Dear Paul, 6/6/11

Iouer1mdolqydbaudutﬂptoﬂnml.hcnmtwmlthankyon
for the infor-ation in 4t and the enclosures. It is helpfuj and it raises more questions.

I'namm.awmtlhawhmqmum.!nuumnimammd
thr-mth-toﬂulhmmtmtﬂay'ummﬂns!'nmtmnwuhml"in
D.Coy whother or not thers is a Hall h .

hmmmtlwotmmmmmxm"thtmf*
hltahhuhnouttenatuutmmnm,'ithfnm.mlhdmulbpem
Mnmmmwu,lmthmmh.mmwlmmmw.
hhdmlpmdmath-amlup-tankafdmnmtuhm.mmm
their counsel did not lsave with more last ctober is because he did not want $o taike more.
This ou Sing. were comdng on JFX and neverdid, fet my fault. Hy bresk was over
oMWMunmﬂhMmtmdMM&mm
Imutmmzormtum.mmwormnumm

After I wrote you I had m response from ERDA. I'd filed and FOIA wequast. They
reforréd to thadr S.F. office, as Ly Dow you may have heand,

It 15 pretty favout ® if a ysapect “obel luaresto lise and says he was supported by
fodoral money 1f in fact he was mot. Bspecially when 1% 4o included on the iuside-back
mru;nqnlm "legal notice.” (Even is including a dimole imer of the assurence of
eoCuUracy.

mm-mzmuamwummmmnmmm

You have no doubt of NiA mishandling., It is not toe lete to provide Jia with suzpeations.
e are still in court on that one,

mxmmmummmmumwamtsxmu.xm
clesrly, that he sald years ago the animated discussions by and with his studente turned
M-on.ullhornlnitntthtﬂmtbnmuhmmmgﬂmdlnqmst.I
recall notidng of this neture in Inguest, at lesast not in the reguired detail., Therefore
Imesmmm,nmhmmw. despite = studied contrery
protonse in this newsr drek.

Iwmmmdlhdngntmhdawithﬂﬂ.s.Immnm‘um.ﬁazom
dumumunhu-mtumtomrnm.lvm.mun-tu
knoving what haprened as it relates hers to the possible Wi original source.

What I find provocative- and not I'm not beating eround the bush with words 1ike
htmsuncurfmm-u"ﬂs:ghmtutuhdmpmwrha&dn
what the single most convincing piece of evidencs for a conspiracy was."

l"ornmor-oiauuslhliemmmhinﬂquﬁhommmmbuqﬁnﬂ
or éven wrong while many others eould be right. Frem this I an wondering if for his owm .
reasons he was locidng for what he did - naking & basic assault on & major criticiso of
the Report and the ofticial ascount.

later you say "Haybe wo can sgree that the r film is ot siumple t0 interpret”
as others like Downing think. You have forgotten. “r pernaps I ncver told you. Anyway, when
I woote about the headssnap part &n 1966 (4t i. toWard the end of WWII) I beldeved it
would not be oredited and rewrote it down to almost nothing tut e cention, If I do not
mufu-uyondoinmthpuibhuhrmhﬂwhﬂnnuitchhmphbilitw
there is no disagresment. Where there is disegrecmest 1s whore nost Cisagree wiih me. I
donotnmttiamentﬂuormmunwiuhhmmiunnrm.

(I'v-‘bnnmrﬁuuhomamtﬂutm.uhr.mm.mrtheﬂallhaaﬂngm
wmm,wmmmamw.mmw.*mm.mmx
@t a California ca 1 & half half ago-last half hour, S0 I'm sorry if I am disjointed.)
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'naxum.lrm:.ndmm.Mnmxm.mthosim.ummuitmﬂm
the Tink -ing, as I do. “dnk's book was not out for sbout snother yeer. But was the
uvmnwg.nateduplmumthebmofth.hnadmﬁngtntathafomt!atntzw
iy mewmory has misled me, I thbught the ides ordginatec with Vlson.

