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Deg lHoines, Lowa 50%09
bear *r. Pelin,

I am sure you remember our debate at Vanderbilt Uhiversity toward the end of 1978,

?ou nay remnanber that i was then not able to stand while L spokes ;ﬁas only
recently pub ol tie hospital after suffering the first of a serious of venous thromboses.
1'd been roleased for travel too soone The next morning I could not get a shoe on one
foble hén thiey saw me al the airport “ was single-loaded and a nurse who was on the
plane was brought to it with me. It is because L'd been unwell and required to keep
ny legs elevated that I was not able to shorten my prepared remarkse These medical
prob%yéqélso adcount for both my typing and my writinge !y legs are dlevated when * type
and vhe . L write and thus when T read and correct what I have writtem it is on a clip-
bourd in my left hand, in the air, and L write with my right hande So I along with explain-
ing way ny typing $0 80 poor, as L do with all othevrs, L apolgize for it/.

Lg you may not knoi, despite that and subsequent medical problems I filed more
than a dozen FOILA lawsuits. As a result * obtained about a third of a million pages of

previously-withheld records, mostly those of the vBl. I maket'them freely available to
gll writing in the ficld, along with the also unsupervised use of our copieye. L do this
acgpite knoiing thal almost all will write wheT i dé not agree withe. Several of thosc
_uits uere precedentol and onc was cited in the legislative history of the 1974 amending
of the act as requiring the amending of the investigatogﬂfiles exemption to return it
to the meuning of  the Act as originally draftede If this 1% news to you, then you may
be interested in the fact that the Senator who saw to it that the legislative history is
clear was the sole surving kennedy ﬁrother.

Cont%ﬁry to your usual representation, that those who do not agree with the official
nythology o which you cetribed so yuch are "sensationalitst" as you know from my books
luﬁﬁikfict’myself algﬂst entirei;& to the official evidence, including a not inconsider-—
ublcf}of what you contrived. You agﬁ'least have my Ppst Iortem because you had it at
Vanderbilt and said you then hag régad half of ite. i've just checked the inde#ts L refer
4o you in that book 1% times.L do not recall that any one of those times L had accasion
to speak well of your work on the Coppission bub I have not heard & uybd of complaint
or correction from you.

4o I recall it was about midnight when that debate and a little conversation
fter it endede. That vas oM a ?hursday nighte The earliest you céuld have been home
vas sowgtime Yridaye You then ammoinced that you would hold a press conference the next
day, a Yaturday, and you dide *ou then called for a new investigation. That.aﬁ:%?nmre

detne
then a decade you did the first possible moment after our debate, after I es2d your record



What £ aia
to your face mnrzk’und after what you had req/ﬁ in Post Mortem - and f do hot recall

(2
thet with the fine oppoxtuzuty you had at v

anderbilt you made any protest over what I
Wt wrote or attrubuted any error to it = leads to the belief that there was & cause-
effect relationshipe

Rabbi Sam Silver is a dear friend of my yomthe He sent me your letter to him of
August 10, 199%, Aside from the limitations we both have and are lucky to have survived
ve When werce preparing for guesqaﬂu>Wanted to be with us on the occ@sion of our‘é%ing
avarded honorary doctorates in hux etters for the work we have done on the assagsina-
tionse hen, as I again busied myself witly work, I forgot about what I regard as a{$&§gé£
like evasion and g false description of my work. It is a description you knew was

false when you wrote ite By then Ilum{publlshed gix books on the Kennedy assassination.

Lour words are, referring to mc:hﬁregretfully,ls 1naccurate. ubth those six books giving
vou ample opportunity, ffherewith shlicit from you Jjustification for your wordse I am
asking you to show me any significant error in those bookse At this time I have a
gpeelal interest in thate

Several years ago, when it was clear that the time remaining to me cannot be long,
I decided to use all of that time I can perfecting the assassination record, including
that of the investigations of which you were part, to the degree thal is now possible
for mee I have several book-lemgth studies completed, each dealing with a (different
as pfct and L am now wokking on another. Its title is Inside th: JFK Assassination Lpe
duortv. While it is not possible to be all-inclusive in this, I do treat with the books
of both extremes and L am adding the participation in this industry of the Uommission,
vhich really both got it started and made the rest possible. It was in this connection
tha I revalled your lettcer to Same

I pot it oute You also included several of your QﬁhleSé‘ﬁiﬁEf'articles that stripped
of their sanetimony boil down to @Z amn right because L say L am right:‘I intend to mse
whaél quote aboveg of your letter and what you say in those articles in this writinge
I wiul be uging thig 1et£:br and any response you may meke. L will use whgt you may
éihd in facgimile so that there may hot be any self-gerving accusation that + was not
faithful to it or made any changes in ite

If you do not respond L'1l use this letter and say that I heard nothing from youe

Lour explanatJon to‘Qam of yoié not making any up901fic response to whatever he said
or in cxpl anatlon of your saying I am Yinaccurate, " is as we both know, not in accord
with the facts or with your extensive Mistory of using any and every excuse possible to
get an article or oped piece published and of writing innumerable letters to newspapers
all over the country. I have copies of them that were sent to me. 1ou not ol¥ly do not
"mogspond," you also do not respond@l in what you cannot respond by saying, that I am in-
accutate because you claim not to have times You findfall the time in the world for
self-serving attention in all the media and for more articles or any kind and letters



than any, if not in fact all of your former Commission colleagues. What I au#;aying
is that you could not and knew you could not document your insult to me and to my
wock to my dear friend so instead you resorted to evasion and untruth.

