
January 18, 1968 

DEAR SYLVIA, 

| am ENCLOSING A COPY OF MY LETTER TO THOMPSON OF JANUARY 12, BUT NOT WITH 
ANY EXPECTATION THAT YOU WILL CONSIDER THE FACTS THEREIN WITH OBJECTIVITY. 
YOUR LETTER TC MIM OF JAN 10, AND To ME OF JAN 11, ARE OVERWHELMING PROOF THAT 
ANYTHING APPROACHING THAT CONDITION IN THIS WHOLE AFFAIR IS ENTIRELY BEYOND YOUm= 
AT LEAST FOR THE PRESENT. YOUR LETTERS SHOW ONEY_ESTTLEZEVEDENCE OF HAVING EVEN 
READ THE MATERIAL PRESENTED IN MY LETTER To THOMPSON OF DecEemMBER 15, AND VIRTU= 
ALLY NO INDICATION OF HAVING SERIOUSLY CONSIDERED THE DOCUMENTATIONe 

HAD YOU DONE 6&0, AND HAD YOU NOT ALREADY SEEN IRREVOCABLY COMMITTED, EMO= 
TIONALLY AND INTELLECTUALLY, TO THOMPSON IN THIS MATTER, IT WOULD HAVE BEEN 
QUITE IMPOSSIBLE FOR You TO SAY, ", . . NOR CAN | HONESTLY AGREE THAT HE HAS 
COMMITTED DELIBERATE OR (EVENS<=RM) INAOVERTANT PLAGIARISM", (EMPHASIS ADDED=@RM) 
SINCE IT 1S CLEAR THAT, FOR REASONS THAT HAVE LITTLE TO DO WITH INTELLECTUAL 
INTEGRITY, YOUR MAIN "GoncLUSIONS" WERE DECIDED EVEN BEFORE MY LETTER ARRIVED, 
it was “wise™' of vou To AVOID CONFRONTING THE EVIDENCE. YeT, | was NoT "bisare 
POINTED"'’'aS YoU BELSEVED | WOULD BE} FOR IN ORDER TO BE DISAPPOINTED, ONE MUST 
EXPECT CONSJDERABLY MORE THAN WHAT ONE RECEIVES. YOUR BEHAVIOR IN RECENT MONTHS, 
AND PARTICULARLY IN RECENT WEEKS, LEAD ME TO EXPECT THE KIND OF “OsuectivETY® 
DEMONSTRATED IN YOUR LETTERSe 

You HAVE BEEN HAD, SYLVIA==MOST OCUTRAGEQUSLY AND INGLORIOUSLY HAD. IN THE 
MIDST OF THIS HISTORIC STRUGGLE, IN WHICH YOU HAVE MADE A MAGNIFICENT SCONTRIBU- 
TION, YOU HAVE CHOSEN TC TURN YOUR BACK ON TRUSTED AND PROVEN COMRADES IN EXCHANGE 
FOR THE BLANDiSHMENTS OF A COUPLE OF INTELLECTUAL PROSTITUTES (EPSTEIN AND THOMP] 
SON$ AND PARTICULARLY THE LATTER) WHO, FOR PURPOSES OF THEIR DEALINGS WITH YoU 
TRANSFORM THEMSELVES INTO INTELLECTUAL GIGOLOS. WORSE YET, | CONSIDER IT HIGHLY 
PROSABLE THAT THE LATTER OF THESE TWO WORTHIES ACCOMPLISHED THIS INTELLECTUAL 
SEDUCTION AS PART OF HIS DUTIES AS A FEDERAL AGENTo 

| wiLL DEAL WITH A FEW SPECIFICS IN YOUR LETTERSe You INDICATE TO THOMPSON 
THAT YOU REALLY DON'T FEEL ANY CREDIT WAS NECESSARY FOR MY DIscoverY oF THE 314/ 
315 switch. You eEmMPHastZe (BY FOUR TIMES REFERRING To MY "request to vou FoR 
SUCH CREDIT) THAT YOU CREDITED ME IN "Accessories" onty To “accommopaTe"” a 
(BY IMPLICATION, PETTY AND CANTANKEROUS) FRIENDe YOU THEN SAY THAT YOU 
WS 6 © CONTINUE TO BELIEVE THAT THE AUTHOR OF A MAJOR WORK MUST EXERCISE DIS= 
CRETION ON SECONDARY OR MARGINAL POINTS OF EVIDENCE, AS TO INCLUDING IT AT ALL 
OR AS TO GIVING CREDIT OR NOT." 

THat'S AN INTERESTING VIEW. | WOULD HAVE THOUGHT THAT IF AN AUTHOR OF A 

SERIOUS HISTORICAL WORK DEEMS A SPECIFIC POINT DEVELOPED BY ANOTHER TO BE OF 
SUFFICIENT IMPORT TO INCLUDE IN HIS OWN WORK, THEN iT 1S ALSO OF SUFFICIENT 
IMPORT TO CREDIT THE SOURCE. YOUR CHARACTERIZATION OF THE DISCOVERY AND FACT 
oF THE 314/315 switcH as a ™S . » SECONDARY OR MARGINAL" ‘POINT 15 ALSO INTERESTING; 
AND If AGTUALLY REPRESENTATIVE OF THE LEVEL OF YOUR UNDERSTANDING OF THE VITAL 
PHOTO EVIDENCE, WOULD GIVE FURTHER INDICATION THAT SUCH UNDERSTANDING #6 QUITE 
Low, HOWEVER, AT LEAST IN REGARD TO THIS PARTICULAR POINT, IT REALLY I36N'T ALL 
THAT LOW, FOR ON PAGE 22 oFAccessoRics™ | FiNnD: 

