CHAPTER 48
David Belin’s Rosetta Stones, Imagined and Real

The Commission had 14 assstant counsd, in addition to other staff. These assstantsto Rankin did
mogt by far of the Commisson’swork. They questioned most by far of the Commisson’s witnessesin
depositions outside of Washington and from time to time participated in hearings before the Commission.

A few were wdl-established lawyers. Joe Bal was prominent in southern Cdifornia legd circles.
Chicago's ElImer Jenner was a candidate for the presidency of the American Bar Association while on the
Commisson gaff. Mog, however, were rlatively young and anxious to make namesfor themsdves. Mogt
did have career benefits from their Commission work.

Of them dl the one who stands out as driven by a compulsion to justify himsaf more than any other
-- in volume more than dl the others combined -- is David Bdlin. He has had moretimeon TV, moreoped
page articles, more news stories and interviews than al the others collectively, too, except that as a Senator
Arlen Specter did and does get more attention. But Specter avoids his career on the Commission to the
degreethat is possible for him.

Of them dll, Bdlin has the biggest mouth and has least control over it.

His endless sdlf-judtifications make him wel come to the mgjor media. 1t has dways endorsed and
supported the officid Warren Commisson mythology. He sayswhat they want to hear and see said. He
meakes themn look honest because he is confirming what they have dways said about the assassindtion. His
postion and thet of the mediaareidentica. Hispogtionis®l amright because | say | wasright and nothing
ese matters.” In reporting him in this posture the mediais saying the same thing about itsdlf and in having
Bdin say it for them. Through him the mediais dso saying “We're right because we say we were right and
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nothing dse matters.” In giving Belin the extraordinary atention it has, the mediais adding “And he says
we were right, too.”

A didogue with Bdinisimpossble because he makesit impossble. To him thereisonly one view,
his Heislong-winded and repetitious in presenting it. He responds to no factud criticisms. Instead he
digresses, rambles dong in irrelevancies he pretends are background and indispensable and the more he
jabbers the farther away from the question he eases because on fact he cannot answer it.

That he never gets around to answering is because on the basis of fact he has no defense, no
judtification. So, he rambles dong intensaly with speeches that can cover dmost anything except what he
is asked.

HeisaSick Williewith it, too, and experienced in that.

Because he wrote a friend of mine that | and my work are “inaccurate’ and then said he did not
have time to provide details while aways finding and seeking time for every poised pen, pointing camera
and open mike, | decided to give this boastful man with the obvious psychological problems from his
Commission work an opportunity to demongrate my inaccuracy and hisinaccuracy. Inaletter | wrote him
January 8, 1995, | told him that | would be using thet Ietter in this book adong with any response he might

make. My letter follows.

Dear Mr. Bdin,

| am sure you remember our debate at VVanderbilt University toward the end of
1975.

Y ou may remember that | was then not able to stand while | spoke. | was only
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recently out of the hospitd after suffering the first of a serious of venous thromboses. 1'd
been released for travel too soon. The next morning | could not get a shoe on one foot.
When they saw me at the airport | was single-loaded and a nurse who was on the plane
was brought to st with me. 1t is because I'd been unwell and required to keep my legs
elevated that | was not able to shorten my prepared remarks. These medicd problems aso
account for both my typing and my writing. My legs are devated when | type and when
| write and thus when | read and correct what | have written it is on a clipboard in my left
hand, inthe ar, and | write with my right hand. So, dong with explaning why my typing is

S0 poor, as | do with al others, | apologize for it.

Asyou may not know, despite that and subsequent medica problems | filed more
than a dozen FOIA lawsuits. As aresult | obtained about a third of a million pages of
previoudy-withheld records, mostly those of the FBI. | make them fredy avallable to al
writing in the field, dong with the also unsupervised use of our copier. | do this despite
knowing that amogt al will write what | do not agree with. Severd of those suits were
precedental and one was cited in the legidative higtory of the 1974 amending of the Act as
requiring the amending of the investigatory files exemption to return it to the meaning of the
Act asorigindly drafted. If thisis newsto you, then you may be interested in the fact that
the Senator who saw to it that the legidative higtory is dear was the sole surviving Kennedy

brother.

Contrary to your usud representation, thet those who do not agree with the officid
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mythology to which you contributed so much are “sensationdists’ as you know from my
books | restrict mysdf dmost entirely to the officid evidence, induding anot inconsderable
volume of what you contrived. You a least have my Post M ortem because you had it at
Vanderbilt and said you then hasread haf of it. I’ ve just checked the index. | refer to you
in that book 13 times. | do not recall that any one of thosetimes | had occasion to speak
well of your work on the Commission but | have not heard a word of complaint or

correction from you.

Asl| recdl it was about midnight when that debate and allittle conversation after it
ended. That was on a Thursday night. The earliest you could have been home was
sometime Friday. Y ou then announced that you would hold a press conference the next
day, a Saturday, and you did. Y ou then cdled for anew investigation. That after more than
adecade you did the first possible moment after our debate, after | detailed your record
to your face. What | did and after what you had read in Pos Mortem -- and | do not recal
that with the fine opportunity you had a Vanderbilt you made any protest over what |
wrote or attributed any error to it -- leads to the belief that there was a cause-effect

relationship.