Remenber, I an soliticinlg) y‘izr documentation of what you say and of what you refer
to as my inaccuracies, with the intention of using them entirely unalterede

To'used your letter to sam, in addibtion to in effect calling me a leir and sensat ion-
ket alist" to Me you s@vvral of your self-gerving and I sa,/ without any @ ua.vagat%on
false and inaccurate articles,

In referring to the do-called magic bullet, Commigssion Exhibit %99, and to Govermor
(gonnally g woundsin your New Yorl{ '.L‘&mes oped. ]he%e o?{ June25, 1993, you say that "4ll
the phygicians ;{ho treated e, onnally £ og; his wounds agree that he had. been struck by
Jjuts one bulle?, fired from behind." I goﬁ into that testimohy in the last two chapters
ot ny first book. It was completed in mid—tebruary 1965. What you say is not true and
in soying it you should have lmown it is untrue. Rather than toke the time to cite all
those who said the opposite of What you attribute to them, because that book #fell open
to pages 172 and 17% 1 see There that one of the doctors who treated Connally, Pr,

Gy reEOrYe L quof from his testinony as I report it on the next pageks
"It was ' extitemel ly unlikely' that it could have been the bullet to 'lodge in
fhe Governor's thighs (211376)" "

Un the same page of book I quo#'e h:.m}'{as saying of your magic bullet that in the
official mythology cau.,ﬂl of Connall ¥'s wounds he say% second Hifllet hit him.

Mot onl:y did : r1 Gregor%ther than what you say he did, he also saifl it was not
posgible at the P’;.ﬁ;; in the Zaprgaer film you say it dide

On page 176 1 quoye your testimony by Dr, Shirees Shires, who was in charge of
Yomnally'd treatnél\?u, “omy[x I m(ﬁ? )11', Shav, as not agreeing with the made-up single-
bullet magice Whé/questioned by Allen 'Uulles, who asked if, there had been two bullets

Shaw's rply, contrary to your representation of it, answer ulle; "Yos; or Three"
(411114)

L could go on and on with this but I thﬁnk these are,adequete to probé thatiyou

/

knovongly wisrepregented your own testimony Lo serve yoi;/own purposes an;tjthat it was less

than honeste

By ieh‘dvoxtent references to ﬂr. é‘hire; above I use to call yo your attention what
I believe carmof be accidental midtakes you madee _

'.Lh(’ only ('onnally Tfragmenty you refer to are those "removed from his wrist." in this,

’coa ypur le.m th‘yéther ‘than honrlest. You know very well thaL})r. fhhres attested to
a f amncnt remalmn{r{ in bonnal’%r g chest and you knwo , 100, that there was one in hig
Hnnh. ou do not mention them because it is obv:_ous, as the doctors whos/ testimony
you 1.!8,‘1.1 cpresent did testify, all the fragnonts without them came te more than was missing
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from t}m‘tA’Qagd.c bullet.

You they go intp Hx. Vincent P, Guinn's HSEA testimony knowiné%7 ing- I say E?E;
using-what serves your purpose and eliminating the grim ectuality of what he said, thgz7>
"the fragments removed from Mr, Connally came from the bullet found in thé hospital which
werve ballistically proven to have come from Lee Harvey Vguald'd rifle." This is an
absolute iypossible and |- would appreciate it if you explain it as coming frop your
irnorance of ballistics testing oY iff you said what is not true delibefatcly. ‘hose
as you say correctly "p&%age~stamp weilghty specimens were not capabke of b allistics
testinme iou did say oifkhem that Guinn subjected them to neutron activation ahslysis.

Lou are familiar withwhis testimony and you are much less than honestig'what you
suppress from ite Boequse it is easier for mero report the Washington Post'%story, ;
fior which L prepared george fLardner as best -1 could , anticipating what I correctlf did
enticipate, 1 cite it.Th¥® date of the issue ig September 9, 1978,

Uhal you suppressed, and I submit it has also the effect of lying about his testi-
mon:f\/an“&/'iiyf neans, 4s what IXALS§RAKSER I refer toe

"Guinn's tests also created a new mystery, howewers The fragments the BL tested
in 1964, he told Fithian, have all disappeared. Gpinn s3dd said he had carefully weighed
the bits and pieces of metal brought to him hy officials of the National;érchives laast

car and not one of them matched the f¥agments recorded in the I'BI datas.

"fipe Picces brought out by the Archives did nBt include any of the specific

vieces the FBI analyzed,' he testified. 'Where they are I have no idea."

st this poipit L believe it is not inappropriate for me to cite the Unabridged
Random liouse definition of shyster;

1. 4 Iawyer who uses unprofessional or questionable methods; 2. One who gets
along by petty, sharp practise."

In one of these artciles you boast that know more about the ballistics evidence
than anyone else, dobious 1 best but that is not unique for you. You also use, which
is to ségc)gdhéro with gginn, that HSCA testimony. ®o you do not seem able to claim thgt

it wan through ignoraﬁ;e;that you misrepresented entirely the results of Guinn's
testing and his testimony. Knowing it, referring to it gs you do, I asked you to tell
ne how this was legs than "sharp practise' by you. I o you also if this is acéﬁted
or "unprofessional off questionable methodsse"

_ Yhose tests of 1964 vou legal eagles on the Commission did not even get! I sued
ﬁg;;fhem and I did get them, Anticipating a possible defense you may mske, Neutron acti-
vation anslysis does not consume the specimens