WTHe PRESIDENT WAS STRUCK IN THE HEAD IN ZaprubeR Frame 313, AND THE SUBS 
SEQUENT FRAMES ASSUME VITAL IMPORTANCE BECAUSE THEY INDICATE THE PHYSICAL 
REACTION TO SMPACT OF THE HEAD SHOT, WHICH IN TURN THROWS LIGHT ON THE 
DIRECTION FROM WHICH THE BULLET CAME. YET THE Commission's PRESENTATION 

OF BLACK=AND@=WHITE REPRODUCTIONS TRANSPOSES AND MISLAGELS FRaMes 314 ano 3153 

Jo. Edaar Hoover HAS ACKNOWLEDGED THIS as A ‘PRINTING ERROR"! (EMPHASIS ADDED=RM) 

In Conor Crutse O'Brien's IMPORTANT AND PENETRATING REVIEW/ARTECLE oF "Acces= 
sornies",. "VeTo SY ASSASSINATION", HE SINGLES THIS POINT OUT FOR SPECIAL MENTION,
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AS FOLLOWS: 

"TE MISTAKES WHICH HAVE ACCUMULATED S0 CONSISTENTLY IN THIG DIRECTION 
(IN THE WRerm) INCLUDE ONE VERY STRANGE ACHIEVEMENT IN THE FIELD OF SIN] 

CERE BUNGLING, WHAT Je EOGAR HOOVER NoW CALLS “THe PRINTING ERROR" as aA 
RESULT OF WHICH FRAMES 3140315 oF THE ZAPRUDER FILM ARE TRANSPOSED IN THE 
EVIDENCE AS PUBLISHED BY THE COMMISSION. THESE ARE THE FRAMES WHICH COME 
JUST AFTER THE IMPACT OF THE FATAL BULLET, RECORDED ON FRAME 313, 
(O'BRIEN THEN GOES ON TO QUOTE THE PREVIOUSLY NOTED PASSAGE FROM YOUR BOOK ) 

So MUCH FOR YOUR DISMISSAL OF THE 314/315 switcH as A "3 5 » SECONDARY OR 
MARGINAL POINT OF EVIDENCE™) 

YOUR PRO=THOMPSON SIAS, AND YOUR EFFORTS TO SHIELD HIM, SHOW AGAIN IN YOUR 
ATTEMPT TO EXPLAIN THOMPSON's SELECTION OF THE IDENTICAL SECTION HEADING, 
"WiicH STRETCHERT", wHicH | HAD PREVIGUSLY USED IN "THE Bastaro BuLLeT™, | po 
NOT CITE THIS NOW AS A MAJOR POINT, FOR §T 1S NOT, BUT ONLY TO NOTE THAT YOUR 
POINTING OUT THAT You UsED A TITLE "WHose STRETCHER?" Is TOTALLY IRRELEVANT, 
FOR TWO REASONS; FIRST, "Wiose STRETCHER?" 9s osviouSLY NOT THE SAME TITLE AS 
SWHicH STRETCHER?"; aND SECOND, YOUR BCOK JUST RECENTLY SECAME AVABLABLE To THE 
PUBLIC, WHILE PRE@PUBLICATION COPIES OF MINE WERE AVAILABLE TO CRITICS A YEAR= 
AND@A@=HALF AGO, AND TO THE PUBLIC IN DecemeerR "66, THomMPSON ADMITS TO HAVING 
RECEIVED A copy "AsouT a YEAR aGco'! 

ON THE BOTTOM OF THE FIRST PAGE OF YOUR LETTER TO TINK, YOU SAY? 

"FENALLY, SINCE YOU DID NOT DERIVE THE TIME=CONSTRAINT OR SLOW BULLET= 
FAST FRAGMENT ARGUMENTS FROM Ray's worRK, | SEE NO NEED TO COMPLY WITH THE 
DEMAND THAT PROPER GREDIT BE GIVEN RAY FOR THESE POINTS, 

SINCE YOUR STATEMENT COMPLETELY ENCOMPASSES THE POINTS IN CONTENTION AND 
DECIDES THEM IN THOMPSON'S FAVOR WITHOUT BENEFIT OF EVIDENCE, | CAN ONLY ASSUME 
iT WAS BASED ON YOUR TOTAL ACCEPTANCE OF HIS WORD THAT "L, oHE WAS NOT AWARE 
THAT (IT) HaD ADVANCED A PARALLEL ARGUMENT(S)" UNTIL HE RECEIVED MY LETTER OF 
December 15. Tuat "5 A FINE IMPARTIAL WAY FOR A PRESUMABLY UNSIASED ARBITER TO 
SETTLE A QUESTION; DON'T EXAMINE THE EVIDENCE, JUSTASK THE accuseD IF HE'S 
GUILTY, AND IF He says "No; assume He*s BEING TRUTHFUL. 

