Dear David, 2,6/90

Hore is the rest. 1'm sorry it is harder to reud and correct single-spaced but
1’ do tﬁat to meet my own needs and limitations.

although I am certain it is more than you wanted, while I was at it 1 wanted to
make an archival record and to to have to do this a second tine for that purpose.l
hope this does not make any problem for you.

Reading this kind of to me really evil junk is unpleasant. I donlt mind the
cribbing and haven't for years, although early on I did. - did not note all that I
detected in this. Nor do I care about being called a commercializer of this great
traged% and I wasn't and couldn't bg by a whore who winds up saying he is entitled
to commercialize it.

It is because there is no reasonable doubt, “‘core knev exactly what he was doing
and intended doing and that he will be deceiving and misleading all those foolish enough
to buy his book. ot foolish. Unfortunate.

The average reader is not usually in a position to evaluate what writers say
on this subject.

and it was a turning point in history.

If anything is unclear, and aside frow my expression if you are not familiar with
the literature it can be, by all means ask me and 1'll try to explain, I've made a separate
file on this and will keep it on ny desk for a while do I'll be #ble to retrieve it
easily and rapidly.

if he responds to ny letter with anything that might be of interest, I'll send
you a ®opy.l sent it to the Fort Vorth post office box on his letterhead.

Meanwhile, if you see anything that wight be of archival value, I'd appreciate

8 COpPYe
Best wishes,

Y

Harold Weisberg



Resumed 12/4 Reading page 93 made me wonder when FMoore actuakly wrote this bock -
did he as a boy, in 1975%

In going after Thompson he says that Thompson cribbed what he wrote avbout the
shooting from Ray liarcus' The@ Bastard “ullet, a little-known monograph of almost a decade
earlier, two decades for Moore.r’roof? loore never needs any and never has any. That he
says it is instant proof. As below on this page, where he says“Wthere yere no shotd fired
from the knoll," and not a word more about that. He then equates what Thoupson said with
what all critics said, which is false, Offi course no citations in this "definitive' and the
only "definitive" bool., He does not identify any one critic by name on this,.

How little he understood the literature is rerlected by his picking on the shooting
to callithompson a plagiarist. What'7ﬂompson really did crib, without credit and presenténg
it as his own vierk, is from Whitewash II. bLvery document he refers to as "according to a
document recently discovered at the National archives" in fact he got from Whitewash IIL,

In his childish approach, in disputing the allegation that four shots had been
fired, he asks, '"where did the other bullets go?" Whether this rupresents his assumption
that @1l shots fired had to have struck a body or not, one possible interpretation, he
can't both be familiar with the Commission's testimony and some of the books and not know
that a number of witnesees reported seeing shots hit the pavinge.

Using a 1967 book on the shooting sinply is not honest - in 1990, Other books of
later dute aleo go into the shooting, as do earlier onese

Moore needs no proof and, naturally, offers none - he could not both offer proof
and write this book. He says no shots werc fired from the knoll or the ltecords building
and doesn't say a word in support of this - none being possible. For him it is enough that
he says something. The hell with proofs. This is also true for what follows, "all the shots
which hit Kennedy and Vonnally came from the sixth floor." To say this and that all shots
came also from that one ritfle requires some reason for the reader to believe that it was
physically possible for Oswald to shoot with such accuracy in 5.6 seconds - which many
authentic experts have tried, some for the Commission, and none has ever been able to do.

He refers to what he sgys Thompson has been saying "in recent months." Thompson has
had little to no interest in the subject since his book appeared and unless sought out has
to the best of my knowledge said nothing, devoting himself to his nev business of investi-
gations and writing other books. In the sume graf he identifies Thompson as "a spokesman
for the aritics on the Sixth Floor audie cassette, which visitors can purchase,.." Nobody
appointed Thompson as a spokesman for the critics, certainly the critics didn‘t, and if
Moore's pals could do no better, find nothing more recent or definitive, they indict them-
selves as historians. lloore is the kind of authority, the kind of writer, who asks no
questions when they need to be answered - like whon did Thompson say what is on that
cassette and under what circumstances and for what purpose., Moore needs a straw nan so
he makes one.

in a footnote, again reflecting his lack of understanding or his dishonesty, he
accepts McbDonald's phony book as non-fiction, says he wrote lic¥onald and got no reply.
He does not say when, of course, and it would be remarkable if he'd gotten a response for
this book becaufe it would have had to come f¥om the grave,

On 94 he does into Popkin's The Second Oswald, without telling the regder that

f%pkin himself described is as a critique of Lane'q,hpstein's and my tirst book, which was
also the first book to raise the existing question of counterfeiting of Oswakld before the
assassination. Moore pases this off as some publicity-hungey people in Dallas but some were
clearly responsible people and it was not in Dallas only. That Topkin's books is short is

for Moore justification of his criticism of it. It covers but a single aspect of the assassi-
nation but here is Moore, 27 yeears later, with all that has been disclosed, doing a book
thatfwith ample padding, such as taking an entire page for each chapter title, pretending

he encompasses the entire, enormous field in this the only "definitive" work, in 212 pages.
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The man has no shame, «nd he made no such comment about his authority, Sparrow, whose book
in infinitely §maller than Ropkins, in page size and number. He does not make the legitimate
criticism that all Popkin did was reprint a lengthy article he'd written for The New York
Review of “ooks and?alljit a book, which could be considered an exploitation. But if he

had, of course = assuming he knew with regard to either - he'd have had to say the suame
thing about hig authority, Sparrow, whose pamphlet ca.led a book is his article for The
London Sunday xEmemyx Times,

If *oore were the only literary whore exploiting the trapedy - and this is a work
of literary aMd political whoredom for an adult - it would be shocking, I can't remember
a single book that is as shallow, as incompetent, as entirely unsupportem by any evidence
other than the author's word - and as senseless. In about half of it I have not come to
a single sensible, reasonable or supported statement or argument,

In all of ioore's verbal garbage abmut ‘“opkin and others who identified theémselves as
Oswald there isn't a single specific here about any of th: others, (nly vacuous state-
ments, silly questions, and dishonest arguments, like that Oswald did not have and had no
need for curtain rods for his room. The fact is that the room had no rcal curtains, only
transparent tissue-like curtains. Black Star took and I have copies of pictures taken the
day after the assassination in that room @f the rooming—housé}?utting curtains in. But
noore who teuches "motivation" needs no reéasearch or knowledge. ffe heeds only his un-
supported vord.