Mtwmlmdmafibhmmm“p,.wdm-rm.nvms'm
Mnmtnotunswm.!mmmmmmmﬁncmﬂmmmmmh
nmormmmtmwnmumuummmunthnuﬂnmm
whmmmﬂwwmmuthu:thhOnth
ztamxammﬂmtmmdmtmhtdththiswpmmﬂumnh
Joined in the politicel huc andcry that &3 & solf-portrsit to me.

Fot inconaistent with his Oporation Jaspn caveer. I've forgeiten the details of 1%.
The Elsnehower phyase is ilktary-Indbetrial ccoplez, My recolloction is that this was
big bradns Justifying everything (that I would nbt justify).

'ﬂnnhmmdemmmtnfdnfmwuinmmfubcnwnmofmml
nlanunotnhud.I'nmtaﬁumtml'nmmwpwmthtm
again but I su saying ihet on emicsnce grise of the scientific worl imows better then the
experiment of w ich you were part. I'm glad to Imow thatSoder snd Sagas, of whow I have
no recollcction, agree with ny chicken~farner's notion that with the bone ia &t the skull
llnhﬂvllyrigm.mumhmathtmbemdﬁhmﬁds.mt!untlaubmce
of replacensnt of bone, narves, stiachment, ete. But this from a fobel laureate snd it is
ealled scicnoo? You and ORecn wers kids, perhaps overwhalmed by his reputation.

Lou do not renpond to my qusetion abou where ia the melon the shots were aimed and
about sven with an unattached melon would you expset ths same reaction if the foroce were
applied in the middile as you wouid get with 4t apvlied at the top. e have lenrned much
mmmtlmm“ﬂmunoofmmmsﬁnss.

I ldke “on Newhall and I've uever fousd him irrespoasible. If I've forgotien that
conversaticn what you sey is on mderstatesent of what I thoughts Lardner is understating
considerably and empruously. I do not ask why, It is soant coafort to find that just
Mmmmmwmmtummmmhummuwmu
cpinion-and ctions, (I have net seen the Ravle story but I'a confident it iv aise
mderstated.) These foterrujtions just seem like they'll not end. One told me that the
conuittes has issued a vasuous presc release attscking Aswls for net walting another 8 months
to seo thththn%hmihuvhtthymmtmnlmghﬂ they haves
“mothe is trat those who can got othar jobs are looidng. 1t 4s not just on 5al) end the
news stories. But on the stories I presume the reporters bogin with the essumpilon that
they must be timid to get pust the desks ond then the desks oviscerate thes 2oTes KX
impression of Ralils io that he 13 a goof persom and an first-rate reporter,

4'11 be cut there briefly in a little over a week, I have no schedule. I'm going to
Mlaﬁfnrnm?ﬁ_l.twrkmdthantowuroﬂnrwﬂ.onpuettogoto&?:ast long
enough to sos the ¥nites. Hal hes been stlent, unrespomsive, for yoars. Tharks and best,
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June 1, 1977
Dear Harold,

Thanks for your letter of the 27th. )

I only have a single copy of the Alvarez preprint, so I have Xeroxed
. the front and back wmmx covers for you (along with the first page). When
k& the published version came out, I checked it against the preprint, and A&
my recollection is that there were no non-trivial changes. .

I've also enclosed the cover page from my kehxt thesis, which shows
the same contract number. I'm pretty sure that is a general contract covering
all the work of the Lab.

Yes, T would be surprised if ERDA authorized Alvarez to use any money
for this project. In fact, £ I wouldn't be surprised if they had no knowledge
of this work until it was done and written up! (Of course I have no evidence
on this point.) :

I have no doubt that there could be a major story in how the NAA was
(mis)handled, That is probably an unrelated story, I would guess.