Rabbi Sam Silver is a dear friend of my youth. He sent me your letter to him of
Augus 10, 1993. Adde from the limitations we both have and are lucky to have survived
we then were preparing for guests who wanted to be with us on the occasion of our being

awarded honorary doctorates in humane letters for the work we have done on the
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assassinations. Then, as| again bused mysdf with work, | forgot about whét | regard as
ashyder-like evason and afdse description of my work. It is adescription you knew was
fdse when you wroteit. By then | had published six books on the Kennedy assassination.

Y our words are, referring to me, “he, regretfully, isinaccurate” With those Sx books
giving you ample opportunity, | herewith solicit from you judtification for your words. | am
asking you to show me any sgnificant error in those books. At thistime | have a specid

interest in that.

Severd years ago, when it was dear that the time remaining to me cannot be long,
| decided to use dl of that time | can perfecting the assassination record, induding that of
the investigations of which you were part, to the degree that is now possiblefor me. | have
severd book-length studies completed, each deding with a different agpect, and | am now

working on ancther. Itstitle is Insde the JFK Assassination Industry. While it is not

possible to be dl-inclusve in this, | do treat with the books of both extremes and | am
adding the participation in this industry of the Commisson, which redly both got it started

and made the rest possible. It wasin this connection that | revedled your letter to Sam.

| gotit out. You dsoincduded saverd of your endless articles that stripped of their
sanctimony boil down to “1 am right because | say | amright.” | intend to use what | quote
above of your letter and what you say in those articlesin thiswriting. | will be usng this
letter and any response you may make. | will use what you may send in facamile so that

there may not be any sdlf-serving accusation that | was not faithful to it or made any
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changesinit.

If you do not respond I'll use this letter and say that | heard nothing from you.

Y our explanaion to Sam or your hat making any specific response to whatever he
sad or in explanation of your saying | am “inaccurate,” is as we both know, not in accord
with the facts or with your extensive higtory of usng any and every excuse possible to get
an aticle or oped piece published and of writing innumerable letters to newspapersal over
the country. | have copies of them that were sent to me. Y ou not only do not “respond,”
you aso do not respond to what you cannot respond by saying, that | am inaccurate,
because you clam not to have time. You find dl the time in the world for salf-serving
atention in dl the media and for more articles of any kind and letters than any, if not in fact
al of your former Commission colleegues. What | am saying is that you could not and
knew you could not document your insult to me and to my work to my dear friend o

instead you resorted to evasion and untruth.

Remember, | am soliciting your documentation of what you say and of what you

refer to as my inaccuracies, with the intention of using them entirely unatered.

You used your letter to Sam, in addition to in effect cdling me a liar and
“sensationdist” to him you [included] severd of your sdf-serving and | say without any
equivocation false and inaccurate articles,
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In referring to the so-caled magic bullet, Commisson Exhibit 399, and to
Governor Conndly’ swoundsin your New Y ork Times oped piece of June 25, 1993, you
say that “All the physicians who trested Mr. Conndly for his wounds agree that he had
been struck by just one bullet, fired from behind.” | go into that testimony in the last two
chapters of my first book. It was completed in mid-February, 1965. What you say is not
true and in saying it you should have known it isuntrue. Rather than take the timeto cite
al those who sad the opposite of what you attribute to them, because that book fell open
to pages 172 and 173. | see there that one of the doctors who treated Conndly, Dr.

Gregory. | quote from histestimony as| report it on the next page:

“It was ‘extremdy unlikely’ thet it could have been the bullet to ‘lodge in the

Governor’sthigh (2H376)”.

On the same page of my book | quote him as saying of your magic bullet thet in the

offida mythology caused dl of Connaly’ s wounds he says a second bullet hit him.

Not only did Dr. Gregory say other than what you say he did, he dso said it was

not possible at the point in the Zapruder film you say it did.

On page 176 | quote testimony by Dr. Shires, who was in charge of Conndly’'s

trestment, Sorry, | mean Dr. Shaw, as not agreeing with the made-up single-bullet magic.
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When questioned further by Allen Dulles, who asked if there had been two bullets Shaw's

reply, contrary to your representation of it answered Dulles, “Yes, or Threg’ (4H114).

| could go on and on with this but | think these are adequate to prove that you
knowingly misrepresented your own testimony to serve your own purposes and thet it was

less than honest.

My inadvertent references to Dr. Shires above | useto call to your attention what

| believe cannot be accidentad mistakes you made.

The only Conndly fragments you refer to are those “removed from hiswrigt.” In
this, too, your dl lessthan-other than honest. Y ou know very well thet Dr. Shires attested
to afragment remaining in Conndly’s chest and you know, too, thet there was onein his
thigh. Y ou do not mention them because it is obvious, as the doctors whaose testimony you
misrepresent did tedtify, dl the fragments without them came to more than was missng from

that magic bullet.