IN THE SECOND PARAGRAPH OF YOUR LETTER TO ME, YOU cITE aS "A THIRD ExameLe™ 
OF THompson 'S INNOCENCE, THE FOLLOWINGS: 

"1, TOO ARGUED AGAINST A FAST FRAGMENT FROM A SLOW BULLET, IN EFFECT (see AAF 
BOTTOM OF PAGE 7). THIS ARGUMENT OCCURRED To ME INDEPENDENTLY. | DID NOT 
PLAGIARIZE §T FROM OTHER WORKS IN WHICH IT APPEARED. (I! WROTE THAT SECTION 
OF MY BOOK IN SepTemBer 1965). Since | KNOW THAT WHAT |i WROTE IN EACH CASE 
WAS LEGITIMATE AND INNOCENT, | CANNOT ATTRIBUTE SINISTER MOTIVES TO SOMEONE 
WHO DID THE SAME OR SIMILAR THINGS," 

ACCEPTING YOUR STATEMENT AT FACE VALUE, | WAS RATHER SURPRISED TO LEARN THAT 
YOU TOO HAD COME TO THE SAME CONCLUSION (oR A SIMILAR ONE), AND HAD WRITTEN OF IT 
In 1965; For I’ SINCERELY BELIEVED WHEN WRITING "THe BastarD BuLLeT™ in JUNE AND 
Jucy of 1966, tHaT | WAS THE FIRST TO REALIZE THE SIGNIFICANCE AND TO WRITE OF 
THIS ARGUMENT. CURIOUS TO SEE HOW | MANAGED To MISS THIS IN YOUR Sook, | FOLLOWED 
YOUR SUGGESTICN AND CHECKED AAF, BoTTOM oF PAGE 73 AND | musT aDMIT I was SOMEWHAT 
SHOCKED BY WHAT | SAW, FOR THE FRAGMENT/BULLET ARGUMENT YOU REFERRED TO THERE HAS 
NOTHING WHATEVER TO DO WITH BULLET 399 AND THE FRAGMENT IN CONNALLY'sS FEMUR == 
WHICH 16 THE MATTER IN OISPUTE SETWEEN THOMPSON AND ME~ AS You KNOW, YOUR ARGU@ MENT DEALE WITH THE HEAD SHOT, AND THE QUESTION OF WHETHER OR NOT A FRAGMENT FROM IT COULD REACH TAGue'sS POSITION ON MAIN STREET. NOT ONLY $8 THIS AN ENTIRELY 

Se DIFFERENT puLLet/ FRAGMENT ARGUMENT, S3UT YOURS DOES NOT EVEN INVOLVE A "Sow! SULLET, 
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NEVERTHELESS, THE EFFECT ON ANY READER OF YOUR LETTER UNFAMILEIAR WITH THE FACTS 
WOULD BE TO NULLIFY MY CHARGE VS THOMPSON ON THIS POINT; FOR HOW CAN | VALIDLY 
CHARGE HIM WITH PLAGIARISM OR FAILURE TO CREDIT ME FOR THIS ARGUMENT §F YOU HAD 
IN FACT WRITTEN OF IT A YEAR SEFORE | 010? THAT You WOULD RAISE THIS POINT ON 
THompson'’s BEHALF INDICATES AT BEST ACWOEFUL LACK OF UNDERSTANDING OF THE PHY= 
SICAL EVIDENCE; 8UT MORE PROBABLY 15 ALSO ANOTHER INDICATION OF YOUR QUITE 
SHAMEFUL PREUUDICE IN TINK's FAVORS 

(ACTUALLY, ASIDE FROM THE DISPUTED QUESTION, THE REASONING YOU UGE IN YOUR 
ARGUMENT ON PG 7 8S FAULTY, FOR REASONS | WILL NOT TAKE THE TIME TO GO INTO NOW, 
As | cHeckeD THE PASSAGE, | WAS REMSNDEO THAT THIS WAS MY §MPRESSION WHEN | 
FIRST READ IT, AS IT WAS IN A NUMBER OF OTHER PASSAGES DEALING WITH PHYSICAL, 
AND ESPECEALLY, PHOTOGRAPHIC EVIDENCE. | nION'T WRITE YOU A DETAILED CRITIQUE 
OF ALL OF THESE AT THE TIME BECAUSE I|' FELT IN THE TOTAL CONTEXT OF YOUR EXCEL@ 
LENT GENERAL BOOK, THEY WERE RELATIVELY UNIMPORTANTe IN A BOOK sucH as THompson's, 
FOCUSING SPECIFICALLY ON SUCH EVIDENCE, THEY ARE FAR MORE SER!0USe AS YOU KNOW, 

| DID COMMENT NEGATIVELY ON TWO POINTS, IN MY LETTER TO vou oF NovemMBER: 3: YouUR 
FARLURE TO TAKE NOTE OF THE STRONG EVIDENCE THAT THE TAGUE CHEP HAD BEEN TRANS@ 
FORMEDe=LITERALLY AND FIGURATIVELY==INTO A MARK$ AND YOUR FAILURE TO INDICATE 
THAT THERE IS CONSIDERASLE PHOTOGRAPHIC EVIDENCE INDICATING A JFK HIT AT 189=190 
(IN REGARD TO THE LATTER, IT WOULD HAVE ALSO BEEN IMPORTANT TO INCLUDE MENTION 
OF Lettsan CasteLtano's assoluTe PROOF THAT Wittis #5 corRESPONDS To ZAPRUDER 202, 
AND NOT 210, AS THE COMMISSION SAYS. THOMPSON ALSO IGNORES THIS PROOF}; IN HIS 
CASE UNDOUBTEDLY BECAUSE §T WOULD UNDERMINE HIS ENTIRE SHOT RECONSTRUGCTIONs ) 

EVEN IF YOU DIDN'T FEEL QUALIFIED TO PASS JUDGMENT ON THIS EVSDENCE, WHICH 
WAS KNOWN TO YOU, {| FEEL YoU SHOULD HAVE MENTIONED IT IN LIGHT OF THE FACT YoU 
DID FEEL QUALIFIED To say "¢ , . NEITHER THE FILM NOR THE COLOR SLIDES MADE FOR 
THE Commission sY THE LIFE mMaGaZiNE PHOTO LABORATORYe « e ENABLE THE VIEWER TO 
PINPOINT THIS MOVEMENT (WHEN JFK was FIRST HIT=RM)elAccessories™, pa 27. 

