19 May 1967

You mpy remember that dwing your visit on Tuesday last I said of one
of my folliow-oritics that I had 1ittle regurd for him a5 a person bub great
regard for nis book. Now I have read your mamuscript. Becsuse of your
many {ine qualities, which were immedistely parent-«in particalar, conscience,
courage, Wmanféwmzfﬂtmmthﬂmmwmm
pérson whose book was certain to reflect the morsl and intellsetual fiber
of the writer,

This proved to be entirely true, for in your marinscerint : 1o :
of timidity or compramise of your real opinions. Yeb I carmot give you the
kind of enthusiastis respenss to your msmuseript that I should have liked to
givew-I wonld be dishonest if I did not say forthrightly that it needs a
great desl meve work and extensi s1ve ye-writing, re-thinks ngy and re-gtudyings

L have taken the liberty of making sows miner changes of fact and/or
style right in the text; these are inconsequentis .+ for the most pard,
On the substantive points, I have Flagged passsages by placing

mber in the margin, and I have e muents
in the stteghed commentery, using mumber
inadvertently; therefore, the mmbei
the commentary is actually complote.

The main problem in your mamuseript is that it is based on sseondary
sources--on a body of pwblished sriticism, of varying dogreas of accwragy,
and gimplify in 3 quite short mamseript some tires or four lengihy books,
which in their turn attempied Yo synthesize some 26 volumes, of wiich many
mmbes elght or nine hundred pages. When one is so remote fr m Lh
smaxﬁge data, the yisk of error, oversimplificet o0y mad digtortior
greavs

| I should make it clear that my commembary does ot constitute an
exhaustive or definitive eritique of the questiong of evidence and testimony
 as tregted in your ms. They are the mimimie nesded ¢ ; '

comentary as long as the ms. itself. In dealing with thesie same matters
(except for yowr Dreyfus chapter) I have had to write soms 700 pages, setiing
forth the facts dredged out of the 26 volwnes and my ressoning on the basis
of those facts, Had I known how to simplify and shorten, I would have done
803 but sinée I cowld mot do it myself, I am ill-squipped to advise you

on how to synthesize and simplify, not the 26 volumes bt the three or four
volames sbout the 26 volumes, which may not always present an adequate or
flawless ascount of the evidense.




Anotler comment I would make sbob yowr ms. iz that the absense of
notes on sowess iz a seridus bandicaps On such subjests of fact and
history, the eitation of sources is indispensable-gnd the writer should
not ask the reader to take his pronowicements on faith bt should ensble
hin to check back against the sounres. ' :

I realise, of course, thab the ms. is a first deafh, and that you
intend to polish the style, language, sentencs strusture, ebo, 1 & sure
that in reworking the ms. you will eliminate tautologies, simplify and
larify the writing, and ghswpen the styles _ Tou tend to start too many
senbences with suwoh phrases as, ¥So," or MAnd, oy "Well,® which is mope
sonversstional than literary. : ‘ .

I think it nay be begt if I send you these comments gnd give you
some time to read and think gbout them before we hove a talk,
you feel ready,just give me a call and I will be pleased-spro rided, however,
that ny galley proofs have mot yob awrived, Ones they eome, I will barricade
nyself until I have finished work on them, ' '

Shankar, I feel wrotched that I have made 80 many criticisms and perhaps
¢aused you some dejection. Yot I wanted to give you my resl views, for
it would be insulting and patromizing o make some vague complime rbary
remarks, ss if assuming that youm will be pleased with mere platitudes,
Rather; I am shaving my thoughis with you frankly, knowing that you will
surmount any momentary & gement and proceed, making the necessary
150 aseript move fully reflscts
dong. Your fundamewbal

2247 ls

With friendship,



{1) Mark Lane's Citizens' Committes of Inquiry of 196h1965 is now defunck, A
new comitiee using the same neme bub not ordented to any critic in particular
wes recently formed in Log Angeles, As writlen, your pervsgraph jmplies that
fty msteéitemture" has regulted from the Citizens' Commitbes--it should be
clarified. - |

(2) I believe that very few of the books fall inmto the categery of "epseulation,”
Certainly those published after the 26 velwmes rest heavily on the official evidence.

(3) The last peragraph will not bé understandsble to a reader without prior
explanation of the single~bullet theory and the time vonstraints.

() Strictly speaking, it im pussible for ona man to commit an sssassingtion
for political ressons. ThE point is that this wes not sredible, given all the
circumstances in which thia aseassination ccewved, ' '

{5) me 15 witnesses included soms who died a natwsl desth (Tom Howard and
farleaa Roberts, for example) and % do not find that they died under circumstances

(6) The second sexbence is not clear. "He opposed provedures which a court of
law would have permitbed, and allowed liberbles wiich a court would bave wuled
Wﬁ‘ ' '

(7) The meaning of the sentence is mot -a#ﬁimiy alear andy in eny case, I know

of nothing to substantiste the suggestion thab Some tesbimony was bteken secretly
and then suppressad. What 18 the souree of this claim?