Moore next geos after the French correspondent, the 15?6 Feo Sauvage(95) in a single
paragrgﬁh, whence he goes into #~ifton, identifyingpim as a first-generation critic, which
he was, but with his only book coming more than two decades later, which is hardly first-
generation. Saying he will prove it later, Moore says ‘“‘there is no ballistics or medical
evidence of a sec?nd gssassin." That will be the day! He can't prove this and all the evif-
dence % and to this point **oore still hasn't i@ld his reader what the basid evidence is -
that no man in the world would have been anle to fire three shots from that rifle in the
time permitted by the Zapruder £ilm and the ofiricial solution. Of the many readily-
available disproofs of Lifton's theory lMoore picks one up from another book. He -dacks-the
perspiccnity.xhénghat he does mention, the Sibert-0'Neill FBI rcport on the autopsy, on

which Lifton bases his entire theory, in the very paragraph lifton uses there is the dis-
proof of his theory.l i 47 supp Vesged Thul and ATivic ilpem' b amnent v o

th’hﬁs criticism of wLifton is the best to this point in the book, suffering only
from incompleteness and lack of knowledge of the fact that .ifton contorts and invents.
Yet he errs(99) in tuking as his own the argument of others not credited,that the Dallas
doctors never turned JFK's body ove.r to see the back, particularly of the head. If the back
of the head had been blown out, as Lifton and later Groden and “ivingstone allege, that
would not h«ve required Jturning the body over to detect it. More, as Moore does not say,
thowe doctors did, by héd, examine the back of the body seeking evidence of wounds that
needed attentione. ¢

Hoore next goes into Graen (100). But in discontinuing for a while at this point
I think it not unfair to note that with Hoore(having, ostensibly, gone into the shooting
and the medical evidence he ignores the publsihed work that igét the least most extensive
on this -mine, which he has and read beginning 15 years before he published. Instead he
has straw men of his own selection. w.ater I read farthur and the straw—mv device con-
tinues, as doeg his false pretense that what the critic he criticizes says, what all other
critics also . VWiith regard to my work, we'll come to where he overtly plagiarigzes it
and tries to disguise th:t, successfully for most if not all potential readers.

In his criticism of Groden and his caauthorg he has a sloppy and careless way of
going into the question, was Oswald actually on the TSBD steps at the_Z}mg_of the assassi-
. C LS Qﬁx . .
nation and the shirgs he and f'ovelady wore. ffe does not describe either #nd this also is
not because he didn t know. He quote: 1ISCA's belief that the shirt quite distinctive in

John “artin;s film is identical with that on the man in the doorway in altgens. lte does
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not tell the reader that Yartin's was 8um color wotion pictures or that it was very
overexposed or that Mrs, QOVelady described to me and I published much earlier the
distinctive shirt in which he is seen in the “artin footuge, large red and black
squares,ané‘zﬁax In the Altgens picture no such ﬁ%;&éﬁ%e 8 visible, Instead the pattern
that seems pretty cleur is a grass-weave one. e knows these things because long belore
Groden et al I published them. “et he ignores this to be able to criticize all critics
with his incompetent criticism of Groden et al. It is so shoddy, so inco;petent‘

refers in his footnote (102) to a Eovelady beard. He says it isn't but he doesn t say what
it is, the reason he omits mention of the over-exposure., It is accentuated shadowe

He next criticizes their use of the photos of the stacks of boxes (10%3) and in

so doing says that at the time of the assassination they were moved that afternoon by
newsmen. The moving began as soon as the police were there, and he has had no question
%?out such police procedures, de:troying evidence at “he beginning of the investigation.

-ontinuing to make a big thing of his own reconstriction, which included making enpty
boxes to arrange as the policc photos show they were not arranged (104L he says he '"sat
on the box in the corner and aimed a stick out the window," the stick representing the
rifle. There are real problems withﬁ}ﬁ;s that he ignoresé He 'bg begins by saying that
"Tom Dillard's photo, in particular,umiuex was of crucial value." he does not say that
the newspaper photograp gas more than 60 feet below and that his pictures can only show
what was visible at the windowsill and some of what is higher insade the building near

the window. It does not and cannot shoy ¢ Jbox that was sat on. On this, the last of the
plctures he inserts between 108 and toa,d%e one that he staged, with himself stnading
rather than sitting with his stick:@-qﬂg e can't sit because his own reconstrudtion does
not include any visible box for sitting/én% if it isnﬁt visible it could not have duplicased
what he says Oswald did in shootj é?”hdafone} entirely unidentified, he suys was taken
the dayd of the assassinationg~"ofFwdich the only box that could have been sat on made
shooting while sitting HXﬁZimpossible. He also cropped this contemporaneous picture not
to disclose how high boxes then were piled, and he did the same with the one he staged./iy /7
They apflar to be higher than his head, which was not thc case 11/22/63. The "crucial"
Pillard picture is published in the official copy of the Warren report on oage 67 and
no boxes other than one barelty visible on the windowsill are visible! On pag.e 80 the
f&port has a picture of what it describes as "the shield of boxes arounff sixth floor
window"(pagé) and they come up only to the middle of the window, three boxes only high.
With neither the uppermost or lowest boﬁ(in his staged reconstruction and his staged
picture of himself in it, Sherlock Moore has at least eight boxes visible! SEE // A ysrT

There are other obvious defects in his reconstruction, not the least of which is
not specifying how far out the windowm a rifle would have had to be at the time of the
shooting, whether or not it could even have been used by an assassin sitting down, as it
could not have been, his omission of the testimony of the man on whom he depends, Howard
brennan, who inisted he saw the assassin standing, which required him to have shot through
two pines of glass without leaving a hole in either, whether his stick duplicated the
space taken by a rifle with a scope on top of it, etc. He refers to "tracking" JFK but
he does not say at what point, as in the Zapruder film, this was possible for the first
time (aside from the thickness of the wall and the windowsill this was more than 60 i
feet in thqnﬁgr) or whether he could do it at all while sitting down. 411 he says it "Ié%e
sat on the mek (the one not in his own picture and from which it is not possible on the
contemporaneous picture he prints) and aimed a long stick out the window." Did he point i
at the moon? e does not say he pointed it down at the street, to where the limousine
wase.The reason is obviouss it is not possible.

"We know from photos taken during the assassination that Connally was seated some-
what to Kennedy's xkmht left...." He doesn't say what photos and the reason is obvious:
it is not true. He has two pages of Zapruder frames, ¢w 12 in all, and in three of the
first four Connaly is clearly directly in front of JFK, perhaps a little to his right.
But even if what he said were true, it still does not explain how s bullet going from
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‘76 better understand how dishonest he is in this regard, especially the nonsense
of shooting while sitting on a box, see in the official copy of the ieport page 99,
Exhibit 887, and pages 138 and 1%9, Exhibitsb3o1 and 1302, I, his part of the "recon-
struction" the FBI agent (perhaps Shaneyfelt) did not even try to sit on a box and the
impossibility of that is apparent werc he to try to shoot downward. kxhibit 1301 shows
glearly that the "shicld" boxes come up only to the middle of the window and the "sitting"
box that is also in 1302, was at th: time of the assassination also too far awgy from
the window for anyone to sit on it and shoot. Probably the limo iould have been invisible
to anyone sitting there. Then, compare these contemporaneous gictures of the official
reconstruction with the one he staged, reclly phonied, referred to on 11. There can be

no innocence. This is deliberate misrcpresentation, deliberate dishonestye.
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rigﬁT-to his left (and upWard) can then get so far to JFK's right that it could enter
Connally's body under Connally's right armpit. aside from other changes in angle.

He says thaﬁ{as the bullet struck Connally he was turning to his right."
This, had it been true, which it isn't, made it still more impossible for the Commlssions
ﬁhllet 399, to have exited Kennedy and made a turn, like an arc, to et into “onnally.
No, I'm wrong on what the right turn meant. He does not tell the reader that Connally
and his wife suid he twisted in reaction to his hearing the first shot, but that would
not be compatible with Moore's "solution" which, half-way through the book, he has not
given the reader. He talks about Connally's gnouldy as though that is what was hit. The
actuality is that the Zapruder frames he prints show that Conmally's right arm was down
and permited no bullet kntry into his bdﬁﬁ without going through it, which it didn't.