1 also deposcd four of those I'BI Lab agents. Gallagher, who did the spectrographic
examinations and supervised the IlAAs, testified as you say that postage stamp veilght
ig all that required. It measurements he gave it i?;o morc than a millimeters

If as you should have, and if there (s any bagis at all for your boast about both
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A
your knowledge and your expertiseﬂ—if;ﬁu examinaﬂ Bullet 399, which scems to me

to be a rvequiste zegqy requisite for any claim of subject-matter expertise and for
what you say about it g and of course it wus examined and testified to at your Com-
mlSuJ.OI'l and. you ek that Elamer gouge;{ an ever so much larger thail ne.c-
a?f base—ppaciuendy, core spe(,n.mer} ‘g‘ you ll}%kshaws did not even ask him after
seeing it, and you did norfh::.ng to lw\rn why he took so much and what happened to it,
Aj'r(ou did not do what + think is required of lawyers, segn.ng tollt that the evidence ise
pristinc. The need for you to have done that is apparent from Guinn's testimony-~the
part you personally suppress in your selfk/glomflcatlon in this and in other oped pieces.
How an addltlon,al and gide issue I raise with you is did you impose upon the Vrtrust
of the (}'JJD.(.,S) Lou d.'Ld. on 1,he j,ru‘ﬂ ol the people who read you srticle /’che mosﬁ minor @7
criticism L can think ow it ig inordinately boastful and self-servinge
Un deposition Frazier testified that he did not have any special reason for taking
what is so obviously too much, that he did not weight it, and that he did nol know
what happened to ite
1111 come to the direct quote, but you say you are the expert on thos evidencee
Yet the Commissionudid not go into this at alle In all 26 volumes it has not a
sn.ngrlz, roieronce to Yragier's having removed any %qnec:unen/( from the bullet core.
md\;ej, WI g guggest to youe. a sg,ef ~proclaimed expert, that questions had to be
askcd, why sg much was taken, why it was not veigh¥, and that the FBI now
cannot; acdpnt for what happeged to it?
I also got from the I'BI, ag you kny Jo from my publishing it in Post lortem, a
clear photograph of the front of the res;.dent?&,shlrt. Not only did - preseﬁr the cvidence
that j£ was not caused by any bullet, the picturc itself shows the layman, less than
the expert you say you are, that those slits are not and could not possibly have been
caused by any bullet.The wer#. caused by a nurse's scalpel as Dr. Carrico told me and
as I reporti in that booke Is it ‘net- possible that if I couldéee this with the naked
eye that all of you Sherlock ligimges did not see that?
I'ragier and thaneyfelt, the /photo expert, were Commigsion witnessese There
was not a single question asked about this sh:.rtYM:ollar damage that in any v@tx
related to vhat is so very obv:Lous in ite
Wle choved that picture to I’rdzn.er, something none of you Hercule Poirots did
vheu you should have, nnd asked him about ite He testified readily that as soon as
he saw the chirt he had questions and that he referred them to a hair-and-fibres
expert, ihul S% for “tombaugh to do the Lab work and report on ite That
Stombaveh report was withheld from me, but uh@ulg%%u /’Inspector 'x:liasonﬂ with law degrees,
have condj%te\d enough of an investigation to have 1ea:rned of andfhave gotten that report?
Ag yon shopld have and did not ask theobvious questilons about that shirt collar-damage?

Or how the nick on the tie got there? Iou}iam Spades not only assumed it was caused by

l



a bullet-you tolg the pecple that and your entire report is based upon it!

oW the pictures of that tie tho I'BI gave you were described to me by the idrchives
photographer as requiring all the great sikills of the FBI to make them so bad, so
meaningless, But you Perry Masons had the actual tie to look ate

Now, lauyers that you all were, former prosegutor that Specten'was, did not of you
think @ see whether there was a hole through the tieg, as required by that very basis

of your report, that the exiting magic bullet went slap dab through it? There id no
hole in th: tie, Rather is ther: a mere n:i.ck.ﬁaﬁ~ "1;, on the knot, is at the upper left
extbreme of that knot as worne %t the slits you pretend were a bullet hole when they

do not coincide in either leng;fh of their positiens on the buttoned neckband, were not

at all where that nicj( igse How in the vorld, even it those slits wereibullet hole,

could that one bullet go through the middle of the neckband and not touch the tie at all
except fov thal néck at it lxuppei'ﬁftg{t'reme?that is also as far from the center as it could
be and exist at all? .

Lou knew the bullet é!left spectrographic traces in th back of thy fresident'( voat and
jdﬁcet vet with that cndless magic left none at all on either the shé/g'or the Jnot. Vid
:H; not occur to any oi you Paul Drakes to ask the FBI how it could possibly be that the
bullet had the magic required to decide where it would an would not deposit 1:1'aces?

i%t]mse HAL tests that all yo@Wﬁ»m&nagﬁ%d not even to learn about, such being
vour agatha Christie competences, resitlted in the a:dmission that the scrapings from the
ins:,gi}e of the windshield no lof¥ger exist. That was FBL specimen Q15, What kind of ine
vestigation did you condtl{ct if you did not learn that it had disappeared and why?