(Oeseite THe asove, |’ STILL BELSevE TODAY wHAT | TOLD You AT THE TIMES THAT 
WAccessornies AFTER THe Fact" ts EASILY THE FINEST SINGLE BOOK ON THE ASSASSINATION 
YET PUBLISHED. ) 

I’ FOUND A MOMENT OF NEEDED COMIC RELIEF IN YOUR STATEMENT TO THOMPSON s:: 

“IF ANY OF THIS IS HELPFUL, Goons’ But | HAVE THE FATALESTIC FEAR THAT IN 
THE ENO |’ WILL MERELY HAVE SUCCEEDED IN OFFENDING AND ALPENATING BOTH PAR]@ 
Ties To THis 'dbsseure "i 

le TINK §S ANYTHING LESS THAN DELIGHTED WITH YOUR LETTER THEN, TO THE CHARGES 
THAT | HAVE LEVELED AGAINST HIM, YOU SHOULD ADD ONE OF YOUR OWNeeTHAT HE 15 A 
MOST UNGRATEFUL PERSON, 

|, OF COURSE, UNDERSTAND AT LEAST ONE OF THE DIFFICULTIES FOR YOU IN THIS 
ENTIRE UNPLEASANT MATTER? YOU ARE CLOSELY CONNECTED WITH THOMPSON'S 800K, HAVING 
READ THE MS AS A VOLUNTARY PROFESSIONAL ASSIGNMENT, AND HAVING DONE THE INDEX. 
IF ANY OF MY CHARGES AGAINST THOMPSON ARE TRUE} WHETHER PLAGIARISM, FAILURE TO 
ADEQUATELY CREDIT OR ACKNOWLEDGE EARLIER FINDS, SNTELLECTUAL DISHONESTY, OR AN 
AGENCY ROLES IT MUST INEVITABLY REFLECT, TO SOME EXTENT, ON YOU. FOR EXAMPLE, 
YOU WERE FAMILIAR WITH MY WORK, COPIES OF ALL OF IT WERE IN Your FiLes (I'm sure 
I'm CORRECT IN ASSUMING THAT YOU HADN'T THROWN IT OUT). THIS INCLUDED ALL MY 
ZAPRUDER HYPOTHESES, WITH ACCOMPANVING PHOTO=PANELS AND Notes, "THE BASTARD BuLtter™, 
MY CHIP/MARK WORKUP, =TC. | WOULD NOT HAVE EXPECTED THAT You COULD POSSIBLY HAVE 
RETAINED THIS ALL IN YOUR MIND, BUT | CERTAINLY WOULD HAVE EXPECTED THAT YOU WOULD 
HAVE CHECKED PERTINENT POINTS OF {iT WHEN READING CORRESPONDING SECTIONS OF THomPSsON's 
MSo (THOMPSON SAYS IN HIS LETTER TO ME oF DECEMBER 15 THAT ONE OF HIS PURPOSES IN
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HAVING YOU READ #T WAS TO GET YOUR VIEWS ON QUESTIONS OF ATTRIGUTION, AND THAT 
WHILE "SHE SUGGESTED SOME CHANGES WITH RESPECT To EPSTEIN (SHE) FELT@-AND STILL 
DOES, SHE TELLS ME=eTHAT ALL CTHER ATTRIBUTIONS WERE corRecT." THe DecemBer 15 
DATING OF THOMPSON's LETTER CLEARLY INDICATES THAT YOU TOLD HIM YCU FELT 
ALL OTHER ATTRISUTIONS WERE CoRRECcT™ BEFORE YOU RECEIVED A’ COPY OF MY Z23=PAGER 

To Tink oF Decemper 15, FOR NONE WERE MAILED Berore DecempBer 158. Iv 1S Quite 
OBVIOUS, THEN, THAT YOU NEVER DID CHECK, OR THAT YOU NEVER DID POINT OUT TO 
THOMPSON (§GNORING THE FACT THAT HE REALLY DIDN'T NEED SUCH POINTING OUT) THAT 
SOME OF HIS KEY FORMULATIONS PREVIOUSLY APPEARED IN MY WORK. 

ANOTHER SPECIFIC EXAMPLE OF YOUR LAPSE IN THIS REGARD IS THE DOUBLE HEAD@ 
HIT. You ADMIT IN YOUR LETTER To me oF DecemBer 1, °67 THaT UNTIL You READ 
Tink 's LETTER To ME OF NovemBseR Z7 YoU WERE UNAWARE THAT HE HAD DIGCOVERED IT 
INDEPENDENTLY. THIS CAN ONLY MEAN YOU HAD PREVIOUSLY BELIEVED THE ORIGINAL 
DISCOVERY WAS SOMEONE ELSE'S, ALTHOUGH | kNow |’ HAD DISCUSSED IT WITH You, | 
GRANT YOU COULD HAVE EASILY FORGOTTEN §T WAS MINE$:BUT IN VIEW OF YOUR KNOWLEDGE 
THAT MUCH OF MY WORK WAS BASED ON THE ZAPRUDER FILM, HOW 5S IT THAT YOU EVI@ 
DENTLY NEVER TROUBLED TO CHECKf OR TO CONTACT ME ON THIS OR ANY OTHER ASPECT 
OF THE BOOK? SINCE HIS BCOK WAS BASED ON PHOTO EVIDENCE, WITH WHICH YOU HAVE 
ADKNOWLEDGED YOU ARE NOT VERY FAMELEAR, | WOULD HAVE THOUGHT YOU WOULD WANT TO 
BO TH§IG TO CHECK SOME OF HIS THESES$ COMPLETELY APART FROM ANY QUESTIONS OF 
CREDIT. IF, ON THE OTHER HAND, YOU WERE GHECKING H#S BOOK NESTHER FOR ACCURACY. 
OF CONTENT (WHICH IN THIS CASE WOULD NECESSE$TATE REAL KNOWLEDGE OF THE PHOTO@ 
GRAPHIC EVIDENCE), NOR FOR PROPER ACCREDIDATION, WHAT 1S LEFT-<SPELLING ERRORS? 