He rambles on, still restricting his criticisms to, thoge books that advance theories
and avoiding those that do not, ~ike Whitewash, from whidh wﬁat he next goes into and
attributes ti “ifton \106!, the prescnce of a#’man behind thc wall on the knoll in Willis'
fifth picture. I published that in ¥hitewash and his deprecation of it, attributed to
Lifton and “roden, makes no mention or the fact that when the technjcal lab, ITEK, made
an analysis for LIFE magaxine, it co.firmed my observation, that a man was there., again it
has to be asked, when he knew what 1 say above, is it honest for hin to write as he did?
To omit what he omitted? I think note

He is still after Groden and High Treason (108) with a pretended criticism I'm
aure he is serious in making, but it assumes what it has not proven or addressed, that a
shot canme from the front of didn't: the authors "never get ayound to explaining where
the bullet mmmkd that hit Kennedy might have gone if it didn t hit Counally." The obvious
explanation, which is what the actual evidence is and the Dallas doctors said in reporting
that JFK had died, is that his anterior neck wound was from the front. Depending on the
precise position of the car and the time and the relationship to other cars in the motor-
cade, it could have exited his back without striking the }imousihe (and Virgie “achley
said she saw an impact on the gtreet), it could account for the f ragments found in the
car, all or some, and at the angles stated by the Commission, it would not have been
entirely impogsible for it, had it entered his back, to have struck nothing else in or
on the car and to have just disappeared in or beyonﬁi“ealey Plaza., It is easy for a man
#ithout scrup$e to ask dlshfbest questions when he has as hus audience an uninformed
readership. )

4

Hig ingsert of pictures follows To a large degree they are not directly related to
the assassination or its investigation. The first rour are @chamltz. f%a could for exanple,
have had a vieu of Oswuld's shirt, eben the one shown in the Martin film, too, instead of
some of this schmaltz if he wanted to prove his case or dllubtrate to the reader.

The fifth is$ the fiftiof “llllS pictures and he begin/hls overt cribbing from my
Whitewash II in the caption, where he says thut Aoid "in the Zapruder tilm, one
can see Willis has taken his camera down frouw hig eye by fyame 204~ so this photo must
have been snapped at about frame 190." &nd the luatter also comeb work, bas ﬁ ;
whatL observed at Frame 190 and elseihere in the filu, £ # 41 {08?)%y¢f)VVJUfy LRt /)

However, it is a straightforward lie to say that this can be seen in Yrame 204, +t
is not ;g;;fthgre at all!I'm pretty clear in uy recol.ection that Widiis is out, of frame
in 204, I discovered that he had taken his cumera down from his eye at or rea%y is doing
it in Fmame 202 and having taken the picture is walking into the street, crossing the
curb, Yhis is uniquely in my book, to the best ol my .nowledge, becuuse .t do not remeuber
anyone else cribbing it for hiw to steal it from them. &nd he is aware of this because
of a footnote that follows.

in his description ol tyame 228 he says "gost rescarchers think JiK is then reacting
to his first .ound. The truth is that this is what the Commission skaid and he kiows it.

8, ofrering ng proof, none being )03>iblv that JFK Pis zesponding in fright to a
gﬁe?éﬁ "first sh%+ " hls néxt frame is 220 and he says that JIK's Rhandfs are rlu§ﬁg to
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cover his face." False. His hands never get that high. They never got any higher thanLvhere
his wound in the neck was. When he gets to 4 255 he says, a§ he does loter ily the text, 7
that the limoping had been and continues to "coast down Blm Street." +t never coasted and
as soon ..s the driver recognized there had been shooting he sped up to the degree that
overweight car atlswed, ¢ /], ’

AVE includes the version o:' the autopsy body chart he learned about in Post liortem
but rather than credit it to one he criticizes he made a request for a copy of the
Archives and credits it. It was brought to light, as he knows, and first published in
Post Mortem, which he had and uhere he learned of it.A%e then has the fiction to explain
away what he describes as inaccuracies when they were not, wertaccurate, that the
"diagram was never ntended to accurately represent the wound locations." What in the world
else is an autopsy for? His explanation is that "it w as used as a worksheet during the

autopsy." That isn't even good fiction. The workshects have as their purpose use in
preparing the autopsy procto¥ol and of making a precise and accurate recordys of the medical
facts. .

bekow this he has a very small print of an FBi picture of *lhe front of the shirt, a
5bmmission exhibit./fe says, incredibly, that this indistinct view of' the front "bore mute
testimony that he was first struck in the back, not in th.: neck, as the Warren “omnission
claimed." How this shows a shot to the back, fortunately, he does not try to explain. And
there was much more blood on the bacybf the shirt. None of “his means anything with the )
body bleeding so profusely and the fresident having fallen over on his side.civd f*‘ﬂ/d/j/bryzq

He next has a mishmash ¢r Bullet 399 flanked by two shot into cotton for retrieval.

He says that the CommisSon was tyring not to show the Xxike flattened side of 399. “his is

fulse. The pictures it published do show that and it was testified to before the Com-
Mission, What he fails to tell the reader that the bullets are unblemished, which is not
possible when they allegedly struck bones, many oif them, He does not cite S4 Frazier's
testimony about 399, that if it had struck coarse cloth or leather he'd have expected to
find microscopic marking from that and he found no microscopic marking at all. After
a bullet struck JFK's nexk, depositing five fragments, smashea Lonnally's rib and deposited
agﬁood—sixed ffagment there, smashed the bones in Comnally's wrist and lett still more
fraguents, no microcscppic markings made on that bullet?

Under this he has the skecth used instead of a picture to represent the alleged
rear wound./{e suys that Because " the President was leaning forward when he wa struck
by the second shot (one has to presune that this is his concoction, which he has yet to
go into, becuause the @omuission siys it was the first shot), and the ac’ual wound of
entry was lowers' Yhis is 8illy. The position of the body has nothing to do with where the
bullet hit it. That comes from how it was aimed and fired. It was mispositioned by the

mmigsion because it was misrepresenting “he medical evidence, He could have said where
this wound was because 1 printed thé death certificate, for the first time anywhere, in
Post Mortem. 4t the third thoracic verterbra.

His picture of the TSBD is, he suys, minu® the lertz sign, as it was in 1963, What
he fails to say that the landuwarks that could be used in photoanalysis, tho:se two road
signs, having been moved right after the assassination, have been entirely replaced.

The last of his jdcture inserts is of a newspaper story about him. The type is
too swall for me to read without a magnifying glass, as it probably will be for wost. It
begins by quoting him as saying that he will be president of the US and that in irder
to be out of college in an election ycar he'lt have to "skip his senior year in high
school.”" He was more arrogant and self-important as a child than h& is now, much as he
now is™ and the photo for which he posed has him reading-Whitewash.

On 109 he asks a contrived question, are the critics he names of more ability or
superior, or smarter than the Commision and its stuff? The question is wHere the officials
honest, not vere the critics able to see what the officials could not. They knew. They could
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avoid knowing. He then asks can we see what eludes others? I did, for example , in Willis
5 and the relevant Zapruder frames and in other pictures.f;his is not becauffe the others

did not see it. They could not admit seeing it and issue a political report that dis-

regarded its own evidenc and misrcpresented fi#7it did not disregard.