I eﬁﬁ say more about the resulits of those I'BL NNAs that L got and none of you gave
a d{gsin about but I restrict mysclf to one, ane thal is not new top y% bexause I meport
it in Post Mortem, The Dallas police made paraffin tsts includingto {llif-t the byproducts
of firing a rifle from Oswald's cheek. The lc.st\%_ri.nute effort toMkake nothing ol this
sy the Uommission was to call Yallagher as its last witness, as I recall on September 15-
when the Report had tu have been in page proof for the index in ite. it was only nine
days later that a copy was given to the ?%esident. Gallagher testifed that praffin
paraffing tests arc not conclusives He was not asked the obvious question about that
as should have occured to the kind of expert you say you are, the best af you sayd *t is
a well-—imoz{x)r fact t"f they are not incriminating and to this exteni, Gallagher told the
tgﬁ;h. But they have been recognized as definitive exculpatory evidence for at least
15 yearse

Well a” (Pak Ridge they had a number of people fire that rifles They then made and

to:,;-te,aﬁ;ﬁ)araffin castd, &nd as you saw in Post Mortem, egch and every one of those
hold the nowmal byproducts of firing a riflel I call to your attentiodthat you write Sam
tua - an "inaccurate," in effect do not know what & dalk about,/q_aﬁie_x, lolf al
B

wa‘a/n‘
vou had ind read Yost Hortem. aliost 18 years later, after &k all those letters you-




wrote, after ll f&oue appearances you made on TV, and you then wrote your Final
isclosure: Tng\&aiz/;LuLh dboui the iassagsgination of relsdent Kennedye You have

~

no mention of this in thau booke.Xou have none of what I say about about the damage

to the *vesident's clothing or what you should have investigated and didn'tk, the

,ubukiltubion of othé\gh_$a¥“for the specimens that were removed from the “onnally

vriste Yinal Disclosure? Full Truth? Poes these words app#\/ to you? I suggest your

use of thwse words is Llike love from the mouth of qwhore.

To the E;ggg you quote yourself as saying there is "nothing inconéistent be-
tween Yr, Comally's belief that the secpnd shot had struck him and the findings
of the comnissionees" |

“his is so oubrageous a lie and to your knowledge a lie &ou are gelif-described as
a liar! Iou have become so obseﬁ%d with exculppting youiself you have becomes lost
in it and what it drives you to! You know very well that absultely basic to the bbﬂmlSﬁ
sions conclusions Jéé/l that only the sécond bullet misssed in that mythology. When you
vull sécéthing like this you ave ﬁé;; concerned with connlng people into not thi%%?you
failed to nmect your obligations you are insengiti¥e to your self-condemnation in his-
tory ia what you saye Ur of wha?'may be thdught of Jour chilﬂfén if you have any. }ﬁave
for years watched your irrationdgties you inflict on thq péople through the media that

trusts jou butrthat you could lie this brazenly rcallgfdoés astound mee

.This lack of contact with reality is manifest in the first words of your Wall Street

Jou:nal "(ownterpoint" Fdeco of January 16, 19923 |
"I have more firsthand knowledge about the key witnesses and the physical

evidence of the assassination of President Kennedy than anyone else. I am the

only perdon in the world who has had access to everything in the Warren Commission

files and CIA files about the assassination,"

Tou kaov, as a lawyer, Lthat the most inbortant past of t%é investigation of a
howdeide is the part of the Commiavion's work that Arlen Specter handled, withoqﬁ;m%é
Lou also lmow that Wesley Liebeler conducted more depositions that you did, and as best

L recall, to mention just two of them, he deposed Abraham Zapruder, whose film was so

basic in the Commission's work, and James T, Tague, who was slightly injured by the

/
missed shole How much more important "physica}évidence" did the Commission have



than Zapruder's £iln? and who was more of a "key witness" to one of the three shots
tiie Commigsion admits than Tague? f%; W ufﬁxowxaﬂu(/¢5%¢h4757 o -

However you may torture words to give "physical cvidence" g special meaning they
do not havq;your lmowledge of it cannot begin to compare with that of the FBI that
did most of the Commission's so-calléd investigation for it and all of its Laboratory
testing, ballistics studies, hair-and-fibres examinations all all its photographic
vnnﬂﬁb}bu have Been so irratuonally driven to seek self-justification that you either
lose contact with reality in ssying this or it has come to the point in your obsession
that you cannglt tell the truth even by accident!

I have what + be‘iebo most people wpuld regard as the best authority in the world
for saying that your claimed knowledge of those matters is inferior to mine - the FBI
and its epartment of Justice counsel in my C.4, 75=226, dn an cpposition it told that
court about me, tic plaintiff,"plaintiff could makes such claims ad infinitim @ Since he
_ . o . ' 1nvest%gat;22// .
is perhgps more familiar with the events surrounding the Inwss$igutied of President
Keinedy's assassination than anyone now employed by, the FBI. n(If you want to know the
circungtances surrounding this ozceptlon;éialuatlon by an adversgﬁ;g;naesEIEE’;;/know.)

I used ¥FOIA to get and I did get what ¢t wag ybur(plural) obligation to get ahd
you not only did not, you did nat have either the perso \courage to tangle with the
FBL to get what you knew it had and had not gsven YOl One;of nwuﬁf%unqples is the above-
cited lidA resultse You timid soul§ either never did learn that those tests were made or
you lacked the integrity to tell that to the peoplee That they were made is not to my
knovledie indicated in either the Report or in any of thos massive 26 volumes of sup-
posed evidence appended to ite

All of you gumshoes together are such demon investigators you could not find
pubic hair in an overworked and undercleaning whore house - at rush honr,

"ag foxr thekggurnal's allegation that the Varren Commission was 'less intent on
truth than in unifying the nation,’" you told it, describing that as "hogWasH‘when it
ig the obvious and well-estaboished official fact, beginning with the Commission's oun

outline of its own work. aluays boastful)you then say, "I was one of the people seleg> —
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cted by Barl. Warronfﬂ#ﬁtrading on his name hcre,"fio gerve as counsel to his Commigsione"
You vere not "counsel to his commissione" Ygu were one of the ssistants to him, J. Lee
Rankin, who was its general coungsels

Varren gelected you? Of all the country's young, ambitious and ppwardly mobile
lawyers he knew about you in fes 'oines and just had to have you on his staff? Is this
not what you told the dournal? dre you surc you did not apply for the jobd Or that soue
political figure recommended you for it7?