COMPARING YOUR PERFORMANCE HERE WITH YOUR READING OF MY MS, | RECALL THAT 
YOU CORRECTLY POSNTED OUT THAT | HAD FASLED TO CREDIT EPSTEIN ALTHOUGH USING HES 

QUOTE OF RepLEcH, "To SAY THEY WERE HIT BY SEPARATE BULLETS IS SYNONYMOUS WITH 
SAYING THERE WERE TWO ASSASSINS™, THAT WAGE THE TIME WHEN EpsteIn's COWARDLY 
OBEISANCE TO THE ESTASLISHMENT WAS ALREADY PLAIN FOR ALL TO SEE, AND | ADMIT 
HAVING BEEN SO ANGRY WITH HIM THAT |' HAD DELIBERATELY OMITTED THE CREDIT. 
YOUR ADVICE THAT |! INCLUDE IT WAS, OF COURSE, PROPER, AND APPRECIATED$ AND |! 

THEN DID SO IN THE REALIZATION THAT EVEN SUCH COWARDICE DOES NOT INVALEOATE THE 
NECESSITY TO PROPERLY CREDIT SOURCES. PERHAPS YOUR TOTAL FAILURE TO ask THOMPSON 
TO ACT ACCORDINGLY IN REGARD TO ME FALLS INTO THE CATEGORY OF WHAT YOU HAVE 
DESCRIBED, ALBEIT IN A SOMEWHAT DIFFERENT CONTEXT, AS ™, . . LEANING OVER BACKe 
WARDS TO BE FAIR TO TINK," 

A FINAL WORD ON THE CREDIT QUESTION WHICH apPties, | THINK, TO ALL suUcH 
CAGES, NO MATTER WHO THE PARTIES ARE» ONE WHO CLAIMS TO HAVE BEEN SINCERELY 
UNAWARE OF SOMEONE ELSE'S PRICR DEVELOPMENT ano/or PUBLICATION OF A SIGNIFICANT 
POINT CAN AT LEAST PARTIALLY DEMONSTRATE HIS SINCERITY BY SHOWING HE §8S WELLING 
TO CORRECT THE oveRSIGNT (EVEN IF IT 1S NO MORE THAN THAT) IN FUTURE EDITIONS 
OR WRITINGS. I! STRESS THAT I' STATE THIS AS AN OBVIOUSLY VALID PRINCEPLE, AND 
NOT (8Y THIS TIME) WITH ANY DESIRE THAT THOMPSON ACT ACCORDINGLY. MY SUSPICION 
OF HIS ACTUAL ROLE MAKES ANY SUCH POSSIBLE AMENDS ON HIS PART==@SUCH AS HIS LET= 
TER TO THE SATEVEPOST==_A MATTER OF INDIFFERENCE TO ME, 

REGARDING MY SUSPICION THAT HIS BOOK REPRESENTS THE WORK OF AN AGENT, IT 
§[S CLEARLY POINTLESS DISCUSSING THAT IN DETAIL WITH YOU IN YOUR PRESENT FRAME 
OF MIND. YOUR SHOCKED REACTION IN YOUR LETTER TO ME OF DecemserR 26 IN WHICH, 
WHILE KNOWING VIRTUALLY NOTHING OF THE EVIDENCE UPON WHICH MY SUSPICION WAS BASED== 
(AS YOU STILL DO NOT)==YOU NEVERTHELESS APPEALED TO ME TO RECONSIDER MY CONCLU@ 
SIONS, GAVE AMPLE INDICATION THAT YOU CANNOT EXAMINE THIS MATTER RATIONALLY AT 
PRESENT. AT SOME FUTURE TIME, PERHAPS, BUT CERTAINLY NOT NOW. INTERESTINGLY 
ENOUGH YOU YOURSELF ARE NOT REALLY COMFORTABLE WITH THOMPSON, YOU UNMISTAKASLY 
INDICATED THIS IN YOUR NOTE oF DECEMBER 5 eT: "] HOPE MY 2=PAGE LETTER RE TINK 
(of Dec f-rm) was Not more of a 'perense srter" THAN I REALLY INTENDED. Tod BE 
FRANK, | HAVE NOT REALLY GOTTEN THE ‘Feet! oF HIM, AS A PERSON, AND | DO HAVE 
OCCASIONALLY UNEASY FEELINGS ABOUT HiMe But I've TRIED NOT TO BE HYPER@CRETICAL 



Pe 5 

OR EXCESSIVELY SUSPICIOUS. . . "(EMPHASIS ADDED). 

| WILL ONLY ADD THAT THE EVIDENCE OF DECEPTION IN TiINK's WORK$ ARTICLE, 
LETTERS, AND ESPECIALLY HIS 800K} 1S MASSIVE; AND THAT THE TERM You use, ‘NIT 
PECKING", AS AN IMPLIED CHARACTERIZATION OF MY EFFORTS TO REVEAL THE FACTS, 68 
A TOTAL MISREADING BOTH OF MY MOTIVES AND OF HIS WORK. ALL THAT 18 REQUIRED 
TO BE CONVINCED OF THIS §S TO BE EDUCATED, OR EDUCABLE, IN THE PHOTOGRAPHIC 
EVIDENCE; ANO TO HAVE AN OPEN MIND. IT 1S MY READING OF THIS EVIDENCE, AND HIS 
ALMOST EXQUISITELY MACHVELLIAN PHRASEOLOGY, TOGETHER WITH CONSIDERATION OF 
EXTERNAL CIRCUMSTANCES, THAT LEAD ME TO BELIEVE HIS BOOK IS AN ANGENT'S WORKe 
ON THE OTHER HAND, WERE |’ TO KNOW TO A CERTAINTY THAT HE WAS NOT AN AGENT, THEN 
iT WOULD STILL BE NECESSARY TO ANSWER THE QUESTION$ WHAT OTHER MOTIVE COULD HE 
HAVE FOR SUCH GROSS AND! UNMISTAKASLY DEMONSTRABLE DISHONESTY? 