He then asks an irralional question, why after 26 years have we not been able to
name a single name? Why should we? I, for example, and he uses my name in this phony
questjong, never pretendq/to solve the crime. I addressed only how the institutions,
including the Comnission and the I"BI, worked. That entails no es I did not give,

Why should anyone have to solve the crime to prove that the g erﬁ%ent didn't and din't try
to? He also spys we didn't find a single bullet not fired from Oswald's rifle. *his is

a big lie and if he'd asked me, as he could have and should have before saying I didn't,
or if he'd had any interestin the records I got under FOI4, he'd have found in the FBI
records thatv[ in fact gave it a bullet found in a “ealey Plaza planteé,/r and that several
others also gave it bulleti.*t dismiseed all by the ningequetur that rupresents a pre-
conception, nﬁt an investiéﬁtion, they would not hgve fit in Oswald's rifle. Precisely

the pojtfi, of course!

]
He gsays we produced nobody who saw another gunman, I didn t but others did, and
were ignored{

e s§§s we also did not "provide concérete evidence of crogsfire and conspiracy."
I did not q@iﬂress crossfire but I surely did conspiracy.Aﬁe either does not know what
conspiracy is or does not want the readey to know. Tt is a combination to do wrong with
an overt step in pursuance of that combination. If the crime was beyond the capability
of any one man, there were at least two, as rcquired for there to have been a conspiracy,
and the shooting sure as hell was an overt step!

£y / o

;ﬂ?concludes the chuptcr with a libel (110),"What should not be tolerated is the
all-too-evident ability if the critics to create their own fortunes from the ignorance
and remorse, of the dmerican public." He got so wound up he shed the wrong word. Fe did not
mean what he says, that the american people regret their owt wrongdoing. He mwéant some-
thing like sorrow, exactly what he in this book triee to exploitjaéj

Aside from dqgﬁsttrating that he is a first~rate son-of-a-bitch in this he is also
irresponsible and quite wrong. Most of the critics lost money and only a few made any
kind of profit, even less if the cost of getting ready to write such a book is considered.
I stayed in debt for yecars and did not get out ol debt from profit on my books. Most of
the other books did not get any resal advances and not enough copies were sold to make the
sublishers a profit. Until @ifton's 1 doubt if any books made any real profit other ki
than “ane's and possibly Epstein's, his costs of preparing being his education's costs.

< calyy s
But how does Moéé knoﬁ? How can he know?,?% déegh,t. He is just the kind of rascal

who makes up what he wants to have believed and doesn’t give a dman about fact of truth,
(4 . -~
whifﬁ also applies to this booke.

He is also petty. He makes a bil deal out of the Efoden-bivingstone migsspelling of
Moorman and himself misspeilers Grodens first coauthor by omitting the capital letter and
make the name into a noune

* #* *

Hy wife feels up to searching her "dead" files relating to book orders in th:: base-
ment and as I write this has found tvwio letters from licore that 1'1ll attach. One leave it
without doubt that he consciously cribbed frou my norik in the theory he later developed
and ig the supposed basis for his book. Un this, in the second graf of his 3/%1/T5 he
saygx%hat voman who appeuars in the Zapruder film ag@ interested him, "it doesn't appear
possible to have taken it late.. than frume 207, this fortifying your theory that the JFK
hit was earlier than 210." So, he had read it in ny secont! book and remembered ite

What appears upsifle down at the top is what my wifle typed on the order form he
requested, usgﬁg & carbon paper so it would appe:r on the back or his lotter. I did tell



him how to get the pictures he wanted,

Pending 4il's completion of her seurch, which means going over every inqguiry and
every response for two ye.rs, and that means thousands of pages, all I can say is that I
have no recollection of this correspondence but that I tried to be responsive as + could
- be, The 11/19/75 letter coincides with a reverse in my h.alth and from the note L put
on the side it is clear that my wife responded. I had been hospitulized and the first
venous thrombosis was diagnosed and treated and L had been released too soon for travel.
I'd flown to Nashville for a debute with David Pelin and the stress on the aftfected leg
was such that I could not get a shoe on the next morning and when they saw me at the
airport single-loaded me and sat a nurse next to me. So I probably wrote fewer letters
for a short period of time,

Lil has completed her search and all she found is the enclosed copy of the article
on him that he uses in the book. He called to my attention that he was holding one of
ny books in the picture.

The printing on the left side of the 3/51/75 letter is the order form he sent, bent
over not to obliterate the letter to which it was stapled.

/rem
12/5 1I've written to ask yewto provide copies of the correspondence I don't have,

(5=

This morning I continued reading, through 174. I also noted that in the cﬁpter I'11
read next, on the President's head wound, he has his only footnote to lost Mortem, to
page 626, That does not in any way relate to any wound. It is the first page of the
small section on Yuri Nosenko, the KGB defector, that I added because when the book was
printed it would have had that many blank pagese Sp, he has gene into the medical géidence
without any mention of Post Mortem at all and to the point I've read, without any references
on this in my earlier books.

The chapter on Connally's wound is extensively dishonest. This is taking more time
than 1'd like, even for a record for history, so more and more I'll not be remntioning
what seems less significant or appears to be redundante

His chapter VII is titled "Rictures Don't Lie" but he is wrong because people
like him do make them lie. and he does. b (LR AT S EXTRAY pr e, oM SIS

S e SNy

118 He says the numbering of the Zapruder film begins at "the onséff”ﬁﬁ&%ébe"EE_Eiy
mean by that and whatever yhis may it is not correct. The film begins earlierb\as the
limousi%e astarted to turn onto Elm Street. He does not say who did the npmbering. FBI Sa
lyndal Shaneyfelt did and he numbered, beginning with the first of the 4% frames the
Commnission asked ¥&ks LIFE to print” fo¥ fhe origonal footage. He says that beginning at
about Frame 190 there is something odd, here Jimited to Phil Willis' daughter Rosemary
in the background. He credits this to HSCA. Hé cribbed it from my books, which he knew
is what led HSCA to go into that. Elsewhere he refers to indications of a shot at that
point and that also is not attributed to my work, in which he first read it.

119 and elsewhere, und he makes much of this, he says that atriwme 225 JFK is raising his
hands "toward his face." BElsewhere he says to'%rotecé/his face, His hands never got that
high and he has invented this to suppoet his own theory that he has not yet set forth.
Below on this page he says JFK had and for a period kept his hands "in front of his face."
He also says that in bending forward JFK was "straining against his back brace." I used
to wear such a brace and it dones not prevent bending forward. lMoreover, JFK is not
straining to bend forward in any event. He vas merely reacting to having been shot in the
neck.

120 He ways that LIFE paid Zapruder $25,000, no source cited. It paid hii much more.

121 He s.ys that the ﬂmghes film is the only one in whichzg¥ one timSQit is possible
to view the Presidential limousine, The ook Pepository huilding and the sixth floor
window."lly recol'ection is that this can be done in theAQronson film,

122 fde gays that HSCA did not have the opportunity to reviev the fronson filme This
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is to apolgize for it for what it should be condemned over. It failed to get from the
FNI what 1 had alrcady gotten from it which, among other things, led Gary-”hck and Barl

(3011 to YBronson and getting his film. He does not mention the extensive, about four pages,

Dallas Morning News storjes on this film, with about two pages of blowups of frames.

He says that HSCA used thés filn to show that the shirt Lovelady is seen wearing
in it is identical to that on the man in the floorway he suys that critics said was
Oswald. Me knows that this began with the press and anyone can compare the Sltgens picture,
which 4 have blown up in Whitewash II at and on the inside cover with the accurate des-
cription of tha actual shirt given me by lrs., Lovelady, added when the rest of *hoto-
graphic Vhitewash had already been ﬁginted, at the end of the index, and decide for himseif.