Y ou then go into Dr. Vincent P. Guinn's HSCA testimony knowingly using -- |
say misusing -- what serves your purpose and diminating the grim actudity of what he sad,
you say that “the fragments removed from Mr. Conndly came from the bullet found in the
hospitd which were bdligicdly proven to have come from Lee Harvey Oswald' s rifle”

Thisis an asolute impossibility and | would gppreciaeit if you explain it as coming from
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your ignorance of baligticstesting or if you said what is not true ddliberaidy. Thoseasyou
say correctly “postage-stamp” weight specimens were not capable of balidics testing.

You did say of them that Guinn subjected them to neutron activation analyss.

Y ou are familiar with his testimony and you are much less than honest in what you
suppress fromit. Becauseit is easier for me to report the Washington Post’s story, for
which | prepared George Lardner as best | could, anticipating what | correctly did

anticipate, | citeit. The date of the issue is September 9, 1978.

Wha you suppressed, and | submit it has dso the effect of lying about his

testimony and what it means, iswhat | refer to:

Guinn' stests dso created anew mystery, however. The
fragments the FBI tested in 1964, he told Hthian, have dl
disappeared. Guinn sad he had carefully weighed the bits and
pieces of metd brought to him by officids of the Nationd Archives
last year and not one of them matched the fragments recorded in

the FBI data.

“The pieces brought out by the Archives did not include any of the specific pieces

the FBI andlyzed,” hetedtified. “Wherethey are | have no idea”
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At thispoint | believeit is not ingppropriate for me to cite the Unabridged Random

House definition of shyster:

“1. A lawyer who uses unprofessiona or questionable

methods; 2. One who gets dong by petty, sharp practice.”

In one of these articles you boast that you know more about the ballistics evidence
than anyone dse. [Thisig| dubious at best but that is not unique for you. You aso use,
whichisto say misuse, as here with Guinn, that HSCA testimony. So you do not seem
ableto clam that it was through ignorance that you misrepresented entirely the results of
Guinn’stesting and histestimony. Knowing it, referring to it as you do, | asked you to tell
me how this was less than “sharp practice’” by you. | ask you dso if thisis accepted or
“unprofessiona or questionable methods.”

Those tests of 1964 you legd eagles on the Commission did not even get! | sued
for them and | did get them. Anticipating a possble defense you may make, neutron

activation andys's does not consume the specimen.

| adso deposed four of those FBI Lab agents. Gallagher, who did the
Spectrographic examinations and supervised the NAAS, testified asyou say, that postage

gamp weight isdl that required. In measurements he gave it as no more than amillimeter.

If asyou should have, and if thereisany bassa dl for your boast about bothyour

991
For personal useonly, not for distribution nor attribution. © 2004 Harold Weisberg Ar chive



knowledge and your expertise, you did examine Bullet 399, which seems to me to be
requisite for any clam of subject-matter expertise and for what you say about it (and of
course it was examined and testified to a your Commission). And you saw that Frazier
gouged out an ever so much larger than necessary  core pecimen. Of this you Hawkshaws
did not even ask him after seeing it, and you did nothing to learn why he took so much and
what happened to it. You did not do what | think is required of lawyers, seeing to it that
the evidence is prigtine. The need for you to have done that is gpparent from Guinn's
testimony -- the part you persondly suppressin your saf-glorification in thisand in other

oped pieces.

Now an additiond and Sdeissue | rase with you is did you impose upon the trust
of the Times? Y ou did impose on the trust of the people who read your article? The most

minor criticism | can think of about it isthat it isinordinately boastful and saf-serving.

On deposition Frazier testified that he did not have any specid reason for taking

what is 0 obvioudy too much, that he did not weigh it, and that he did not know what

happened to it.

I’ll come to the direct quote, but you say you are the expert on this evidence.

Y e the Commission did not go into thisat dl. Inal 26 volumesit hasnot asingle

reference to Frazier’ s having removed any goecimen from the bullet core. Did none of this
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suggest to you, a sdf-proclaimed expert, that questions had to be asked, about why so
much was taken, why it was not weighed, and that the FBI now cannot account for what

happened to it?

| dso got from the FBI, as you know from my publishing it in Post Mortem a clear
photograph of the front of the President’ s shirt. Not only did | present the evidence that it
was not caused by any bullet. [It was] caused by anurse's scape as Dr. Carrico told me
and as | reported in that book. Isit possblethat if | could see thiswith the naked eye that

al of you Sherlock Holmses did not see that?

Frazier and Shaneyfdt, the Lab photograph expert, were Commisson witnesses.
There was not asngle question asked about this shirt-collar damage that in any way related

to what is so very obviousinit.

We showed that picture to Frazier, something none of you Hercule Poirots did
when you should have, and asked him about it. He testified reedily thet as soon as he saw
the shirt he had questions and that he referred them to a hair-and-fibers expert, Paul
Stombaugh, for Stombaugh to do the Lab work and report onit. That Stombaugh report
was withheld from me, but should not you, Inspector Masons with law degrees, have
conducted enough of an investigation to have learned of and have gotten that report? As
you should have and did not ask the obvious questions about that shirt-collar damage? Or

how the nick on the tie got there? Y ou Sam Spades not only assumed it was caused by
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abullet -- you told the people that and your entire report is based upon it!

