. . - February 18,1974

- Dear Dr Wecht o T
A swelling tide of criticism chareces the U.3,.FPostal. Service
with inefficiency and delay in delivering mail, A postal in-
spector ‘is investigating the slow progress of the subpoena,
issued by a state judge in California, cormanding President
- Nixon: to ‘adpear in his court, which reached Washington in
- seven days. ‘lgsn't that good time for the pony express? But
even though the same postal service has thus far failed to de-
liver any reply from Dr Lattimer to ny letter to him of Feb-
ruary }, I have no complaint, Your inguiries about tk=% his
. responses To that letter, dated February 13 in Pittsburgh,
reaciied me in Hew York City after only three days. ' '

Y
o

i . .
“It 1ls true, Ir Zuekiz 125 1ot responded - to my letter,  And
‘when L spoke to'him'after he concluded his talk at Lenox Fill ,
Hospital on the 11lth, he said he had not known about®the death
certificste made out by Dr Burkley until I called it to his
attention. He declined to look at my copy of it. And he dis-

- missed 1t as of little or no importance.  About the locaticn
of the back wound given by-Dr Burkley in that death certifi-
“cate Dr Lattimer said only, "He was wrong," and didn!'t elab-
‘orate.  Farlier in our very brief, hurried, and interrupted
conversation Dr Lattimer considered my question whether his ‘
- inspection of the autopsy I-rays and photographs had enabled
him to add anything of significance tovtheireview: of the 1068
- panel, indicated several detsils.in vhich he differed with

- that panelts findings, and concluded by saying, "SignificanE?
‘Nol™ He expressed interest in ny opinion he had misinterpret—
ed the. Zapruder film in his talk and wanted to hear nere about
-it. 'Hewsaid his son was working on the film but didn's say
more, . Cthers cut in and I promised to cormunicate with him
~.about the £ilm.  That's about all that rassed between us, Since
then I kawen't heard from him, Maybe he'ls cut?of town. :

Now may I put to vou the questions Dr Lattimer ‘has not answer<.
ed? What do yvou make of the two death certificates? Is there
m

'significance in two certificates? Why should Dr Burkley make
out a second one? Is it a matier of of Fformal Trocedure only?
0r of personal prestizge? Or is there some deeper, hidden,
more meaningful reason?’ What purpose or interest was served

by consigning Dr Burkley's certificate to oblivion? -Am I C
sniffing at empty gopher holes? What of the location Dr Burk- -
ley gave of the back wound? It is lower, is it not, than

the autopsy X-rays and. photographs show? Was the Burkely

death certificate ignored because it contained this vatent
‘errer? Do you see significance in the failure to take testi-
mony from Dr Zurkley? Have vou formed an cpinion of hHig rocle

- in tre events in Dallas and ¥Hashington? S

Dr Lattimer's talk, which consisted of corment on slides rele-
vant in greater and lesser degree to the Lincoln and J7% asg= -
as=inations, was essedtially a simplistic popularization of
the Warren Cormission's findings as vroved by the researches of
Dr Lattiner. o problems remained. The implication - there ie
nothing meore to say. But he offered no reason for continuing
to say so, as he evidently plans to do, to other audiences in
other places. I cannot say vhether the doctor &s aware of

the irony. His style of d ¢livery was conversational; s«oéem-
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1nrlf mottcr of fact, unadorned with adjectivel or oratorical

embellishment. R He bao ‘a 'shy_sense of humor. ¥Ye took no note
o? contradictory evidence, He presented personal exXperience
as corrcboraulon of b1110tlc and medical ewidence.. Twice, I
"rcﬂembe he apnealed directly to the. audlcﬂce of sore ¢1fty
-persons, a 1 vhite, to believe him,

Two 001qtg in nls~ual invite comment, In the account of his
- review 0f the autopsy A{-rays and Photographs he .ade no men-
‘tion of still hlSolnﬁ ‘evidence. . He noted the differences in
the lecation of the bak and hezd s ounrs of entry between the
original autopsy and tle reality as he ¢QUDH it. But by not
1nclvd1ng in his talk the. coincidence of .his Findin: gs with those
of the 1968 nanel Dr, Latzlner either v'tt glj or unwitting-
C iy, suwvesped to -his-audience t na corractloq 0 the autopsy
“Tobatloﬁs of tbeae Wounds resulted from his inspection and
review. He made no comrtent abouu t\e significance of the
origingl ﬁlsTOCatloqs, about their bearing on the Commissionts.
Ca7cul”u1013 and findings.  He may have 11c7uded one reference
- to the dsgrse of descent of one buTl@t but there was no
reference at 211 to angular degrees of the lateral trajecto-
ries of the bullets which wounded GoqwaTlv and killed Eenne--
dy. Thus, by implication at- least, both the errorneous. and
“the correct Tgcatlons proved ‘the ”arran Commission was correctl
0f this irony, I am sure, the doctor and his aualence were
unaware.

- Hore signi fi cant, T oglfeve vias Dr L :tlmer S explanation

~of how he came to review the aut opsy X-rays and photographs.
‘He applied, he said, for permission and was Waiting uneAn@qt-

, aﬁtly when, aTTer a dola7 of vears, he received a carbon copy
“of a°letter from Burke Marshall, executor of the iennedy es=
‘tate, to the. Hational Archivist, ‘permitting Dr Lattimer to
Treview the uﬂwunﬁr"o restrwcted autopsy ﬂaberlﬁls but the
‘carbon_copy had no lgts erbead and Dr Lattimer thouc 15 it would
be useless as a ticket of g dmission if he nrcsedued it in

Zﬂashlnvten. Then the NY Times called and asied Dr uauulmer
whether he’ Was. going to review the materials., He expl ned hls
difficulty, The Tives - Dr Lattimer did not say who on The- ‘
Times -~ said it rovld chﬂck‘ and call back. The Timeg'did
and assured Dr Lattimer the letueﬂzréE Valld 30, said Dr
bautxmer, he JEPt o B el

' Thvs account suc 2e5ts vary StT01ﬁly Dr La timer was. Selered

A”lto ngke the ;1rst non-official review of the autopsy I-ravys

- -and photographs. By the ‘ennedy establishment, Why? Two

- Teasons  suggest uhemselve LY Dr Lattimer was. a known un-
critical supporter of unc’uarren Commission findings; 2) he
was not a forensic pa thologist and tlg Pefor less llaely th
vsuch 2 specialist to interpret the-autopsy materials adver”e-
1y to the Warren Commission ueuort, but -eminent encugh to com-

rand redia attention without o~P°«ding;§ettled‘attitade of the

government teward the a“opﬁﬁw”wfﬂ CNe th8-cluestion arises: why
was DT Lattiner launched lilte an assassin's builet to strike
down the alreadv murdered bruuh° Dor's Lattimersminicampaign
lﬂok to the past, to allay restlezs zhosts? - Cr does i: look
uhe future as“Peassurance.to the pover structure of the gountry

: Senator Edward Kennedy intends no. threat to the Qtablllt of: ./
the state by demaddlng truth about. the murders of his bTOuhﬁrSO S
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