Tfe footnote on this page says that David Lifton "discovered" the Moorman picture.
It was not "discovered" by any of us. My print of the one he refers to is from a wire
service and is one of the two clearest known, JXHKE Tink Thompson's being better, according
to the experts to whom Gary flack g.ve it for enhancement, The first extensive use of it was
not by Lifton but by Ray Marcus.

123 Much of what he says about the fifth Wiliis slide is obviously cribbed from ¥hite-
was II, although the zany conclusions he draws from it’gétaniquely his. I refer to the
time Willias snapped his shutter. This can be wrong, depending on the interpretation of
what he also says, th&t in a letter to him I said that YM1lis had tgken his camera down,
before Fraem 205, Yhis was long «fter he'd read that booke. Nat having that letter I can t
provide context but this is not visible in the film as projected. Tt is evidence in the
exposed film between the sprocket holes that is not seen on projections #lthough not the
way Moore phrases it, until after Willis snapped that picture, in reaction to having
heard a shot, regardless of what moore says, it wal not possible for Oswald to have Then
seen JFK to shoot him. =

125 Moore is so intent on being critical of critics he makes a fool of himself all

over again in saying in ‘the footnote, relating to 1hompson,"there is no such thingé as

a 'pangjicularly clear cony" of the Moorman photograph. Underexposed, grainy, and mig-
handled, @v even the original is not 'particularly clear'." With the passing of time
fbluroids can deterié?te in qualinty,asd Me does not say when he saw it so he could form

an opinkon, but it has t¢ have been quite long after 1963. However, photographic copies
dgere made conteuporaneously by i think UPI and Thompson& and mine are quite clear coupared
to others the existence of which is known. I+t is nok generaly known and the FBI is keejding
it eecret, but it made a photographic copy ¢t the time of the assassination. 11 loore were
less of an instinctive know-it-all he'd hive made less of a spectacle of himself in this
book, regardless of his purposes in writing it.

126 Flogging the Moorman picture on the critics still he says we "seem to see what" we
"want to see" in it. Ft seems to me unlikely that, living in the area, he is not aware of
the work Jk White did on this picture. +t clearly shows what ldoore suys we only imagine,
a man in the background on the kholl.

Chapter VIII, "The Huse investigates,"135 £t

136 He says that before hSCu went out of business it asked the Department of Justice and
the National scademy of Sciences to "review'" the accoustical findings. It made the request
oi the I'8I, which declined, and the Department asked the li8S because it is n¥t subject to
FOIA so crities could not get its records. f have this DJ record and others relatin: to it.

139 He quotes me as having told him in cugust, 1978 "that the committee(HSCA) was 'Weing
very selective about what they present'." Perhaps these are my exact words but they lack
any context im which 4 spoke theme. Frou ny few and varly contacts with tha HSCa I was
convinced that it did not intend andy real investigation and did intend to support the
official stories and so, before the date he gives, I had nothing to do with it.

be next says that dﬁénown to us¢/ the committee was about to throw us "3\22p of
sorts." Unknown? It is the crities who gave HSC4 a tape of the poiiig broadcasts he is
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talking about, either Mary Ferrell or Gary liack or bothe

S

142 "Oswald's rii'le required about 2.3 seconds between shotsees' Fal/éi This is the
best time made by the sl and is not apvlicabél to non-experts, which Oswald was. The
rifle also mm hung fire on occasion and he does not allow for that eilther.

"No physical evidence suggested that another assassin exmsted." The physical
evidence of the number of shots attributed to Oswald, *“he tine required for that shooting
in the Zapruder film and the injuries to the victims are among the items of evidence that
prove the assassination was inmpossible for a single jerson and thus was a conspiracy.

143 "Neither Gooden nor Mack ever bothered to check the original dictabelt...'" Nor did
Moore, because it was and it remains inaccessible.

144-5 He attributed & profit motive to 3lakey in doing his book, with another of his staff.
He does not show that they made a profit and there were other motives whether or not the
pretendedly omniscient Moore was aware of them..

Chapter IX, "The President's lieck and Back Wounds," 151 ff. although he had the full text

of the reports of the autopsists and the special pahel convoked by the DJ, he avoids what

there ig in these reports, made after ezaminatiﬁg of the autopsy film of both kinds, that
disprove what he says as well as the Warren Weport.

151 "Dr, Perry did not communicate with the doctors whopperformed the autopsye..

until the day after the assassination." It was the other way around, the autopsists had
the obligation to communicate with Perry and others and they did note Thus, "the doctors
in fetheada did not know, and could only surmise, that the site of the tracheotony also
marked the site of a bullet wounde." IFirst of all they could because the two panel mentioned
above detected this from the pictures. They also did because admiral Burkely was in the
bethesda hospital and at the autopst, and had been in the Dallas emergency room when they
worked on JKK, Moreover, in this once again loore is a liar, plain and simple. He has the
Siberts0'Neill report in Post Mortem (534) and it says that as soon as the body was
unwrapped "it was apparent that a tracheotomy had been performed."(534) %ﬁ@oore did not
have his own copy of that report. &=

152 "The doctors were denied permission to dissect the track of the hullet..." another
lie, They diﬁld not, as a matter of law and Havy regulation, be denied this permission
once they had permission to perform the autopsy. The actuality is that they were ordered
not to do it and they should have ignored that order as improper and illegal. He also suys
that this report, which means he had it and still lied, was inaccurate in stating where

on the Presijentsback that wound was. They were not inaccurate. 74 ¢y deedd

He says the critics, meaning all, including me, "maintained" that the bullet was
"some sort of 'kow velocity' shot." This is another lie, as is his insistent reference to
it as of high velocity. Perhaps soue other obscure critics had this silly notion but I
do not recall any. Most of us, unlike fbore, did not lie about what the ¥3I's experts said,
that @asof its muzvle velocity That was a medium to low Welocity rifle bullet. Those with
more than twice its muzz%ﬁ velocity are common. I am includéd in his misrepresdﬁtation and
that certainly is not trw/of any of my writing, all of ehich he has. (The velocity is
reduced by both passage through the air and by impacts on solid objects.)

153 "Today we¥ possess that they did not have - a careful, thorough and uhbiased view
of the photographs and x-rays of the body." Dull/and he knows it. There is no better auth-
ority on precisely that then the Clark pahel, and the first use of it, in 197%, was in
Post lMortem, which he has.

He then goes into a cock-and-bull version of the woggds with the least probative
sources, not trusting even the Commission. He misrepresent s the autopsy body chart as
never intended to be taken seriously and says we critics had nothing else. From his
having Post Mortem I can properly call this a lie because from it h?,KHOWS I had Admiral
Burkley's death certificate, which he has yet to mention. HE SaXs THA' afy pDLK@Tﬁﬁi;x
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WOULD HAVE HAY mo/bmnxxm/boumrfmﬁmfoF’THL CaR YEf’LATLR, PORGETTTNG THIS CaNakD, HE/safs
LHpT i Betgner pecture shows the President's back, which means a shot frou the front
‘could exit the back above the back of th: seat. He also lies in saying that most critics

no longer believe there had been a shot from the front and cites “roden as the only
exceptional7§ knows from my work that &:always believed that and repeated it in Post liortem,

154, His gccount of the damages to the President's clothing also is dishonest and again,
having all that is in Post liortem on this, makes no mention of it. Post wortem is also
the only book from which he could have learned that the rresident was wearing a custom-
made shirt. (155) e syys the wound to the President's body "struck no bone" whereas
the two panels I refer to above reported, as I recall, five bone fmagments at the necke
(156) He here also says that the tracheotomy "obliterated" the front neck wound but the
Clark panel could still see it in pictures wmade hours after the Dallas doctord mem
surrendered the body and when the “avy doctors should have perceived it. "Most critics
are, forféd by comman sense to agree that th¥ holes in the short collamr wwere mmsim
cadbd by a bullet.ﬁ/I have not kept book and this but can {t think of any after the first
books of which this is true and he knows from Post Mortom that I don't. Yn this, it is
quite dishonest for him to make no reIerque(to what is in Post Morten on this, an
account by the doctor who oggde ordered it 61%the use of a scalpel on the Bt tie, thCh
alone damaged it and the shirt collar. Which &s also -and i ignored in the Lomm1381on s testi-
mony.