Now the pictures of that tie the FBI gave you were described to me by the
Archives photographer as requiring dl the great skills of the FBI to make them so bad, so

meaningless. But you Perry Masons had the actud tie to look at.

Now, lawyersthat you dl were, former prosecutor that Specter was, did none of
you think to see whether there was a hole through the tie, asrequired by that very basis of

your report, that the exiting magic bullet went dgp dab through it? Thereisno holein the

tie. Rather isthereamerenick. And it, on the knat, is a the upper left extreme of that
knot asworn. Y et the dits you pretend were a bullet hole when they do not coincidein
ether length or their positions on the buttoned neckband, were not at dl where that nick
is. How in theworld, even if those dits were abullet hole, could that one bullet go through
the middle of the neckband and not touch the tie a al except for that nick at its upper left

extreme -- that is ds0 as far from the center asit could be and exist at dl?

Y ou knew the bullet left spectrographic traces in the back of the President’ s shirt
and jacket yet with that endless magic left none a dl on either the shirt front or the knot.
Did it not occur to any of you Paul Drakes to ask the FBI how it could possibly be that

the bullet had the magic required to decide where it would and would not deposit traces?

Those NAA tests that dl you managed not even to learn about, such being your
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Agatha Christie competences, resulted in the admission that the scrapings from the insde
of thewindshield no longer exigt. That was FBI specimen Q15. What kind of investigation

did you conduct if you did not learn that it had disappeared and why?

| could say more about the results of those FBI NAAsthat | got and none of you
gave adamn about but | restrict myself to one, one that is not new to you because | report
itin Post Mortem. The Ddlas police made paraffin tests, including to lift the byproducts
of firing arifle from Oswad's cheek. The lag-minute effort to make nothing of this by the
Commission wasto cdl Galagher asitslast witness, as| recal on September 15 -- when
the Report had to have been in page proof for theindex init. 1t was only nine days later
that a copy was given to the Presdent. Gallagher testified that paraffin tests are not
conclusive. He was not asked the obvious question about that as should have occurred to
the kind of expert you say you are, the best of dl you say. It isawell-known fact that they
are not incriminating and to this extent Galagher told the truth. But they have been

recognized as definitive exculpatory evidence for at least 75 years.

Wi, at Oak Ridge they had a number of peoplefire that rifle. They then made

and tested face paraffin casts. And as you saw in Post Mortem, each and every one of

those hold the norma byproducts of firing arifle! | cal to your atention that you write Sam

that | am “inaccurate,” in effect do not know what | talk about, after, long after you had
and read Post Mortem Almost 18 yearslater, after dl those |etters and articles you wrote,

after dl those appearances you made on TV, and you then wrote your Find Disclosure:
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The Full Truth About the Assassnation of President Kennedy. Y ou have no mention of

this in that book. You have none of what | say about the damage to the Presdent’s
clothing or what you should have investigated and didn't, the substitution of other metd for
the specimens that were removed from the Conndly wrist. Find Disclosure? Full Truth?

Do these words apply to you? | suggest your use of these words is like love from the

mouth of awhore.

To the Times you quote yoursdf as saying thereis “nothing inconsistent between
Mr. Conndly’s belief that the second shot had struck him and the findings of the

commission...”

Thisis so outrageous a lie and to your knowledge alie you are sdf-described as
aliar! 'You have become so obsessed with exculpating yoursdf you have becomelogt in
it and what it drivesyou to! 'Y ou know very well that absolutely basic to the Commission’s
conclusons is it that only the second bullet missed in that mythology. When you pull
something like this you are so concerned with conning people into not thinking you falled
to mest your obligations you are insengtive to your saf-condemnation in history in what you
say. Or of what may be thought of your children if you have any. | have for years watched
your irrationdities you inflict on the people through the media that trusts you but that you

could lie this brazenly redly does astound me.

This lack of contact with redity is manifest in the first words of your Wall Street
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Journd “Counterpoint” piece of January 16, 1992
| have more firsthand knowledge about the key witnesses and the
physica evidence of the assassination of President Kennedy than anyone
ese | amthe only person in the world who has had access to everything

in the Warren Commission files and CIA files about the assassnation.

You know, as a lawyer, that the most important part of the investigation of a
homicide is the part of the Commission’swork that Arlen Specter handled, without you.
Y ou dso know that Wedey Liebder conducted more depositionsthat you did, and as best
as| recall, to mention just two of them, he deposed Abraham Zapruder, whose film was
s0 basic in the Commission’swork, and James T. Tague, who was dightly injured by the
missed shat. How much more important “physica evidence’ did the Commission have than
Zagpruder’'s film? And who was more of a “key witness’ to one of the three shots the

Commisson admits than Tague? He was wounded dightly by it.

