ of the photogrsphic testimony for which hse, v
the whitewssh would not heve besn possible.

s eowies 1% 5y
& 5N l&.g

about the evidsnce,

3
The listof 16 questions he seye he wil! sssign to his students,

aside Trom
deception conteine in them, is & good beginning point
r himsel? %o come clean, for him to debste with those who know
I would be dslightesd.
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