Dear Paul, : ; : Oet, 10, 1970

Thanks for your letter of Sept. 25. It has tsken me 30 long te reply be-
cause of a wWeekend conference in which I played a major role in organization
last weeskend. '

When you say that there 1s "no persuagive other svidenee of a shot from
the front," I ssnnot mgree and furthermore would llke to ask Wwhat persusive
evidance there ig for a shot from the rear if one takes "into aesount the contra
dietions in the medliocal aevidenecs, the generally low value of eyewitness testi-
mony, ete.®? If you disregard all that evidence, then we have no evidensce of
a shot from either direction. In brief, scme evidence which suggests to me a
shot from the froht is the followlng: 1. the debris which went so far te the
rear to hit Hargis--especially the plece of substance he felt through# his
uniform 2. the fragment which went off Into the zrass (which Brehm seems to
have seen in flight and which went some distance 3. the apparent awiveling
of the president®*s head to the left. As for the fragment found in the grass,
if it 18 the one Brehmn thinks he gsaw, 1t is important to note whieh part of
the sgkull 1t was, It came from the juncture of the pareital and oecipital bones
which i3 just the part whieh shohld have gone the furthest if the shot eame from
the knoll. Anether peint of interest here is that according te all the avallabl
evidence concerning the metal distribution in the hesd, it could not have been
one of the alleged assassination bullets whieh do not fragment in that pattern.
Omne of thosze bullets could have caused the channsl which runa afficross the top
of the hemisphere and caused the wound behind the left eyes whieh Boswell told
Tink about (which explaing the marking in that area on the autopsy face sheet).
It 1s important to note that the damage in that area matches up with the posi-
tion of fragments found and the track from bsck to front, and now with the new

pessition of the alleged rear heasd entrp hole (aescording to the 1968 panel review
with the general area of the TSHD in at least 2 rough manner. But what about
_ the massive injury to the right cerebral hemisphere. Rather than a plercing =
Indury, the entire slde seems to have been obliterated duwn to the white matter.
This together with the damage to the skull is consistent with, salthough not in-
dlcative of, 2 shot from the right front. Adding to it the identification of
the bone whieh flew the furthest, plus the two diaspersions of metal, one being
small dustlike fragments, why not a shot from the front with a eharge inside,
This would explain the magsivsness of the damage, the gunsmoke {lint Hill and
otherzs smelled when they passed that spot, ete. (Bear in mind that such a
smell was not expected to be there by the witnesses, unlike the cage of JM Smith
who wWmelled- it on the knell but also may have expacted to smell it there.) Alsc
interesting is Clint*e description of thz sonnd of this shot, So, while the
evidence 18 scareely sclid or complete, I do feel that there is gulte a bit
which could pertaln to & shot from the front, and also feel that more could be
gained from legal attemptg to get the autopsy photos and X-rays, the brain,
and other medical evidense than attempting to reconstruct the head movement,
something whish will alwggs be inconclusive to a disturbing degree. (I mean,hher
by tha way, that even if the double-head-hit hypothesis holds up better on ex~
periment than does the rear head shot one, that the expsriments will still be
too divoreed from reality to y2lild a conelusive finding as to what happened in
Denly Plaza, )

It 18 not true a3 you state that “evidence against an arguaent againgt the
Commission’s case ‘tends to support' its conclusion#.® Such evidence, if found,
only weakens the alternative hyppthesis., Thisz is the mest freguent error in
behavioral sclences regearch. It ig & misuse of the Hull Hypethesls testing
progedure, and ircniecally one which BA Plsher, the father of the idea, wWarned
ageinst, It i3 not a question of whether you are making a weak or strong state-
ment--that question is a politlical one which I have not railsed. I am qusstlionin
the wvalldity of drawing any conslusion whatsoever with regard to the comanission'



hypothesls. And furthersors, it would do well to Werry sbout the lone BFfs
agsassin hypothesis 1tself, without golng on to the LHO guil: question. IF
ofie 18 really interestédgd in what gﬁw happened as I Mmow you are, wWhy
Juat consider two possibilities, one gritic view ves, the commission's
LHO=-5BT-2ingle ngsasein theory? Por instance, why codldnt't some other single
person have been the one Tlring frox the TSBLY Once We zet »id of the LEO
question, another rifle sould have been unged With other bullets. It mizht de
eéble to fire faster (the loophols in Lifton's #Caze for 3 Assassins") eor have
used different bullets {i.e. cor lasks, asrcury falaminate, dus dums) which
would have had radically different effects.