However, you may torture words to give “physica evidence’” a specid meaning
they do not have, your knowledge of it cannot begin to compare with that of the FBI that
did mog of the Commisson’s so-cdled investigation for it and dl of its Laboratory testing,
bdligtics sudies, hair-and-fibers examination and al its photographic work. 'Y ou have been
S0 irraiondly driven to seek sdf-judtification that you ether lose contact with redity in
saying this or it has come to the point in your obsession that you cannot tell the truth even
by accident!
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| have what | believe most people would regard as the best authority in the world
for saying that you clamed knowledge of those mattersisinferior to mine -- the FBI and
its Department  of Justice counse inmy C.A., 75-226. In an opposition it told that court
about me, the plaintiff, “plaintiff could makes such dams ad infinitum snce he is perhaps
more familiar with the events surrounding the investigation of Presdent Kennedy's
assassindion than anyone now employed by the FBI.” (If you want to know the
circumstances surrounding this exceptiona evauation by an adversary in court let me

know.)

| used FOIA to get and | did get what it was your (plurd) obligation to get and you
not only did nat, you did not have ether the persond or professond courage to tangle with
the FBI to get what you knew it had and had not given you. One of the many examplesis
the above-cited NAA reaults. Y ou timid souls either never did learn that those tests were
made or you lacked the integrity to tell that to the people. That they were made is not to
my knowledge indicated in either the Report or in any of those massive 26 volumes of

supposed evidence appended to it.

All of you gumshoes together are such demon investigators you could not find

pubic hair in an overworked and undercleaning whore house -- at rush hour.

“As for the Journd’s dlegation that the Warren Commission was ‘less intent on
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truth than in unifying the nation,”” you told it, describing that as “hogwash” when it isthe
obvious and well-established offidd fact, beginning with the Commission’s own outline of
its own work. Always boastful, you then say, “I was one of the people selected by Earl
Warren,” trading on his name here, “to serve as counsd to his Commission.” Y ou were
not “counsd to hiscommisson.” You were one of the assgtants to him, J. Lee Rankin,

who was its genera counsd.

Warren selected you? Of dl the country’ s young, ambitious and upwardly mobile
lawyers he knew about you in Des Moines and just had to have you on his g&ff? Is this not
what you told the Journd? Are you sure you did not gpply for the job? Or that some

politica figure recommended you for it?

You quote “One of the most vivid memories of my professona career” in a
knowingly inadequate reference to “our first meeting” with him, “when he uttered five
words | will never forget: ‘truth is our only client’.” Fird, are you saying thet in that
“professona career” of which you boagt you' d never heard that diche before? Come now,
get back on the ground, out of that stratosphere in which you float sublimey unaware of

the spectacle you make of yoursdf.

Now it just happens, as you know if you have my fourth book of the Whitewash
series, what none of you career-oriented and minded assstant counsasdid | did in bringing

the Commission memos on that meeting to light. 1 do not remember one from you in the
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Commission'sfiles, @ther. Thisit ssemsto me reflects just how “vivid” you congdered it
then. As you know if you have the book, one of the two staff memos | found on that
session of January 20, 1964 | reproduce in facamile on page 24 and a different one on the
next page, aso in facamile. Nather of those memos say what you say Warren said at that
meeting, but of course those two of your former associates may not have found the well-

known cliche as “vivid’ asyou did.

What you do not say that Warren told you &t that meeting | believe most people,
induding the Journd' s editor, would have found much more sgnificant. He was teling you
why hetook the job of heading that Commisson when he not only knew it was wrong, thet
he should not, but also because he' d polled the court and to a man they urged him not to.
(At that point, in addition to why no Jugtice should take such arole on, the Jack Ruby case
was headed to that Court and Warren would have had to disqudify himsdf. Thisisto say
nothing about what Ruby counsdl might have argued about whether the Court could be

consdered impartia when its head was so parti pris).

Y our former associate, Mdvin Eisenberg says of what Warren then told you what
you somehow then, now or dl the time, found less “vivid’ that the cliche. He was
explaning why hetook the job when he should not have. The reason, in Eisenberg’ s words,
isthat if he did not it “could conceivably lead the country into awar which could cost 40

million lives”
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That without there having been a conspiracy? And how many potentid adversaries
were there capable of waging awar in which there could be so many lives lost? To say

nothing about other casudties and damage?

Howard Willens memo is on the next pages. He must not have found what
Eisenberg emphasized very “vivid’ because he makes no mention of it. And neither quotes

what you say was S0 “vivid’ to you.

Republican that you are you cannot and do not overlook the dishonest opportunity
you made up to at one and the same time hold Robert Kennedy responsible for your
Commisson's conclusions and failures and trading on his name. In the course of criticizing
Oliver Stone' s JFK you refer to the dleged and | tel you nonexigting “fact that Robert
Kennedy had someone from the Justice Department serve both as counsdl to the Warren

Commission and as liaison with Jugtice.”