(8) ®At long last the four Congressiona) members of the seven-maen Commission
cblained assurances that the necespary funds would be provided by the Congress.
With the elimingtion of the supposed financial obstacle, there was no choive
but to publishega?

(9) Hers you have confused the ¥BI and Seoret Service interviews with witnesses,
on the one hand, and the testimony taken by the Commission or its lawyers, on the
other, Hany witnesses complained to the Commisslon that the FBI or Secreb Service
hed made errors or omissions in reporting the imterviews. 4s for going offwthe-
record, that occwred durdng testimony given to the Commission or its counsel; but
mot Mwhenever any witness said something thet was damaging to the one-assassin
theory." There were a large variety of circumstances under which they resorted
to Yoff-the-record. :

(19) This is neither clear nor correch.

(11} This statement is not entirely correst, Re-read whab Epstein's book ‘says
gbout the deadlines. '

(12} ‘The pressure for publication before the elegbtions cams from the White House,
according to Bpstein.




(13) This sentence needs to be rewritten as it iz net clear as it now stands,
(14) See comment (5) above.

(15) Do you mean here "whether or not a crime has been committed by the
accused"? :

(16) what is the source of this information? I have heard this allegation
before, leng ago, ut I was never able tb find any documentary corrobokation.
Without such correberation, the claim should not be made-—or should at least

be labelled as an uncenfirmed allegation,

(17) You overstate this. It is not a "fact" that Oswald was on the FBI
payrell: it is an allegation which has neither beem sonclusively proved
ner disproved. : -

(18) You state as a categorieal fact what you assume to be the Commission's
fears and reascning, You should make it clear that these are inferences
and assumptions,

(19) Again, you are stating that 8swald had "FBI links" as though that was
a proven faect. '

(20) Your interpretation of Hoover's "inadvertent admission® does not seem
warranted. He might have meant merely that the FBI had determined in
questioning Marina Oswald and Ruth Paine that they had provided Oswald
with the information found in his notebeok, You read mere into this than
can be justified, '

(21) TYou sheuld qualify the statement that witnesses “saw" Oswald Fire
shots, As you later explain, only one witness claimed that he saw this,
ard his testimony is highly dubious, Others claimed that they saw a man,
but they eould not identify him,

(22) A more detailed description is needed of the three men (Jarman, Norman,
and Williams) who were in the fifth floor window during the shooting,

(23) When did he have this diffieulty in locating the window: from a
photograph? or at the seene? Check what Epstein's book has to say on this,

(24) The FBI d4id submit its reports on interviews with Rowland, The point
is that the reports did not include amp mention of his seeing a negro, which
Rowland elaimed in his testimony he had actually told the FBI agents and which
they had omitted from their reports.

(25) vhat is the source of the "90 per cent"?

(27) The length of the paper bag (38 inches) is not in dispute. It is the

length of the package that was carried, for a 38-inch bag can be used to wrap

a mich shorter objeet., The real problem here is whether the package seen

by Frazier and his sister conld have been long enough to hold the disassembled
rifle, This should be made clearer, ‘



(28) It is an overstatement to say that the Commission "invented" Hidell
to sustain its theory, There were many documentary indications of "Hidell."
What is at issue is whether the conclusions drawn by the Commission--i.e, »
that Oswald invented Hidell as an alias and ordered weapons by mail order
under that alias to conceal his own identity--are justified by the known
facts, ‘ :

© (30)  The nawe was written on the vepair ticket by Dial Ryder, the clerk
at the Irving Gun Shop. The problem here is whether Ryder falsified the
ticket, as the Commission implies; or whether he had a customer named
Oswald or pretending to have that name. ' .

(31) To say that the evidence of purchase of the rifle is a concoction of
the Commission is not warranted. There i ample documentary support of the
purehase--order form, money order, ete., There are other diserepancies
connected with the purchase which were ignored; and the vital question which
remains unresolved is proSf that the rifle was actually delivered to Oswald
and remained in his possession, To say that the evidence of the mail order
was coneosted is to imply that the Klein's Sporting Goods Co. willingly
conspired with the authorities in fabricating mierofilm records.

(32) The Gommission claimed that it reached that conclusion ("that the rifles
were the same®) on the basis of a whole body of evidence other than Shaneyfelt's

testimony that tiaey‘ had the same general eoni‘igura’sion.v

(33) Here you imply that Marina Oswald actually saw the rifle on her first
cheek; she did not, She saw the blanket, which appearsd to her to be unchanged
and from which she assumed that the rifle rested inside., She did not "ehange
her story” later and say that the rifle was not there: she (and Mrs, Paine)
accompanied the police to the garage, to show them that ths rifle was there,

but when the poliees opened the blanket, it was gone,

(34) What is the source of this statement? If it is from Epstein‘e boek,
it does not appear to me to be aceurate. The division of labor had nothing
to do with the disagreement about Marina Oswald's credibility.