You quote "One of the most vivid memories of my professional career" in a knowingly
/égﬁ inadequat7&oferenceﬁ to "our first meetinég/aith him, "when he uttered five words I
will never ¢forget: 'truth is our only client'." First, are you saying that in that
"prolessional carcer' of which you boast you'd never heard that cliche before? Come
now, get back on the ground, out of that stratosphere in wlich you float sublimely un—
avare of the spectacle yol make of yourself,

Ho# it just happens, as you know if you hgve my fourth book of the “hitewash series,
%éat noyﬁ of you career-or&onted and minded asngtapt counsels did I did in bringing the
Cormission memos on that meeting tb,&ight. LI do not r{é@cmber one from you in the Com-
mission's files, eithers %ﬁé it seems to me reflects just how "vivid" you considered it
then. Ag you kgow if you have the book, one of the two staff memos I found on that
session of January 20, 1964 I reproduce in facsimile on page 24 and s different one
on the next page, algo in facsimile. Neither of those memos say what you say Warren
said at that meoting, but ol course those two of your former agsociates may not have
found the well-known cliche as "vivid" as you dbde |

What you dovggﬁ say that Varren told you at that mecting I believe most people,
including the j;urnal's editor, would have found much more significant. e as telling
you why he took the job of h.ading that Commission whan he not only knew it was

w
wrong, that he should not, but also because he'd polled the A0 and to a man they
urged him not toe (At that point, in addition to why no Justice should take such a role
on, the j;ck “uby case was hoaded to that Court and Warren would have'ﬁggqhaa to disquali-
£y himself.'fﬁis ig to say nothing about what éﬁby counsel might have argued sbout whether

")U . & N A gt . ° ;
the “Yourt could be considered impartial when its head was so parts, pris, |
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Your former agsociate ,?blvin Bisenberg says of what Yarren '%xen told you what
you somehow then, now or all the time,found lesy "givid" that the cliche. He was
explaining why he took the job when he should not have. The reason, in Eisenberg's words,
is that if he did not it "could conceivably lead the country into a war which could cost
40 million lives,"

That without there havin.g. been a conspiracy? And how many potential advcrsaries
were thore capable of weging a vwar in which there could be so many lives lost? Yo say
nothing about oﬂLher casualties and damage?

Howard Willens' memo im on the next pages. .“e must not have found what Lisenberg
emphasized very "vivid" because he makes no mention of it.Andheither quotes what you say
vas so0 "vivid" to youe

Republican that you arc you cannot and do not overlook the dishonest opportunity
g yoy made up to gb, ol and the same time hold fobert Kenncdy resp nsible for your Com—

oAl ?»«//M :

«

mission's conclusiong and trading on his name, In t}}e course of criticizing Qliver
étone's JIE you refer tothe all;éed and + tell you r;onexisting "fact that Robert

Kennedy had someonc from the Justice Yepartment serve both as counsel to the Warren Com-
migsion and as liaison with Justice."

If you did not kuow this was in apl parts intrue from your work on the Commission
you did see the Lommission's recg‘étds Iuse in the PostA Mortem chapter "Hades not
Ganelot," The Commission started trying to get Kennedy to endorse +the ;ﬁéport it had not
yvet written not latét than Yune, 1964, You were, of course, men of principle practising
the highest standards of lawyers in thise. The t\u’JI; is that “obert Kennody was, and + ttfx)nk
correctly, entitely detached from the investigation of his brother's assassination and he
mgde this clear in the Commission's records + published. he in fact did r_x_gf endg;r/se Yoy

=
reporte. A& minor oversight on your part in what * quote from you? That is not a "question-
a le method," not "vetty, sharpt practise," counsellor?
Because this is so vile, trliing tc make the victim's ‘éllathnr privvy to if not in
sone vay responsible fo? our Conmission and its conclusions -why else do you use his

neme when it is o 1ie§y I am blunt in this )ie.nd tell you ugou are g liare
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If you had done even a fraction of the work you boast about having done and in
'
tlmT having acquired more lmowledgetthan anyone else”, you would have known that it
Was not Robert Kennedy who got that idea and selected Willens. Lt was Micholas Fatzen~
back, then ﬁeputy AG, and L have his records on thate

Tohu make this even vilér in next saying, "Robert Kennedy wanted to know who
ki];ed his brother." Who didn't? What smidgeon of Jq;a proof do you have to use his name
this Ws‘xj,, as I quote your words to the gournal?

He was ond he remained gtetached from the investtigation and he not only was
not involve?g.n your Commission's wor) your own records L pubiished and. you have make
it elear that he intended to preserve that detachment,

“n the light of this truth, the truth you shpuld have know or you could not
decef‘/’fly or eithically or morally say what you say, and especially becausSe you are of
the party that opposed him, + think that what yéu do here is sgo dirty it cannot be cone

vy W »
demned mere—than—ie possibie?

Have you no shame?