If you did not know thiswas in al parts untrue from your work on the Commisson
you did see the Commission’'s records | use in the Post Mortem chapter “Hades not
Camdot.” The Commisson garted trying to get Kennedy to endorse the Report it had not
yet written not later than June, 1964. Y ou were, of course, men of principle practicing the
highest standards of lawyers in this. The truth is that Robert Kennedy was, and | think
correctly, entirdly detached from the investigation of his brother’s assassination and he

made this dlear in the Commission’ s records | published. He in fact did not endorse your
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report. A minor oversight on your part in what | quote from you? That is not a

“questionable method,” not “ petty, sharp practice,” counsalor?

Because thisis S0 vile, trying to make the victim'’s brother privy to if not in some
way respongble for your Commisson and its conclusons -- why e'se do you use his name

whenitisalie-- | am blunt inthisand tdl you you are aliar.

If you had done even afraction of the work you boast about having done and in
that having acquired more knowledge “than anyone ese” you would have known that it
was not Robert Kennedy who got that idea and selected Willens. It was Nicholas

Katzenback, then Deputy AG, and | have his records on that.

Y ou make this even viler in next saying, “ Robert Kennedy wanted to know who
killed hisbrother.” Who didn’'t? What smidgeon of proof do you have to use his namethis

way, as | quote your words to the Journal?

He was and he remained detached from the investigation and he not only was not
involved in your Commission’swork your own records | published and you have make it

clear that he intended to preserve that detachment.

Inthe light of this truth, the truth you should have known or you could not decently

or ethically or mordly say what you say, and especialy because you are of the party that
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opposed him, | think that what you do hereis so dirty it cannot be condemned too much.

Have you no shame?

On Oliver Stone, by theway, it was |, not you, who began the criticiam of him. |
did not oppose his making a movie or saying in it what he wanted to say. | opposed it
because in announcing it he described it as non-fiction. He was not sufficiently informed
to do a nonfiction movie about the assassination and as | assured him in advance of his

shoating by severd months, that was impossible if based on the Garrison and Marrs books.

| suggested that it be exposed to George Lardner of the Washington Post, not you.
| gave Lardner a copy of the script that had been mailed to me and access to dl my
records, including particularly on Garrison, including an even worse offense by him |

blocked at the request of severd on his staff when they failed.

| go back to one of your earlier lies, and I mince no words, it was a knowing and
intended lig, to cite what isa public record and is not as specific in my books asit later was
when | got acopy of the press conference of two of “the physcianswho treated” Presdent
Kennedy. You refer to only those who treated Conndly to tdl wheat the FBI itself makes
alie of asyou should have known because the firg copy of it | got from your Commisson's
file and reported in my first book. Y ou say of the bullet thet hit Conndly, and you say there

was only one, the bullet that you and your Commission said was from the back, the one
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you both said exited through his neck, shirt collar and tie, the sngle-bullet fabrication you

continue to endorse in these articles, what those doctors said the exact opposite of.

At that press conference as soon as they cleaned up Dr. Mdcolm Perry, the only
physician who had occasion to examine the wound in the front of the President’ s neck --
he made the incision through it for the tube to assst breathing -- was asked three timesiif
that neck wound was caused by a shot from the front. Threetimeshe said it wasand dl
three times he was confirmed by the hospitd’ s chief of neurosurgery, Dr. Kemp Clark.
The AP carried that, the New Y ork Times and the Washington Post, anong mogt if not dl

the nation’s papers reported it.

Thisof courseis your made-up history of that magic bullet. You say it caused dl
seven non-fatal wounds on both victims. The FBI and the Secret Service disagreed with
you before your Commission got started and from the records | have, never changed on
this. Asthefivevolumereport LBJordered of the FBI the night of the assassination and
is Commisson Document 1 in thosefiles, could not be more explicit in saying, the first and

third of these admitted shots hit Kennedy only and the second shot hit Conndly only.

There is nothing more essentid in what the Commission concluded and isin just
about everything you write than the Sngle-bullet myth Arlen Specter made up. Without thet
thereis not any lone gunman. These words and your renewed endorsement of that myth

arethelast wordsin your letter to Sam. Y ou say thisin different words that mean the same
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thing in your Times oped piece. Above your words saying it the Times has this subhead:
“The single-bullet theory is solid.” Y ou used these words in the Journd article you sent

Sam with your letter, “Lee Harvey Oswald was the lone gunman...”

Y ou could say this because each and every one of you lawyers should have known
what you suppressed from the Report you assstant counsdl wrote your own evidence that

proves beyond question that it was impossible.

| want you not to be under any misgpprehension about this. | believe it established
“petty sharp practice’” and is the use of “unprofessiona or questionable methods,” the
words of the definition of shyster. If as| believeis not possble you did not know what |
go into from your Commisson work it isin my first book you have to have to judtify in your
own twisted and obsessad mind what you say of my writing and it isin Post Mortem, which

you do have and said you did read.