157=  He quoteys Qr. Perry as having daid at the press conference at which JFK's death
was ajnounced that the throat wodZd "might" have been of entrance.,ﬁe and Dr. 6aer

Clark repeated that it was of entrance. The transcript is available and Moore should the
the news acoounts of this available. He t goes into a silly acoount in which he con=
jectures that the short collar and tie were so tight they caused the bullet wound to

be as dmall as it was. Dr. loore is by now an all-discipline authority. He says so himself,

158 duthordty that he is he is quite specific in stating the angle of'Zhat he refers to
as '"the shoulder shot" when it was in the back "entered at an angle of 19 degrees and

42 ninutes, Nf& 43 of 41 minutes, mind you! How does he know this” Fpon his personal
"on-site test" that, quite obviously, did not involve any shooting.

159 JFK " would have reacted almost immediately" to this shot, now "in the back" again.
False., #ccording to the Commissionds expert, that wou.d be true only if bﬁge had been
struck and Dr, Moore is the eminent authorltijho says none was. (Un the next page this
same authoriity has that shot back in the should“Again.)

In this remarkavly dishonest book, to this point this cheg;el is the most dishonest,
and in ways that cannot be explained as innocence or from ignorance.

Chapter X, "T&e Governor's Younds," 165 ff.

165, "Stnce the Governor survived -his- wmMmigand is still alive today, it is not so much
a question of where he was struck by the assassin's bullet, but whefi and how." “his is
another of his honiﬁéequeturu and is entirely false. That he is alive is immaterial because
he was examined with care and the observations were reported and located and because his
being alive. and not believed by Dr, goore, by the way, has nothing at all to do with
When and how he was}spdi%. "Where" is indispensible to any single-bullet theory, the
government's or Yr./foore s, which he s8till have not provided.
"Connally was riding directl®y in fron of the President." The same eminent authority,
ﬁrr, Hoore, has already said he wasn t, and his entirelt; and still-withheld "solution"
depends on this,

166 There were "a maxumum off only thirty flrames dg;er Oswald's view o: the limousine was
no longer blocked by the large oak (167) tree at frame 210¢.." False. The entire official
account on which he depnds never deviated from alleging that for the single Frame 210

there was a gap in the foliage, after which the foliage again obscure Oswgld's ViewWe
167 "Phe bullet struck GoveVnor “onnally in the back bensath the si ﬁfﬁ Ty" False and
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*xhmasgiX  he knows this is false, h%}hough it may be indispensible to his and the only
"definitive" solution and book. Connaly was struck in the right armpit, .hich is not in
his back, even for thg}convenience of so iwportant a person as Dr. nporee (i, ,should have
noted that at the Lootm of 168 he presents as his own work what is not, thé¥g:houldef
drop" by Lonnally at Irames % 23768)

169 "It is vital to the critics' case to prove that this single bullet, Commission
Exhibit 399, wasn't capable of producing so Lany injuries."(ue doesn't count as high as
seven so he did not say how many?) This is fulse on twvo cqunts., First if is up to the
government and its supporters to prove this and they didn 't and can't and in fact the
critics did, meaning some did, including if i remember correctly, me,

"eeothe nay=-sayers have taken to calling the stretcher bullet by ancther name,
the 'pristine bullet'." almost all say "almost pristine" and we did not originate the
viord, the Commission did, perhaps after the FsI, I'u not now sure. I am of the Commission.

4nd by this time the low to medium volictty bullet has sppeded up to one of
"extremely high velocity." Is he this itmorint of the area of his pretended expertise,
this dishonest, or both. Of this he continues, on
170,"Thi§ lack of information is a dleliberate omission on the part of the crities, " and
he says *hompson is the only one who even "made note" of it. I caB't be certain about all
the others but I think this is fulse of the serious ones and = knk‘ very well that it
is false of me and that he knowsq;t is false of me. I have not begun to refer to him as ¢
a liar all the times he lies, mqping says what is not true knowing it is not true, but
this can't possibly be an accidental mistake and I'm sure none ol the others ieoThe nuzzle
eflocity, meaning actual rather than as enhanced by “r. moore, is in just about all the
00KS, -

i ¥
He says the back bullet struck no bone in JFK, He knows this is a lie from the
panels' reports in facsimile in Post Mortem. Five bone fragments at neck,

"The possibility of a tangential strike" by this bullet is "unlifjely since the bullet
continued to follow a straight-line flight path despite the sideways entry." The last is
another non sequetur and the rest must depend on some od Dr., Moore's arcane science in
which he developed a bullet with an arc or a circle for a flight path. Quite a man?!!

He suys the bullet emerged "intact largely because it was turned sideways at the ; )
monent of ipwact with Connally's rib"( aka hisfhoulder blade?), and'f}gggg nearly back- /4.
wards when‘ﬁe hft'the Governor's wrist." &nd those heavy #hone:; made no maxk on the back
end o." that bullet? There is no end to the marvels of this new sitience imvented by Dr. Moore.
The bu%let smasled that rib without lewving even the tiniest scrateh on the side of the
bullet: &nd neither this nor the wrist ;mpaet removed an . umetal or left anghark? Naturally,
he needs and cites no authority. Me £an t because it is in all parts false,

"eo. the only lead missing from %99 is sonething on the order of two grainsg. it is
missing from £o bottom (sic ) ef the bullet, where the soft lead was squeezed out of the
base by the glattening action" of that demonic rib. Well, first of all, mor¢ than this is
missing because it was removed by the FBI for tests, allegedly, although it took much more
that the tests required. But if merely sneaking along that rib squeep:¢ the buliet and
flattened it (much less than he says having been flattened, and that only at the back end),
how did that end, the end he says hit the wrist, manage to deposit so many fmagments in
that wrist, a matter he does not mention? w«ould the wri@é not have flattened it sonme ##
when there was a dire¢t impact on it whereas it in his account merely slid along the rib

and was thereby flattened?

171 Theve is soqﬁthing wrong with describing th?‘bullet as relatively pristine, with
only a slight flatfening at that end, but it is pnpfeetly correct for him to refer to

it as "relatively intact."ldhich is not all that different. e says it could be in this .
condition af'ter it "hit" both men. What he does not tell the reader is ggat it struck bonfe,
which is hard, in b&%h men, in three places in Connalyy, while causing’even wounds,
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Ghaptér X, "The Prusident's Head YWounds,", 177 fﬁ// where the critics are "literary
Qhouls," not applicable to him, of course. “he evidence of the Kaprduer film is ghoulish,
except when he misrepresents it, and the critics are (178) "like circus perfommers." The

hing that does not interest critics, of course, is evidence. Thus.¢he refer to._the head
and the wounds to ite He then launghes into idfton, “ecst Lvidence, and Groden and‘hivingu
stohe, High Treason. I anticipate I'll disregard much of his criticisms, some of which
may be justified. I'm writing now as I read it for the first time. He doesn t use the
auffiopsy film they used because "I choose to honor ethics..." @ Aying is the best way to
honor ethics, and to write false7about otherq is another. %o is fabricating & knowingly
false account of the asqassination. Dr. *oore is not only the master of arcane sciences,
he is a philosopher, a moralist and a man of honor and ethics. 4'e says so humself, So it
has to be true, no?...The critics now became "the tasteless mob,"who "feed on the bloody
frenzy they have so successfully generated. " How his eminence has become " a historian."
Goes to show what a seven-ye:r apprenticeship as a trik show host can do for you. dlong
with a little teaching of motivation.