Yn Y1iver “tone, by the way, it was L, not you, who began the criticism of him, I
did not oppose his malking a movie or saying ify it what he wanted to saye. I épposed it
boecause in announcing it he\cigsribed it as non-fiction\.{/%s not sufficiently informed?“
to do a nojfiction wovie about the assassination and as Ifgq-zssu:ed hin in advance of
his shoobing by several months, that was impossible if based on the Yarrison and “arrs
bookse

I suggested that ii’ be exposed to George 4ardner of the Washington Post, not you.
I gave “ardner a @W if the script tha"" had been maided to me and access to all my

~ wn clprk j ko
recurds, L}élduing particvlarly on garrisoy/ﬂéx even worse offense by him L blocked at
Tr'y request ol several on rliSyétai‘f when they failed,

j_j go back to one of your earlier livs, and * mince no words, it was a knowing
and intended lie, to cite what is a publiz record and is not as specific in m3;¢ books
as it e\)(L]ter vas whenI got a copy of thgpress conference of two of "theﬁ physicians who

treated" President Fennedy. “ou refer to only those who treated Uonné}y to tell what thé



3l dtself makefé a lie of as yol| should have Jmown because . the firgt copy o it L
got from your Uémmis:sion's file and reported in my first booke You say of the bullet
that hit "ormaﬁ%{y, and you say there was only one, the bullet that you and your dom-
mission said was from the back, the one you both said exited through his neck, shirt
collar and tie, the singlg-bullet fabrication you continue to endores in these articleaf,
what those doctors said the exact opposite ofe

- \ lalcoibm/

At that press conference ?fz\s goon as they cleaned uf»Ur\ ferry, the only
phsyician who had occasion to examine the wound in the fdrnt of the President's neck-
he made the 'Incision throuch it for the tube to assist breafhing -was asked three times
if thal neek wound was caused by a shot from the fef front. Three times he sin;d _;L_t. was
anl all three times he was confirmed by the hospita]}(]s chief of neurosurgery, lUr. “emp
Clack. The AP carried that, the New York Limes and the Washington Post,\'ﬁnong most if
not all the na‘tion':; papers reported ite

This of courses is youyéuqdc-ur) history oi that magic bullets You say it cauue7q g0

all sevefy non-fatal wounds on bo \,1‘1 victimse The FBL and the Secret berv:.ﬂe?luagreed
before your Comission got starteg and from the records L have)never changed on thise
As the five-volume reoox‘EWLBJ ordered of the FBL the night of the assassination
and. is Commigsion Document 1 in those files, could not be more expleit in saying,

the first and third of se admitted shot hit Kennedy only and the second shot hit
Vonnallty onlye

Theve is nothing more essential in what the Commission cpncluded and is in just
about everything mpibu wiite thapf the single-bullet myth Arlen Specter made up. Without
tha® ‘here is not any lone gunman. [hese words and your renegeved endorsement of that

ryth are The last words in ypur letter to Sam, _[f ‘ou say thisg in difieLnt words thatm
nean the s:me thing in yout ?:mes oped piece. dbove you words gaying it the $imes has
this subhead: "llie single-bullet theory is solid." ‘ou wsefl these words in the Journal
article you sent Sam with your letter,"lec Harve:r Oswald as the lonc;z‘/—— gUNiaNess '

Tou coul%ay this beg@use each and every one of you lawyerg shoukd have]xmovm

what you suppressed from th.s/\lol')ort you asgistant chunsels wrote your own evidenee @?
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that proves beyond question theitm‘.t vas impossible. I, what I will say I do, and I want
you not to be under any misapprehension about this, believe it established "ﬁz%% gtharp
practis8 and is the use of "unprofessional or questionable methods," the words of the
definition O"f shyster. If as anclieve is not possibke you did not know what I“g?nto
from your LVommission work it is in my first book you have to have to justify in your
own Wia&:teg{ and. ebsessed mind what you say of my writing anqj it is in Post lMortem,
which you do have and & did you did reade

Secret from your *{eport; is the ek that the Commissiqn hdd the NRA produceg the
comtbry's very best shots. «"tlll were xa@yl! ‘\;master." The Bswald rifle was overhauled and
tl'lt(‘;;/still could not make the sight ¢wrk. Lt was noT made for that rifle, which was not
intended for a telescopic sighte Th%r hag to shim the sight to be able to use iteTheir
tests for you were at the aberdeen proving Ysounds. The test conditions werc rigged to
mako it easier to dupicate $he shooting you attributed to Oswald. wﬁo, by the way,
uag in your own records evaluated by the Marine Corp officially as "A ?{‘ather poor 'shot.'"
The clevation wis halfl that g%lity, and the steeper the shot the moydifi‘icult it
ise ﬁla'ii nade it easier, Thet shot from rugged paltffams rather than from behind a windew
the s111 o which was onl{;/ about a Q&)t from the {loor, wit B all those cartons avound
ite Wheir tarpgets vere fih/ed in the ground, which gave them all the time in the wordd
to adjust. wd, of course, they were not m%and there was nn f ully—leu%ed live
cak tree in their waye BEven then, not one of these country's best shots could duplicate
the shoobine all of you att dbuted to Oswald! This is in your own testimony, the testi-
moy of Konald Pinmonss It is in ny two bookd I cited aboves

And it is not in anythineg you ever wrotc in your veritable torrent of misrepres—

entation of the truth, of the grim rcalitye

Referring to this as shysterism is, * believe , to praise it, it is thut un-
conscionable,

hgain Ifask, "Have you no shame.?" Is not what you say and were part of worse
for the nation than dven Melarthyism?

, . - Y ; .
dn what you said and L q}/otc above in which you seek to give the impression that



you are he worlds best expert in "the physical evidence," which those tests are,
by the way, are they not? you say you read every word th CIA had.