Secret from your Report is the fact that the Commission had the NRA produce the
country’svery best shots. All were rated “magter.” The Oswald rifle was overhauled and
they dill could not make the ssght work. It was not made for that rifle, which was not
intended for atelescopic sight. They had to shim the Sight to be ableto useit. Thelr tests
for you were a the Aberdeen Proving Grounds. The test conditions were rigged to make
it eeder to duplicate the shooting you atributed to Oswad. Who, by the way, wasin your

own records evaluated by the Marine Corp officidly as “A rather poor ‘shot.”” The
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elevaion was hdf that of claimed redity, and the steeper the shot the more difficult it is.
That made it eeser. That shot from rugged platforms rather than from behind a window
the sl of which was only about afoot from the floor, with dl those cartons around it.

Their targets were fixed in the ground, which gave them al the time in the world to adjust,
and, of course, they were not moving targets and there was no fully-legfed live oak treein

their way. Even then, not one of these country’s best shots could duplicate the shooting

al of you attributed to Oswad! Thisis in your own testimony, the testimony of Rondd

Simmons. Itisin my two books| cited above.

And it is not in anything you ever wrote in your veritable torrent of

misrepresentation of the truth, of the grim redlity.

Referring to thisas shysterismis, | believe, to praise it, it is that unconscionable.

Agan | ask, “Have you no shame?’ |s not what you say and were part of worse

for the nation than even McCarthyism?

Inwhat you said and | quote above in which you seek to give the impresson that
you are the world' s best expert in “the physical evidence,” which those tests are, by the

way, are they not?
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Y ou say you read every word the CIA had.

If you did not know that was neither true nor possible when you headed the
Rockefdler Commission’s whitewash and coverup, then you were not even asgood asa

Keystone Kop as an investigator.

The firg of those CIA records, and they are restricted to Oswad only, that the
CIA deposited under the 1992 law at the Nationa Archives, was 18 V2 feet thick. That
means about three stuffed file cabinets. It had and has ever so much more, but take just
these threefile cabinets of records. could you have read them and done anything esein as

many months?

In my FOIA legidation | got about athird of amillion pages. | know how long it
takes just to read them, leave done make the notes that are indispensable in any use made

of them.

Agan | ak, “Have you no shame?’

But what did you do with the records you did get? First off the bat | say you
suppressed the CIA’ s evidence that disproves the Commission’s made-up “solution” in
terms of the shooting as captured on the Zapruder film. Using it you (plurd) sad it shows

that the President was hit by the first shot at Frame 210.
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When | reprinted my third book of 1967, Photographic Whitewagh, in 1976 | used

some of your Rockefeller Commission records you suppressed (pages 294ff).

Y ou got from the CIA’s Nationa Photographic Interpretation Center, and | quote
its handwritten reference on page 299, where | have your record in facsmile. They gave
you “the four photograph briefing boards made from the Zgpruder film of Presdent
Kennedy's assassnation.” They gave you a tabular frame-interpretation, typed in Sx
columns relaing to dl four of the panels. Not a sSingle one says that any shot was fired at

Frame 210! And without that your Report isafraud.

They gave you awritten, columnar verson of their conclusions, and theirs of LIFE

meagazine s which bought the Zapruder film rights and of “Other Possibilities.”

Thelr interpretation is that the first shot wasfired at Frame 206. The last column
says the same thing from “other possihilities” At that frame the Presdent and hislimousne

were completely blocked by, were invisble, through that densely-leafed live-oak tree.

This is to say that the nation’s best photograph-interpretation experts say your

Report isimpossible.

The records | publish in facamile are copies of your Rockefeller Commission
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records. Thisisto say, you knew. Moreover, you regularly boast of having read and
understood it dl. So | ask again, “Have you no shame” when you suppressed this from

your report?

Y ou have a great time with that “ Rosetta Stone” conction coming from your first

book. You say that the Tippit killing isthis Rosetta Stone of the JFK assassination.

Y ou, persondly, made the time-recongtruction case the Commission used to get
Oswdd to the scene of thet crimeintimeto doiit. | published what | say without comment
from you and | said it to your face at Vanderhilt, and you could not wriggle your way
around it. Creating conditions favorable to your preconception with no vaid base for them,

even then you could not get Oswad there by the time you said he, Tippit was shot!

And if that is not “Rosetta Stone” enough, in this you suppressed from the report
adocument you had and | got from your files, the affidavit of T.F. Bowley. If you by any
remote possibility missed that in your boasted-of reading of al the Commission’s records,
which means 200 cubic feet of them -- did you invent speed reading? -- | published it in
facamile in what you have and read, Post Mortem. Don't take the time to use the index.

It ison page 493.

Your Commission specidized in having as file copies of what disproved its

conclusons close to illegible copies when in fact it had legible originds. An earlier
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illugtration of this that | dso published in facamile in the handwritten memo with which
Secret Service Agent John Joe Howlett forwarded to Washington the night of the
assassinaion acopy of Zapruder’sfilm. Init he sad that Zapruder told him he actudly felt
abullet pass over hisright shoulder from that grassy knoll. In and of itsdlf this disoroves
your Report, you had it on file, you did not ask either Howlett or Zapruder to testify to it
-- you suppressed it from your Report and from your deliberations in preparing for that

Report.