(35) What Day actually claimed is that traces of his "1ift" did remain, in
the form of fingerprint powder, which he considered ample encugh to indicate
to the FBI that he had lifted a latent print,

(35-A) There is no proof and no admission by Humes that he altered the sutopsy;
there is evidence to suggest that he may have altered the autopsy report. And
if he indeed did so, we do not know who influenced him. We camnnot charge the.
Commission with that, although we can point to their failure to pay attention to
indications that there had been an alteration in the original autopsy findings.

(36) It was Commander Boswell who placed ‘the dot on the autopsy face-sheet,
He said this to the New York Times near the end of 1966, I forget the exact date.

(37) 1s not the point that the FBI reports on the autopsy did not correspond
with those of the autopsy surgeons? '

(38) The Commission does not "authoritatively assert" that the sketch was
made by Boswell; it is Boswell himself who says so (see (36) above), Humes
testified that he had made some, but not all, the notations on the page

on which the sketch appears, But even if your facts were correct, the

reagoning in this paragraph escapes me entirely. You have not made your
thinking clear.



(39) What is the source of the statement that the Conmission "eonfiseated"
all the tape recordings? I know of nothing to support that assertion,

(40) This is neither clear nor accurate. The position is that the
Commission c¢laims a trajectory in JFK of something over 17°, -and argues

that the same bullet--traveling on a downward path of 174 degreesy~then
struck Connally. To account for the known trajectory of 25 degrees

in Connally, the Commission suggests that the bullet must have besn deflected
in striking his rib,

(41) This is inaccurate, The Seerst Service agent who received the bullet
from the hospital personnsl seid in his report that it was not known from
whose stretcher it had fallen,

(42)  The only source for thig information is Lane's book; it cannot be
claimed as a known fact but only as an allegation by Lane, Moreover, there
is no bagis for the statement that there was confiscation of the video tapes,

(43) The argument of "echoes" receives strong support in the testimony _
of the late Lee Bowers., I do not agree with this argument; but this is not
to say that it was invented out of whole cloth,

(44) Clarify by saying that none were present during the assassination

and that when they did visit the scene of the erime they did not conduct
seientifie tests of acoustical effects, as they might have done, to determine
whether or not the theory of bouncing echoes was well-founded,

(45) There seems to be no corroborative link between Mrs, Connallyts
statement and Dudman's observation of a bullet hole in the windshield,
Clarify your meaning here, : ‘

(46)  The same observation as in (45) above applies to your claim that
Bowers? ebserv‘atiens" in some way corroborats Mercer's, '

(47) There may be reasocns other than the three possibilities you mention
to account for the presence of the cars; nor would the presenee of Goldwater
stickers on cars belonging to the police implicate them necessarily in a
conspiracy to kill the President.

(48)  Price said that the man had a "headpiece" in his hand, No one knows
what he meant by a Yheadpiece,” It is not accurate to suggest, as this
paragraph does, that Price said that it could have been a gun, This is only
a possibility that a number of erities have suggested, in the. absence of any
elarification of what he meent by "headpiece,® :

(50) Ths frames were transposed, but there is no evidence to indicate who
transposed them, nor even evidence that the Commission realigzed that they
were transposed, Such s charge cannot be made--one ecan oenly raise the
possibility. Since there is so much damning evidence against the Commission
for known acts of ecommission or omission, to charge them unfairly is only to
bestow a mantle of martyrdome and victimization, and to distraet attention
from their known, proven violations of juridical and investigatory norms,



was blasted off the head, As to the direction of the ‘bullet which struck the
head, you cannot merely ignore the Commission's evidence that there was an
entrance hole in the back of the head and a path of ullet fragments in the
brain whieh proved that the bullet came from behind the vietim, You may
argue with these assertions and present contrary evidence, but you are
obliged to give an accurate indication of the Commission's claims and
reasoning, Having done so, you can present inimical evidence which

leads you to reject the Commission's claims.

(52) The skull was not "knocked out of shape;” a large portion of the skull

(53) There is no use arguing that the 6,5 mm, Careano could net have

produced the accurate and fatal shots unless and until ‘you can also

- disposs of the Commission's c¢laim of proof that the shots came from that
rifle-~the alleged proof includes, as you know, the ballisties identifiecation
of tullet fragments and a whole bullet found in Parikland Hospital as having .
come from that rifle to the exclusion of all other rifies, Nor is there
sufficient evidence to justify the categorical statement that the gun found in the
depository “was in fact a German rifls.," There are photographs of the rifle
immediately after it was found, and one photograph in which Lt, Day 1s carrying
it out of the Depository by the sling, in which the weapon sppears absolutely
identical with the Italian Carcano. This whole paragraph must be rethought .
and rewritten, ' '

(54) Mrs, Rebe&ts died early in 1966, well over a year after her testimony.