l| NOW WANT TO ADDRESS MYSELF To AN AREA WHICH YOU NEVER FAIL TO BRING UP 
weTHE GARRISON CASES IN THE PAST I! HAVE TRIED TO TREAT THIS ISSUE OF PROFOUND 
CONTENTION BETWEEN US AS IF IT WAS A CASE OF HONEST INTELLECTUAL DIFFERENCE. 
THIS WAS SO EVEN THOUGH I! HAVE LONG FELT YOUR OPPOSITION AND DEEP ANIMOSITY 
TOWARDS HIM WAS BAGED ON EMOTIONAL AND OTHER PERSONAL FACTORS, IN ADDITION TO 
SOMETIMES VALID INTELLECTUAL ARGUMENTS. |! TRIEO To KEEP IT THAT WAY IN THE HOPE YOU WOULD BEGIN TO SEE YOUR BASIC POSITION OF ATTACK WAS WRONG (WHICH IS CERTAINLY 
NOT TO SAY THAT ONE IS OBLIGED TO ENDORSE ANY OR ALL OF GaRRIGON's SPECIFIC MOVES, 
BUT MERELY TO NOTE THAT NO FINAL JUDGMENTS COULD BE VALID UNTIL THE CASE WAS PRE] SENTED AND TESTED IN COURT.) 

THIS HOPE RECEIVED SOME ENCOURAGEMENT IN OUR LAST PHONE CONVERSATION, LATE 
iN NOVEMBER, WHEN YOU AGREED THAT THE TRIAL OF CLAY SHaw SHOULD NOW GO FORWARD 
(UNLESS LEGALLY AND LEGITIMATELY HALTED) WITHOUT ATTEMPTS TO PREYUDICE THE CASE 
FROM ANY QUARTERe | POINTED OUT TO YOU THAT ONE WOULD NOT KNOW FROM YOUR WRITe< 
TEN AND SPOKEN STATEMENTS THAT THIS WAS YOUR FEELING, AND SUGGESTED THAT YoU 
MAKE §T CLEARLY AND PUBLICLY UNDERSTOOD, YOU AGREED THAT YOU WOULD DO THIS AT 
THE EARLIEST OPPORTUNITY, WHILE EXPRESSING WONDERMENT HOW ANYONE COULD HAVE MIS= 
INTERPRETED YOUR STATEMENTS AS INDICATING OPPOSITION TO AN UN=PREZUDICED TRIALS 

But INSTEAD, THE INCREASING VEHEMENCE AND PROLIFERATION OF YOUR ATTACKS ON 
HIM, AND ON THOSE WHO ARE IN GENERAL DISAGREEMENT WITH YOU ON THSS$ AS WELL as 
THE INCREASING TENSION DUE TO RECENT LEGAL DEVELOPMENTS AND THE APPROACHING TRIAL, 
MAKE ME FEEL OBLIGEO TO ADDRESS THIS QUESTION MORE FRANKLY» 

YOU HAVE LIED==THERE 1S SIMPLY NO OTHER WAY TO HONESTLY PUT [T=<LIED DELIBER= 
ATELY AND PERSISTENTLY ABOUT THE POSITION OF A NUMBER OF YOUR COLLEAGUES JIN THIS 
MATTER (‘1 AM CERTAIN WHAT I HAVE SAID APPLIES TO MaG@ieE AND mE; | BELIEVE IT ALSO 
APPLIES TO A NUMBER OF THE OTHERS), OESPITE REPEATED AND NUMEROUS EXPLANATIONS 
TO YOU OF WHAT MY POSITION@mAND MAGGIE "SeeHAS CONSISTENTLY BEEN SINCE MY TREP TO 
New ORLEANS LAST MAY, A POSITION WHICH WAS THEN AND REMAINS NOW ONE OF OPPOSING 
AND EXPOSING ALL ATTEMPTS TO PREJUDICE THE OUTCOME OF THE TRIAL, AND RESERVING 
JUDGMENT TILL THEN, YOU HAVE INSISTED ON IGNORING THIS, AND HAVE PREFERRED INSTEAD 
TO 00 BATTLE WITH STRAWMEN@=-ONES WHICH YOU ERECTED YOURSELF AND WHICH YoU HAVE 
ALTERNATELY AND/OR SIMULTANEOUSLY CALLED "Garrison ipoLators", "Garrison ADMIRERS", 
"GARRISON WORSHIPPERS"; ano "GaRRISON cLacque, 

| RECOGNIZE THAT 87 §& MUCH EASIER, DEBATING=WISE, TO ATTACK SUCH PUNY FOESG==< 
AFTER ALL, WHO CAN RESPECT ANYBODY's sDOLATOR OR CLACQUETe=aTHAN IT WOULD BE TO 
ARGUE AGAINST THEIR POSITION OF OPPOSING ATTEMPTS TO PREVUDICE THE LEGAL PROCEEDINGS 5 
BUT YOUR DELIBERATE MISREPRESENTATION OF YOUR OPPONENTS ®' Posi TION §S SO DESHONEST 
THAT, DEBATING POINT OR NO, IT {NDEEO JUSTIFIES THE DESCRIPTION m= LIE. 