{
/9e says that "nothing in the autopqy'photos aé/(—rays indicated even one shot from
the front," but then how could the Clark panel see it in them, that there wus a bullet
wound in the anterior necki “e has their report in Post Mortem.

His sources are not firéf-hand, perhaps one of the reason so many he did not invent
are not attributed. He says th: critics can't read i-rays and in a footnote, in this
aection én Lifton, says that one critioc said that Dr. Wecht couldn't wead X-rays. That
critic was Lifton. 4Rl 04S T

179 Because he can't he asked,Dr. Lattimer to do it for him, (EE%timer having seen them,
4nd he then quotes two grafs from what hattimer wrote hin. With his footnote, which
appears on 184, reading, "Weisberg, Post liortem (l'rederick, laryland; self-published
1975), 626.," Yhis is where my Nosenko section begins. Gotta hand it to this master of

all disciplines, he sure is careful, precise and accurate.

180 In criticising Groden and &ivingstone for iivingstonegs tape -recorded interviews
with some Dallas doctors and what they told him that is other than the official account
and which he, for all my disagreement with him, I must day he repeated faithfully in his
book, Moore fails to make his strongest criticism: those doctors were to appear on Nova's
program commemorating the 25th anniversary, they were allowed bo study the X-rays and
photos, and when they emerged all stated that they reflect what they remember having seen
in 1963, He isn't even a goodffritic of critics because he is all wound up in himself and
his own concoctionse

181 But he can't resist reading X-rays and saying they show that "The bullet's entry

to the head) is fairly well established because bone at the rear of the skull is
pushed inward around the point of impact." This is as good as the rest of his science.
The b¢ne was not pushed inward. It was punched out, with the coning effect like that seen
with an impact on a sheet of glass. iand he actually says that "the bullet,'" no reference to
the Commission's and the FBI's claim that it fragmented and the parts were largely re-—
covered, "struck the inside of the windshield glass." (What else is there to a windshield?)
Oh, I see he also says it broke into two pieces. ©o, what then deposited the many fragmenss,
mostly dust-like, in the head?

Bhapter XII, "Tée Fynal Solution," 187 ff.

187. Gary “haw, who is an arfhitect, is converted by loore into a lawyer., I skip his

several pages on the talk show on which Shaw appeared, hardly significant content in a
"definitive" book. "Mhe" definitive book.

191 aftee in luw1n@;L1f n in his @Batrlbc he says that "beginning with the Raumsey

Clark panel in the late 19 , the facts began to mmmxge assume traction." I don't know

what traction has to do with fact but I do know that none of this tractioned fact is

in this book. Not that it should not be. Not that he didn't have it, as he did in Post lortem.
do, Hurrah for traction!!!!
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Wt ' ‘"
HMeanhile, .we'll see, il he ever get around to his won "deiinite" solution, whether it
couforms to this "traction" of facts. h

He here begins to make a big deal ot 4he chuirman of HSCa's medical=evidence
panel,, then Yew York City's medical examiner. lie never does mention that Baden was formed
out, perhaps fired, L'. not taking time to look it up, over his improprieties in that
office. lixcellent credgﬁfials and muf¥ thus not suitable for munti.n in "the defintive
pook" on the subject. QngWVﬂ;Z

There is no problem{ br, sigore's competence in all areas of science, including
from what follws, canards, cannot surmounte Thus on th: last line on 192 Dr, Moore has
no qfalns about quoting Ur, Baden as saying that the bullet Yr. Moore says was f
against Connally'§l rib had already been flattened in JFK's body!" (Let's not both.About
how it got)flattened if it went only through soft tissue, which the governuent and Dr.
Moore say.

193 Now 4lbert “ewman is another unquestionable authority for “r. /lore, this time on
Oswald's motives. What makes Newman such an eminent authority? His book is based on his
theory that Oswald's radio he brought igﬁh the USSR, which was in fag? infeiior to cheap
sets readily available here, enabled 'mko listen to Castro Cuba broadcastd. For Oswald
this would have given him a science not quite up to bﬁ% close to ¥r. moore's, because the
(. FBI says that radio didnift work! “h tie marvels of modern science! 4nd such scientists!
(é/)This‘i§~ﬁii§§§§g>so I'11 sidp the rest o Mewman, But in turning the pages I did notice
“” that Pr. Moore does disagree, and says he does, with Dr. Newman, Then Manchester, also
skipped, except that * noticed that Dr. Hoore disagrees with him, too.

9T Does he begin his explanation here? At the bottom oi' the page he says he agfgé/with
the Commission "that Ossald did dhoot through t/e break in the foliage." It might be
interesting to understand this businesa.‘ft is not nearly as arcane as what [foore goes
into, and I doubt that is why he doesn'fl'ht the time or the Commission's re-cnactment sone
mé;hs after the assassination, there was this gap iwthe foliage for precisely 1/18th a

a eecond, Sigh;}ggﬁ;gd shooting through thg@(%g possible only ior sych masters of the
arcane sciences aad faced with such needebéd the Yomnission and thw Dr. moores have.

On the rc-enactment day that very Vrief gup was atl'fame 210, Thus “r, lioore and his
like-minded predecessors assune that with the weather ee conditions that orevailed

on 11/22/63 there would also have been the iden-ical gap at the identical momengébWhat
else with a 10 mph wind blowing 11/22/63? inly Dr. Moore sfs that bullet missed/j)

198 Citing no source, not even the wrong pages of Post More'tm, he says this missed
first shot "struck the Elm Street Roadway necar the right rear of the limousine." ie
contrives, in a form of science I do not repeat, to have this go under the autom, strike
nobody at all alone the south side of 4lm Street, and hit ¢h curbstone and caused the
slight wound on Jim Tague Hown by the T?ble Underpass. He says this is what scared JFK
and\'showered hinm with bits of concrete," ﬁé mcan feat for a road not paved with concrete
Jbut with blacktop. Such wondrous ®cience! Yo lesswhen "loycd “kelton, atop gothe
triple overpass, saw piecegbf concrete fly up at the rear of the limousihe,

Now he says this shot was at Eaame 186 and was defleé¢ted by a tree branch.

199 "early éﬁg and a half secondshave elapsed since the first shot, Jong enough to oM
Oswald to work the Carcanno bolt and firaw a fresh bead,'" naturally no source given Gh

he has already said that it took that much time without drawing any bead, for which the
rifle{, having been removed from the eye to keup froum putting the eye out when the bolt

was worked, had to be put back to the eye and them the sckpe has to find the target, and
then the rifle has to be sighted. kven the third of a second he adds does not permit this
and it is, he says, only a third of a second later that both JFK and Conna% were hite

“ - A
What a magucal buliet. in hitting Conna;y in either the shoulder blade or under
the grmpit it mussed up his hair, which it ded not touch, even in “r, Moore's account.