If you did not know that was neither {true nor possible when you headed the Ribcke®
feller Uonu:rlssil(ﬁ)/'s vhitewash and coverup, they you were/{not even as good as a Keystone
K)p as an investigator,

"he first of those CLi records, and they are restricted to Oswald only, that
the Cid deposited under the 1992 lav &t the National Archives, was 18 1/2 feot thicke
That means about three stuffed file cabinets. It had and has ever so m%h nore, but
take Jjust these three fileé cabinets of record§:could you have read them and done avny‘ching
else in meny mo:]ths?

In my FUIA legislation I got about a third of a million pagese L kifow how long

it takes just to read them, lcave alone make the notes that are indispensible i} any
use made of thems

Again I ask, "Have you nof shame?"

But what @ you do with the records you d}i_q. get? Fc'brs‘c off the bat I say you
suppressed the CIA's e\lr?lence that disproves the Commission's made-up "solution" in{terms
of the shooting as captured on the Y Zapruder filme Using it you(pluruﬂ said it
shows that the Yresident was hit by the first shot at ai“ame 210,

When I reprinted my third book of 1967, ‘(ﬁotogz‘aphiﬁ; Hhit‘.ezx-:ausi{:{.11 1976 I used,
gome of your Rickefeller Yommission records you suppressede (pages 294£f)

You got from th€ CIA'g Nationathotograplﬁ.c Interpretations Center, and I quote

its honduritten refercnce on page 299, wheredl I_have your record in fagsimile. They
gave you "the four photo briefing boards made from the ﬁapruder film of President
Kennedy's assassination.”'i‘h% gave you a tabular frame-interpretation, typed in six
celunns: releting to%ur of the panelse Notl a single one says that any shot was fired at
Frame 210! and without that your* port is a fraude ¢
7 - amﬂ,y

They gave you a written, columnary version of their conclusions, these of LIiFR
nagazine which bought the Zapruder film rights and o{ "Other Posgibilities."

Vheir interpretation is that the fi st shot was fired at Frame 206, The last

colum sgys the same thing from "other possibilities", 4t that /b';‘ame the President and
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his limousine were completedly ))plocked by, itnv:i.sible) thgr]zgh thal densely—leai;ed live-~
oak treef.
“his is to say that the natmon's best photo~interpretation§éxperts say your
“eport is impossible.

The records f publish in facsimile are copies of your Rockefeller Cokmission

wderstood it alle. So I ask again, %Iave you noy shame" when you suppz"ssed this from your
report?

}%’ou have o great time without "Rosetta Stone" canction cowming from your first
book. *ou soy that thu'mﬁ.ipit killing is this @osetta Stone of the JFK assassinatione

ng, personally made the time-reconstruction case the Commission used to et

—_—

Uswald to the scene of thut crime in time to do ite. I published what I say wibhout
comaent from you and L said it to your face at Vanderbilt, and you could not wriggle your
vay arobund ite Creating condition favorable to your preconcpetion with no valid base

for ‘tllé?/ even then you could not get 5sv1a1d there: by the time you said he, Tippit
vas chot!

tnd if that if not "Rosetta Stone" enough, in this yoh supprseessd from the

weport a docwnent you had and I got from your files, the affidavit of T.0'e Bowley. If ydi
by any remote possibility missed thal in your bpasted-of mcading of all the Commission's
records, which means 200 cubic feet of them & did you invent s peed reading ?- L published
it in facsinile in wha’ you have and read, Post lorteme D&n'y‘tako the time to use the
index. JL is on page 49%.

Your @ommission special:iih'zed in having as file copiles hict disproved its
conclusions close to illegible copies whelY in fact it had legible originalds. .4An carlier
illsutrdion of this that I also pub[io‘shed in facsimile is the handwritten memo with
vnich becretl Service agent jghn Joe Howlett forwarded to Washington the night of the
assagsination a cepy obf Zapruder's filme In it he said that Zaprdder told him he
actually felt a bullet pass over his right shoulder from that é'.fassy ¥nolle In and of

. . . K < ‘.
itsell this disproves your &port, you had 1-{1 on file, you did not ask either Howlett
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or Zap%;Lr to testify to it-you suppf%%ed it from youré?eport and from your deliberations
in preparing for that Reporte

Vant a veal "Rosetta Stone"-here it is!

Lour file copy of the Bovley affidavit is close to illegible. You should
recognize the number 11 at thoe bobtom of thai‘affidavit as an FBI numbering they used
in collcetions of records into volumes, Because + pinpoint you, personally, in what I
wrote, ingtead of giving you my typing that I regret cannot be any better L attach a
xerox of that pages ihile the text of the Bowley affidavit from your files in pretty
poor, the foBrncte I added is quite lqgible. In it I accused you of suppréssing that
evidence, that affidavit. I said that you said that Tippit was kibled at 1:15 because
"Domi%go Benavides reported the killing over “uppit's radio 'at about 1:16 p.m." (Did
you not/%gﬂﬁg evefif that a bit tp make yout case?) I then say, "Yet Benavides hagf told

Bolig that another man had placed the call" a¥d I cited the testimomy, at 611444 Now
this was your area. L then say, "That man, T.F.Bowley, was never questuoned by the Com-
migsion and is never mentioned in th;ragggtReport."’(No wun%er, huh?)