Again, your reply to ay comments about the conelusmion on page 24 in
regard to the comaission's hypothesis do not reply to mine, Perhaps I was
net slear amough. 7o hell with politiss ford the time balng. If you can
find proof that the comaission wes right on something, even though only by
aceldent, by all msans let the orities know. The guestion of publication is
the politieal ismus. But I am questioning your basie hypothesis testing proe
cadures, not just your experiment itself, Y'am sure others will do & better
Job in analyzing your experiment ther I 414, Whether thay fesl it was & good
or bad one. I guestion tha logisc in your conelusions. Your point shout the
comsas on line 9, page 23, doss not changs my argusent. The commaz are neaded,
but that doesn't alter what follews after the solon whieh 15 not juetifisble.

Fiven how hasty zy meno of 9-20 wasz done, When you suggested that I ree
read your artlisle in your letter of 9-25, I did mo. I still fael that you
asxe different sonclusions in terms of the $ifF conclusivensas they imply.

Agerin I return te your own statemen’ sbout the propossd slaughterhous s
experizent whioch you declided not to do becaunse "gach an sxperisent would not
allow us to meke a sonclusive statement about the asgsassinstion® versus your
utilization of the word “ocorrsat® and your conclusions st the end, The latter,
for instance, lnvolves making definite gtatemsnts mbout having fomd "mupport®
S8or & nypothesis, although you have slready acknowledgad that sush an experi-
aant is not conclusive, or would not enable you to sake comelusive ststements.
It would then seex that you have "incomslusivev findings, which if conelusive,
Would temd to support & hypothssis. 4nd we are still left with your basis
hypothesls teating prodegurse whioch, ironieally, after all your oritiecism of
Thenpason and fogus on hiwm, does not deal with his theory of the double hesdhit,
but rather with the old single head hit,

Well, asgain a Blancas over this letter reveals that it is soaroely polished,
bt I still feel that =y basie points remain unohanged by your repliez and as
hopling that this second leatter will maks it clesr that I am not gongerned, at
present, sbout the politisal lampllestlons of your article, but rather as to
whethey your somcelusions snd theory testing preecedures are in any way valid,

If they are not, than we have no nesd to dizcuss the polities of publishing
gach work for psopls ocutmide the eritiecs.

I hope that this letter finds you iIn good help snd spirits. I esn imagine
that you ars getilng all sorts of replies from peocple to the article and theh
you are snowed under. I hope that the PhD work 13 going 0X. I should be takxing
&y oral in about & zmoath. 1 hope that Alvarsz 1z not slther your bogs or on
your §Pdf§ ocamittes given his diffienlty {(judging from CB3) in separating
peliltisal and molentific concerns. Ef Deople have written you and accused you
of gelling out to Alvarez, AEC, or scademia in general, 1 suspest that it is
& reaation to your article whioh 13 so different in style fros auch of your
ather work. It is not oonservative and undsrgtated, and does not fein froam
renching hig conclusions, but iz near ths opposite end of the speciram, Purther
aore, 1t hasf aseh pelitisal-typs stuff in 1%, some of whlsh is largely off the
igmue glven how 1little &&ms you spent developing your hypotnesis and degeribing
yoar axrperissnt, Parthersmors, I think that it is patronizing towards Alvarez,
no matter how mueh you lkke him, given his CBS perforasnes. I don't fael you .
have sold out, but I as perplexed by rsceiving such an atyplcal plece of work

i R, HATT  Tloe sat +a aon, Taka % aasy, S %