(55) ‘baley's accident seems without sinister implications: he was struek
headon by an ancient gentlemen who was driving in the wrong direction and who
also died in the collision, To say that Whaley "had to pay with his 1ife"
is to insinuate that he was deliberately murdered; and as someone else has
said, it is hard to believe that an 80-year-old Dallasite decided to serve
the conspirators by becoming a Kamikaze pilot,.

{56)  This is only an inferente anésh@‘szl&mt be stated as if it were a
fact, The second sentence in this parsgraph is slso overstabed,

(57) This sentence is true, as it stands, but is nevertheless misleading,
The FBI interviewsd Wes Wise to follow up on Couch's report; and Wise then
deseribed in considsrable debail his encounter with Ruby on the day aftor
the sssassination, near the Depository, whare Ruby was walting in the
expectation that Oswald would avrive &t the County Jeil in transfer from
the pelice building,

(58) I have unsropped color primks and a slide of this Willis photograph
~end the man, while he does resemble Ruby somewhat, clearly is not Ruby bub
& different man, S
What is "picture sight®?

(59)  The facts here sre mixed up, lMrs, Tiee contacted Ruby's sisters

and formed an acquaintance with thems Somebime during the sourse of their
association, she described the clothes worm by the man she identified as Ruby
whom she saw at Parkland Hospital. Mrs. Grant told the FBI that she thought
Mps, Tice was a mut bubt that she had to admit that Mrs. Tice had described
correctly the apparel Ruby had worn on 11/22/63, Mrse Tice neitber saw nor
recogrized Ruby's clothes during her visit to his gister,



(60)  Here is an example of the peril of relying on secondary rabher bhan
primiry sources. You have relied upon Rush to Judgment for this information
about Damiels, not on Daniels! actual testimeny for oiher relevasnt testimony
and documents. Therefors, you have incorporsted the faulty "facte® and logic
wiieh you found in the book, The business of Daniels and Ruby's means of
entry into the basement is oxtyemsly complicated, In my book I have given
some 30 pages %o this, and I cen scapcely summarize all the facts in 4 few
lines, I can say, however, that Lame's ascount of Damlels' testimony is
incompletes he omits the various diffevent versions that Damiels gave, on
different ogcasions, sbout whethey or mob he Sew snyome enter and whether or

(62) My assesmuent of the off-the<resoxd dialogue ig that Ceiffin was not
trylng to intimidste Dean but only trying o get him to tell the truth, I
fully agres with Griffin that Doun was lying., Bub this becomss clear only
frem a painsteking study of all the relevant testinony and evidenes.

(63) By the first woyd of the parasraph, “however," one receives $he
impression thab it is linked to (or a eontinuetion of) the preceding
paragraph, on Desns If there is some link, you bave not made it elear,
If there is no link, then the story of Desn and Gwiffin seems onded
sbruptly eand in mid-sirs  You have to indicate, after 211, what happened
when he deseribed his off-the-record conversabion with Griffin to the
Warren Commligsion, how they received the story, what action they took, ek,

(64)  There are not suffieient grounds for asserting cabegorieslly that
a transeript exists, such Jegs that it was shoved inte the Archives.

These are only gpeculstions, It is very im ortant bo always differentiasbe
very precisely between proven fact, evidencs (shrong or suges sbive); and
the inferences, impressions, or speeulabions of the writew,

(65) Ope canmot say that Ruby had 2 meeting with Weissman and Tippit but
only that it was alleged by an sfidfiymons person that such a meebing ook
place. '

(66) True, Waldo was not asked about the alleged neeting, bub it happens

- that according to the record Mark lLane never told the Commissison thab Thayer
Waldo was his contact with the sanonymous man, In his book, Lane complaing
that the Commission need only have asked Waldo the f man's name, lesving it o
the resder to infer that he had told the Cormission abont Waldo, I said last
yemr in = published review of Lane's book that 1% appeired that the complaint
was unfair, since be had not given Waldofs name to the Cormission; and no word
has been fortheoming to indicate that my impression {that Waldo's name was not
given) is incorrect., For thess reagons, the Commission should mot be taxed
with failure to question him.

(Pages 102-104) Your argument “here is not clear: are you saying that Ruby was,
or was not, psychotic? or that he was or was not pretending €6 be psychotic?
You shouldm make clearer your assessmént; and if you take the position that
Ruby was pretending to insanity, you must overcome Dr, Westls opinion, guoted
on page 103 paragraph 2,

Heagher 5/19/67