Bowley looked a hig watche ffe was on his ﬁay ﬁ?¢§§éﬁtﬁld wife upe Lt was fxfx
then 1:10 pei, and.lzppit had rleady been shote ‘That,‘f I then say, menns "Oswald woué?d
w?ﬁld have had no move than 7 minutes to walk almost a mile to the scene of the crime, nn
imposs;biiity asl?elin vas well aware. What bettgyéeason for Yelin to ignore Bowley
and pretend the killing took place later?"

L vent into thig earlier, again 10U from your “omnission recaf’d/s, i.A)f'The
“ippit Hurder'chapter of my first booke “n ut (pages5) + get into your personal timing
by beginning it earlier than the evidence permitied. TthWas to give §SWald more time,
wan't it? and I qybte your own time reconstriction as taking 17 minutes and 45 seconds!
QPage 56.1 Bven with your hoked-up begipning time you could not get Oswald there to do
it, in your own figures, not mine or Bowlex}é, until z;o minutes and 45 second after it
was on the police radio. Which nobody could get to work for a while a%d that affer
wippit vas alrcady killed! . ’

Here is you real, the only real Tippit Killing Rosgétta gtone and you, per-

sonally made it and you, personally misreprrsent it entiredy in your "solution" to
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the JIK assassination!

,Afxck “onnett woyld inavo e%ed you!

L have herein limited myseli to only some of thwt you foisted off on the ';}imes'
and :Yourxml's trusting editors and through them on the still-suffering poepie i you flo
not believe it )comc or send someone to go over my files of corregpondence, 1t should be
clear to you that = have evef greated possibili’calrijut aside from you)’/endless rumning off
at the mouth without regard to fact and truth, you are not at this stage of my life worth
ite *ou have the impartiality and dependability of a Judenrat and in ouy society that is
close to the role in which you w4st yourself, Hobody held a gun to your head of threat-

\
ened your family and you did not yourself face the gas chamberse But you did kiﬂaljfhe |
truth and you intended to kill the t;éu7trmt}1'?ﬁ§1 in gour obsessive quésm for Windication
and with the record yar made, of which ] have onlf/ a part in thisg, vindication for you
simply is not possiblee

Yo matter ljow you twisiys, distort, misrepresent and lie, you;/record is there in
other than your less than honest version of it and you a;'e going to have to live with the
trush, not your fabled version of ite

Lou toja my friend Sam mag that I a?j ny work are "inaccurate." I am nov 81 s An
cerdous impaired healgh, L've written this off the top of t}}e head, and I soliwit from
you refutetion, from your own evidence, of what I 's;ayv s0 ?‘rom your own evg}dence.

L sugpest it is well past time for you to learn to keep your mouth closed and
no‘/u(,lmnage your reputation even more and just %to live with what you dd.d\%%/ rather than
try tu persuade the world that yeou did not do ite

Bver boastung, yoW%;/to Sam, am you have t0 others (without any mention of

. e soWiOYE p
any Fax la.s) that,"All royalities from it(your book) lmumskemh set aside for charity.
that is a pretty tricky formulation, s2unsellor. Doe%t means that you are getting inter-
est one it? And it it is for charity why in the world did you not give it to the charity
y;?u/ have in mind and let them get the be%it of it rather than setting it aside?

\fo ‘4/ ave proud o. that, huh? It makes you unique, is that what you are saying

in your boasting? Well, vou are not unique. ‘ou are a suecesmﬂj lavyer, a man of means
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conpared witf/\ mes L dif all the work l've done with no sypport, with no financial
cgpptributions — and da I Jave tou tell you the cost of filing more than a dozen FOLA
Juwsuits \.\%me of which werc stonewalled for a decade?—and althﬁ;ugihf usuzlly find no
occecasion to mention it,what you are gping to give away is pea.nuts, rancid peanuts
bein;; their source, compared with what I have. L have deeded all my work, the rights to
all ¥ work, all those third of a million(reconts T got from the government and ally
my .ork with ®&5n and on them plus our property) to a local small college that is also
cne oo the best by the US Hews annual peecr evaluationse, Aside from our house we have
S+ acres where it is not easy 1o get a blﬂc{dine; lot for $100,000, The college already
has thoce of my records L camnot now use, Yhis includes, by the way, another of youv
Judenrat-like Tailures whel you headed the Rockefeller Commission and were supposedly
investigating the CIA and what it dide Frabk Ulson was a local scientist who was kuﬁiled
' A /,
by vhe CIA when it slipped him, Wi thout I_{s knowledge, an (@"\k’rdose of LSD, & k%-: one
of" hig song, both of whom are proi‘essiongls of outstanding reputation, when he was a
ine boy in high schoole So L got what records the"CIA dislosed. It is not possible to
read thom without seeing that it was responsible for his death and that its own in-
v}c:::f,'tg.(lja‘tion,:of itsell was a whitcwash and a coverups 48 you shou.lLd have seen in the
1‘5:»:)(;1? redently, after the exhumation oi his body a¥d carefull and detailed examination
ol it by outstanding forensic experts, they concluded while they did net find a case of
/‘ﬁturder they could teke to court, they have no dqfubt that he was murdeped by being
through /
'l;ln'\v oh Wragh’a hotel window from 12 stories upe With'ouj" your investigating, it ab alle
s1though I do not expect any reply from you, I will respond to rﬁfy denial of”
any nistake you allege and *~ will use a.y response you make in facsimile,as I will also
%1}1(1)*1; *‘uha'}i'if you make no response. - intend this as a divect challenge and we'll sce if
you are mail enouzh, professioilal enough, informed as you boast you are uniquely informed
if you do responds
I regret thut reading and correciing i roalJ.:t do feel sorry for you,

this will take some timee /J )
s
/

Harold Weisberg