L% obaek he ki so that onc bullet hit “onnally in at least thpee different
\ {E/%?gf%%unéﬁ A PINCD, LAl 7 b
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[ﬂbw JFK's elevated hands are grasping at his windpipe. The time difference between
Z 225 and 255 is about a second and g?if. half. ~ome JFK, even when dying! wuick as a
'fiash. When #p ﬁr. moore&ﬁ needsit his intent shifted from fright and caéring his fke to
hisghattered windpipé’without any added elevation of those hands. !

/,

be gays that Oswald then "tradggd" the limo for "more than four seconds" Did this
egénence of the arcane sciences and an assortment of arts have some 11/22/63 magic
wich reloaded without taking even a fraction of a second, without removing the rifle
sight from the eye, without having to op rate the bolt, which was not easy and did not
always work, without getting the sight back to the eye and on the target and then
sighting and getting the trigger squeeze just enoughﬂ not too little, which would make
the rifle jerk when fired, not tqib much, which woudjl fére ite 411 this time loore has the
limo still‘coast' i down ®1m Street. How nice of the Secret Service to make it easier
for Oswald, As Groden and ~ivingstone, so castigated by Moore, also said. But in a
slightly different way. fonetheless the same thing. Wonder of wonderse

With fJoore such a straict stickler for facts we can accept his version, thut JFK
was struck by the bullet "at frame 312." Even if that frame does not show this. Because
ig really happened in the extraordinaly brief 1/18th odf a second before 313, in which it
is shockingly visible. -

200 With all the sciences he commands Qr./ﬁbore nov explains the vijolent backward
movement of JFK's head, from a shot from the back: "Dlood and brain gurst from the disrup-

ted car—ea cranial Wault as the forces of the escaping tissues hurtdtes the President
backward and to his left." rretty neat, a shot from the back knocking him to his left,

tooe

lodesty of modestbes , Sr. oore sums it up, "this is a valid reconstruction (sic)
of the assassination of Presidenginennedy." And he did it all in a little more than a
page, unsullied by a singly quote source ofV citation. g 2O
e LM

Ho then speeds Willia up a tiny bit, from / rame 205 to ‘20 in having taken his
picture «

3,
His selection of Fmame 186 for the first and missed shot is the,ﬁyf and Secret
Service reenactment. Not, naturally, dope the day of the assassination?“dlth that

«ind blowingezhe ek P riunvhes Ghd Ll ts:

[?é admits he has singled out "relatively unknown" witnesses. Do unknown that without
any but one excpetion and I'm not sure, there may not be this one, they are all in the
earliest literature that he has, #hy does he ignore those who are btter known? Xdmm
Z%ecause"thare is very little in the way of eyewitness testimony in this cuse which can
be trusted." tou know, man of honor, of ethics, etce 5w/ (lrul »/ Hig uu/mmw, Cam De?

202 So the “ommission is wrong but it is right anyway.

"Oswald spent the morning hours vreassuebling the rifle and the shields of cartons.ess"
Unseen? and getting his job done? Does he know how long it took to "reassemble the rifle,"
which was disasembled into two parts that went together ra|her easily? lMoore knows it
was easy for Oswadd to do that shooting fro. his own"hours in the corner window" bidn't
he have any job? 55 P 7 :
202 Why did Oswald kill JFK? He was a psychopath, for one thinge 4nd a loner.

He got the idea the afternoon of the 21at, when he leurgpd the motorcade would go
paé?t there. /e didn't learn from the earlier reports and he din't so far is known have
a paper, but for Moore he has to know, s0 he knowsele szu himself "as an individual of
some significance," again no citations, XK#E "ignored by the stagelsic/ of:history." BT
he just had to have notoeiety. fe would "go out in & blaze of gloty." Thajis "gatisfying."
‘gg%lk up another science to Yr. Moore, shrinkery.
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204 "he was at rhe end of his mental and emotionel rope." and he "expected to be killed

whthiikkerr he was arreqted."fﬁo why doesn't he say he expected to be arrested°) and was
"surprised" wh when he wasn't. He really "felt dlsdaln for being alive." and, ¥the end
could not come too quickly." But he did "enjoy" his' mental moment of triumph." He also
felt " a sense of pride." Wow! ain't Dr, loore souething!!!

bpilogue, 207 ff "why have I been the only one to find it," which is "the final answer

to the assassination" of JFK? He saw what everybody else overlooked, "although I am not g
generally an original th%nker." after this he can't say that. I this is nothing else,

it surely is pe original! The restol us flooke&fin the wrong direction." We didn't

"feocus on the physic.l evidence at' hand." He says!

208 He wonders why if' people reall¥ think Oswald is innocent, they look up at that
sixth floor window. Doe$ he imagine that is not in the r-porting and the books?

For him if he makes any money from the book, that will be coupensation for the years
he spent in study of the assassination. For all others it is their greed that is con-
pensated, not their work and costse.

He says hs is "critics—bashing." That is because we need ﬂashing. He knows because
he once worked as we did. Only we have damaged society. BEven " made us doubt ourselves,"
So, he being Bick Daring, "Something had to be done." And he sure did do it!

"The problgﬁgés that no one really cares," He sﬁuld see ny mail, hear my phone
calls! But he bases this on the company he keeps, whicﬂ says something about hin and
them °

209 "If more than two bullets struck President tennedy and Governor “onnally, where
are the missing fragments?" He shzﬁld ask both the FBI and the Secret Service becuuse if
he did not have such disdain for the muny now-available papers they generated he'd know
that they from the first and as of the last I read believe precisely what he says can't
be believed. ey

240 Hchad a series of self-answering, irom his poiyn of wiew, questions, some silly, some
false nd all seli-serv1ng.

21 Like why don t we believe what Howard Brennan saide. ﬁ% fuils to syate which of
Brénnan's self-contradictory statementy,of hich which he referred to only the last one,
which he and the Commission liked. He began denying it was Oswald he saw,

He suys a half-do‘én eye.itnesses "conclusively 1dent1flea" Oswald as Tlppit'
killer. Not so, of course, None conclu31Vely and not a half-dazen 1dentliications.

“Yould he possibly have gotten the idea for closing with questions from Whitewash,

the only book on the subject to do this, once his favorite?
#* w #*

(completely

What do I think, David? This is a remarkable book bya rema: ‘kable man, &jdishonest
book by a completely dishonest man; a man who cleaiy has in m;d what he for a large part
falsely attributes to those he intends to "bash." I suspect he is of the right and elpitts
that to &e a market for his booke It is not an easy thing to be as completely and as easily
as dishonest as he is, or as silly, with his nonsense of learning how it all was fron
his record=breaking number of hours in that sixth floog,window o Because right now the sub-
ject is selling very, very well, he may have that in mid, and ‘this special approach to sakes,
a diffe-ent perspective. I think he also has in mind getting attention for himself, 4g ig
only 31, he went to college, he spent seven years as a disk jokkey, and suddenly hé has
businesses, one that can be a scam, "motivating" people. How did he get the money? Wealthy
papents? That much as a disk jockey? and where did he get the experience required for ah
h;iest man to teach motivition? Unless he makes it all up, the scanm,

I can't remember as trashy- or as sick - a book. L've not read any. I've not read

Marrs', by the way and don't intend to buy it even in paperback. ~ome on both sides are
pretty awful but at least on his side his is by far the closest to absolutely rotten.

/< AJ/f///‘Z L//y