My recollection is that I had very little to do with Alvarez' first
interést in the Z film (which led to the much-maligned, thanks to CBS) "jiggle"
theory. My xamm office-mate at the time, who spent quite a bit of time talking
‘about the JFK case with me, was one of the muk students who frequently talked
with Alvarez over lunch or coffee; I wasn't. T recall that there was so little
contact at that time kham that when Alvarez wanted to check the film in the
26 volumes, he went to the law library and didn't even contact me.

His interest in the head snap started after he asked me what the single
most convincing piece of evidence for a consplracy was. I told him about the
head snap and (I think) loaned him Tink's book. He came up with a suggested
explanation, and then Olson and Buckingham joined us in testing it experimen—
tally. - :

I don't know anything about Rexjmex Project Jason, so I can't help you on
that.

For what it's worth, ymexaxexmmtxthke the WC critics are not the first
people to find Alvarez difficult, arrogant, or whatever. If you check some of
the books on the Oppenheimer case and other events of that period, you will
find some quite unflattering portraits. Actually, he's mellowed quite a bit
in the last 10 years or so. But I do think that's all irrelevant to our
major concerns.

. Of course a head is not the same as a melon, and we weren't trying to
simulate a head in detail. Let me try mkakime stating my understanding of
what the Alvarez experiment has established: if the WC critics are to argue
that the head shot could not have come from the rear, we cannot do so simply
from a general principle ("A target always goes away from the gun") but must
base the argument wf on the specific properties of the skull, the bullet, e
e, and the motion which distinguish them from the situation in the Alvarez
experiment. The most persuasive criticism I recall hearing (and I think it
came from Soder or Sagan at Cornell) is that the relatively rigid skull (bone)
would require more forward momentum to be imparted. But that is also a hypothesis,
which would have to be tested experimentally. Maybe we can agree that the
Zapruder film is not simple to ik interpret (as people like Rep. Downing think),
and that the proper scientific study to get all possible information from it has
not been done, ,

Jon Newhall of Zodiac News (who told me he had talked with you) gave me
some dexk details about the House Committee's interaction with Loran Hall which
make the Committee look far worse than what was printed in Lardner's plece - which
#Zx was bad enough. A couple of people from their investipative staff talked with
me for an hour when thmx they were out here a couple of weeks ago, and did nothing
to change my opinion that the Committee doesn't have its act together and is
showing no signs of doing so in the max near future. I Saw you comments to
Lardner when the last HSC Teport came out, and I thought they were well taken pointsx=.

Sincere
wneer .l
PLH
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A PIYSICIST EXAMINES THE KENNEDY ASSASSINATION FILM

Luis W. Alvarez
Lawrence-Berkeley Laboratory
University of California
Berkeley, California 54720
Introduction:

In the eleven years since the Warren Commission published its 26
volume reportl on the assassination of President Kennedy, a controversy
has continued over the validity of the Commission's findings. Dozens of
books and countless articles have been written to show, for example, that
Lee Harvey Oswald had nothing to do with the event, or that he was part of
a conspiracy with the CIA or other parties in planning the assassination.
Some of the books, such as Mark Lane's "Rush to Judgement,”2 were best
sellers. In December 1966 Esquire published an article3 listing thirty-five
different theories that had been advanced by as many authors, each suggesting
a variation on ‘the Warren Cammission's official scenario of the assassina-
tion. And since then, many more theories have dappeared.

In the light.of such a long history of unsettied controversy, the
reader might well wonder why yet another author would feel moved to write
on the subject. The reasons are quite simple; in the first place, 1 con- |
tinue to read, and to hear on radio and television that "The laws of physics
require that the President must have been shot from the front, whereas the
Warren Commission places his assassin, Lee Harvey Oswaid; behind him.”

Such statements involve the backward snap of the President's head,
immediately after thé shot that killed him. 1 Will show, both theoretically
and experimentally, that such statements are simply incorrect: the laws of
physics are more in accord with the conclusions of the Warren Commission

than they are with the theories of the critics.,
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