WHAT YOUR MOTIVES ARE FOR THIS SLATANT DISHONESTY ONLY You CAN KNOW FoR SURE (iF INDEED, EVEN YOU KNOW), WHILE THOSE YOU SO CHARACTERIZE CAN ONLY WINCE, WONDER,
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AND GUESS. 

THE BASIC DISHONESTY OF YOUR POSITION JS ALSO REVEALED BY THE SELECTIVE 
QUALITY OF YOUR MORAL AND INTELLECTUAL EYESIGHT. MAJOR MEDEA AND THEIR LACKEYS 
MAY ENGAGE IN THE MOST OUTRAGEOUS AND UNPRECEDENTED ATTEMPTS TO SUBVERT GaARRISON's 
CASE} YOU SAY NOTHING. TOP OFFICEALS OF THE FEDERAL SOVERNMENT MAY THREATEN TO 
ARREST GARRISON; YOU SAY NOTHING. GOVERNORS OF SEVERAL STATES TO DATE UNANIMOUSLY 
REFUSE TO EXTRADITE WITNESSES$ YOU SAY NOTHING. SEVENTEEN@-YEAR CLO ARMY MEDICAL 
RECORDS ARE LEAKED AT THE OBVIOUS DIRECTION OF THE PRESIDENT; YOU SAY NOTHINGe 
BuT Let GARRISON MAKE A STATEMENT WHICH {S, OR EVEN MAY BE, INCORRECT OR DOUBTFUL 
(OR, MORE OFTEN, WHOSE ACCURACY CAN NOT VET BE KNOWN BY THE PUBLIC OR YOU) AND A 
MIGHTY BLAST 1&5 CERTAIN TO FOLLOW IMMEDIATELY FROM THAT MORAL TOWER ON 12TH STREET$ 
DIRECTED INVARIASLY NOT ONLY AT GARRISON, BUT AT ALL WHO DO NOT JOIN IN YOURGELF= 
RIGHTECUS (THOUGH TUNNEL-VISIONED) OUTRAGE. 

GARRISON H®MSELF, POOR FELLOW, 1S DAMNED IF HE DOES AND DAMNED $F HE DOESN'#, 

GARRISON DOES NOT REVEAL HIS EVIDENCE@eWHATEVER IT MAY SE==TO THE PUBLIC OR TO 
SYLVIA MEAGHER; CRIES OF *MPATIENT FURY ARE FORTHCOMING, "WHere 16 HIS EVIDENCE?” 
SHOULD HE BE FOOLS$SH ENOUGH TO REVEAL HIS EVIDENCE PRIOR TO TRIAL (A TRIAL WHICH 
YOU CHOOSE TO IGNORE HAS NOW BEEN DELAYED FOR SEVERAL MONTHS SY THE DEFENSE), AND 
THUS LAY THE BASIS FOR A VALID MOVE FOR DISMISSAL, | AM SURE YOU WOULD NEVERTHELESS 
ATTACK HIM FOR ATTEMPTING TO CONVICT SHAW OUT OF COURT. I| AM NOT PRIVY TO HIS 
EVIDENCE$ NOR, TO MY KNOWLEDGE, ARE MOST OF THE CRITICS. IF YOU ARE, PERHAPS YOU 
HAVE A BASIS FOR YOUR TOTALLY NEGATIVE ATTITUDE, SUT YOU SHOULD NOT USE THIS PRIV= 
§LEGED AND UNREVEALEO INFORMATION AS A BASIS FOR EXCORIEATING YOUR LESS ENLIGHTENED 
cotLeacues (oR IF YoU PREFER, FORMER COLLEAGUES). 

To INSIST ON FAIRPLAY IN THE LEGAL PROCEEDINGS FOR ONE AND ALL ACCUSED 16 
ADMIRASLE, SUT YOUR NEWLY ADOPTED ADDED ROLE OF DEFENDER OF THE ESTABLISHMENT, THE 
CIA, aND THe FBI, FROM GarRISON'S CHARGES OF COMPLICITY AND COVERUR IS AS DIS= 
TURBING AS IT 1S UNBECOMINGs 

l-F GARRISON §S A KNAVE, A FOOL, AND A GHARLATAN, AS YOU SAY, THE BEST WAY 
TO EXPOSE HIM $6 IN CouRTe (I HAVE THE FEELING THAT IF THAT'S WHAT HE WAS, HE 
WOULD HAVE LITTLE OPPOSITION FROM THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT, WHO WOULD BE MOST HAPPY 
TO HAVE HIM REVEALED AS SUCH==mAND TO BRING DOWN THE OTHER CRITICS WITH HIM.) 
But BY WHAT REASON OR RIGHT DO YOU LEND YOUR NOW PRESTIGIOUS VOICE TO THE SER= 
ViCE OF THOSE WHO ARE DETERMINED TO SUBVERT HIS EFFORTS, A PRIORI? THAT THE 
OPEN ENEMSES OF TRUTH ARE MOTIVATED BY FEAR OF EXPOSURE, OR EVEN POTENTIAL 

EXPOSURE; WHILE YOU SELIEVE YOU ARE ON THE SIDE OF TRUTH, OOESN'T ALTER THE FACT 
THAT, HAVING EXONERATED THE LEGALLY ACCUSED, YOU HAVE ARROGATED UNTO YOURSELF THE 
RtGHT TO ACCUSE, TRY, AND JUDGE JiM GARRISON@-AND ALL THOSE WHO WILL NOT JOIN YOUR 

KANGAROO COURT. 

Your ANALOGY WITH THE cRITICS" "TRIAL" oF THE WARREN COMMISSION IS A FLASE 
ONE. THERE, THE ACCUSED WAS MURDERED, THE "Facts" 'rFeD To THE PUBLIC WERE, TO PUT 
§T MBLOLY, SUSPECT FROM THE BEGINNEING$ BUT EVEN SO, WE DID NOT PASS FINAL JUDG 
MENT. ON THE WARREN COMMESGION UNTIL STUDYING iTS CASE. Do You STILL HAVE TO BE 
TOLD THAT GARRISON'S CASE==SUCH AS IT MA¥-BE@=-HAS NOT YET BEEN PRESENTED? 

AN OUTSTANDING EXAMPLE oF YouR 'NhaMN@GARRI SON@=WHATEVER@HE=<DOES™ aTTITUDE 18 
YOUR DIGPARAGEMENT, TO AL Wyman of KLAC rapio (L.A.), of Garrison's SUBPOENAEING 
AS WITNESSES OF HALL, HowaRD, ANO SEYMOUR. YOU COMMENTED TO WYMAN THAT YOU HAVE 
SEEN NO EVIDENCE TO JUSTIFY THIS MOVE. YET ON PG 379 oF "Accessorices™ THERE Is 
RECORDED FOR ALL TO SEE THE FOLLOWINGS: 

MIN ITSELF, THIS SETTING=THE@STAGE (THE ODIO INCIDENT@RM): MADE ET &MPERATEVE 
FOR THE COMMISSION TO PRESS THE INVESTIGATION TO THE LIMITS AND TO CONSIDER 
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LORAN HALL, LawRENCE HowaRD, AND WILLSAM SEYMOUR AS PRIME SUSPECTS IN THE 
ASSASSINATION, IF THEY PROVED TO BE THE MEN WHO HAD VISITED MRS. Opto, 
UNLESS AN INNOCENT AND §INCONTROVERTIBLE EXPLANATION FOR THEIR ANTICS WAS 
ESTABLISHED."" 

You ATTACK THE WARREN COMMISSION (ANO CERTAINLY, WITH REASON) FOR NOT HAVING 
INTERROGATED THESE THREE, WHOM YOU LABELED "PRIME SUSPECTS IN THE ASSASSINATION", 
YET, WHEN GARRISON ATTEMPTS TO DO JUST THAT, BY SUBPOENAEING THEM MERELY AS WET — 
NESSES, YOU HAVE THE TEMERSTY TO PUBLICLY ATTACK HIM FoR THIS! 

WHATEVER MOTIVATES SUCH BNCOMPREHENSISLE AND GROSSLY UNFAIR ACTIONS$ WHATEVER 
VALIO AND HONEST REASONS YOU FEEL YOU HAVE FOR YOUR POSITIONS THEY CANNOT JUSTIFY. 
THE ARROGANCE, VANITY, AND PETULANT SELFefNDULGENCE WHICH HAVE §NCREASINGLY 
MARKED YOUR BEHAVIOR. 

SYLV§A, THIS HAS BEEN THE MOST PAINFUL LETTER I! HAVE EVER HAD TO WRITES 
Ii aM SURE IT WELL ALSO BE PAINFUL, PROBABLY MUCH MORE PAINFUL, FOR YOU TO READs 
ALTHOUGH THAT §6 PROBABLY INEVITASLE, IT CERTAINLY WAS NOT MY DESIRE TO CAUSE 
YOU ADDED PAINS AND IF |' STILL DID NOT RETAIN CONSIDERABLE FAITH IN YOUR BASIC 
§NTEGRITY AND GOODNESS, ITS DOUBTFUL | WOULD HAVE WRITTEN AT ALL. 

| REALIZE |) HAVE USED HARSH WORDS, BUT THERE WOULD HAVE SEEN NO POINT IN 
WRITING IF | WERE To MASK MY HONEST BELIEFS BEHIND DISHONESTLY SUGARED LANGUAGES 
iT 1S MY HOPE, PERHAPS, THAT THIS FRANK AND EVEN BRUTAL EXPOSITION OF MY OPEN= 
§1ONS, SUPPORTED AS |! BELIEVE THEM TO BE BY THE FACTS, WILL SHOCK YOU INTO A. 
CAREFUL RECONSIDERATION OF THE MATTERS I HAVE COVERED$ AND PERHAPS MAKE You 
REALIZE THAT YOUR ACTIONS IN RECENT MONTHS ARE LEADING YOU INTO A POLITICAL, 
MORAL, AND 3NTELLECTUAL MORASSe 

li IMPLORE YOU TO THINK THIS THROUGH MOST CAREFULLY; PERHAPS AFTER THE 
INITIAL SHOCK OF MY LANGUAGE HAS SOFTENED, THINK —= WITH YOUR FINE BRAIN, AND 
PERHAPS WiTr A LITTLE HEART; BUT NOT WITH YOUR SPLEEN OR EGO.) Ii KNOW BT WELL 
TAKE GREAT COURAGE FOR YOU TO EVEN FACE THE POSSEBILEITY THAT YOU MAY BE BASICALLY 
WRONG, AND THAT YOU HAVE BEEN SHAMEFULLY EXPLOITED; BUT | ASK YOU TO DO THIS FOR 
THE SAKE OF THE TRUTH IN THIS HISTORIC CAUSE, FOR THE SAKE OF YOUR TRUE FRIENDS 
BUT MOST OF ALL, FOR YOURSELF. 

SINCERELY AND WITH Love, 

Copies: MeSoARNONI, VINCE SALANDRIA LZ