Want ared “Rosetta Stone” -- hereit idl

Your file copy of the Bowley afidavit iscosetoillegible. You should recognize
the number 11 at the bottom of that affidavit as an FBI numbering they used in collections
of records into volumes. Because | pinpoint you, persondly, in what | wrote, instead of
giving you my typing that | regret cannot be any better | attach axerox of that page. While
the text of the Bowley affidavit from your filesis pretty poor, the footnote | added is quite
legible. Init | accused you of suppressing that evidence, that affidavit. | sad that you sad
that Tippit was killed a 1:15 because “Domingo Benavides reported the killing over
Tippit'sradio ‘at about 1:16 p.m.”” (Did you not shade even that a bit to make you case?)

| then say, “Y et Benavides hed told Belin that another man had placed the cdl” and | cited
the testimony, at 6H449. Now thiswasyour area. | then say, “ That man, T.F. Bowley,
was never questioned by the Commisson and is never mentioned the Report.” (No

wonder, huh?)
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Bowley looked at hiswatch. He was on hisway to pick hiswife up. It wasthen
1:10 p.m. and Tippit had dready been shot. That, | then say, means*“ Oswad would have
had no more than 7 minutes to walk dmost a mile to the scene of the crime, an impossibility
as Bdin waswdl aware. What better reason for Bdlin to ignore Bowley and pretend the

killing took place later?’

| went into this earlier, again 100% from your Commission records, in “The Tippit
Murder” chapter of my first book. In it (page 55) | get into your persond timing by
beginning it earlier than the evidence permitted. That was to give Oswad more time,
wasn't it? And | quote your own time recongtruction as teking 17 minutes and 45 secondd!
(page 56) Even with your hoked-up beginning time you could not get Oswald there to
do it, in your own figures, not mine or Bowley’s, until two minutes and 45 seconds after it
was on the police radio. Which nobody could get to work for awhile and that after Tippit

was aready killed!

Hereisyour red, the only red Tippit Killing Rosetta Stone and you, persondly
made it and you, persondly misrepresent it entirdy in your “solution” to the JFK

assassnation!

Mack Sennett would have envied you!
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| have herein limited mysdlf to only some of what you foisted off on the Times and
Journdl’s trusting editors and through them on the ill-suffering people. If you do not
believe it, come or send someone to go over my files of correspondence. 1t should be clear
to you that | have even gregter possihilities. But aside from your endless running off at the
mouth without regard to fact and truth, you are not & this stage of my lifeworthit. You
have the impartidity and dependability of a Judenrat and in our society that is close to the
role in which you cast yoursdf. Nobody held agun to your head or threetened your family
and you did not yoursdf face the gas chambers. But you did kill the truth and you intended
to kill the truth in your obsessive quest for vindication and with the record you made, of

which | have only a part in this, vindication for you smply is not possible.

No matter now you twidt, distort, misrepresent and lie, your record isthere in other
than your less than honest verson of it and you are going to have to live with the truth, not

your fabled verson of it.

You told my friend Sam that | and my work are “inaccurate.” | am now 81 and
inserioudy impaired hedth. I’ ve written this off the top of the heed, and | solicit from you

refutation, from your own evidence, of what | say which isadso from your own evidence.

| suggest it iswell past time for you to learn to keep your mouth closed and not
damage your reputation even more and just learn to live with what you did do rather than

try to persuade the world that you did not do it.
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Ever boadting, you said to Sam, as you have to others (without any mention of any
tax laws) that, “All roydties from it (your book)...were set asde for charity.” That isa
pretty tricky formulation, counsdor. Doesit mean that you are getting interet on it? And
if itisfor charity why in theworld did you not giveit to the charity you have in mind and let

them got the benefit of it rather than setting it aside?

You are proud of that, huh? It makes you unique, isthat what you are saying in
your boasting? Wdll, you are not unique. You are a successful lawyer, aman of means
compared with me. | did dl the work I've done with no support, with no financid
contributions -- and do | have to tdll you the cost of filing more than a dozen FOIA
lawsuits, some of which were stonewalled for a decade? -- and dthough | usudly find no
occasion to mention it, what you are going to give away is peanuts, rancid peanuts being
their source, compared with what | have. | have deeded dl my work, the rights to dl
work, dl those third of a million pages of records | got from the government and dl my
work with and on them plus our property, to aloca smdl college that is dso one of the
best by the U.S. News annud peer evduaions. Asde from our house we have 5+ acres
whereit isnot easy to get abuilding lot for $100,000. The college dready has those of my
records | cannot use now. Thisincludes, by the way, another of your Judenrat-like fallures
when you headed the Rockefeler Commisson and were supposedly investigating the CIA
and what it did. Frank Olson was alocd scientist who was killed by the CIA when it

dipped him, without his knowledge, an overdose of LSD. | knew one of his sons, both
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of whom are professonds of outstanding reputation, when he was a fine boy in high schoal.

So | got what records the CIA disclosed. It isnot possible to read them without seeing
that it was respongible for his death and that its own investigation of itself was awhitewash
and acoverup. Asyou should have seen in the papers recently, after the exhumetion of his
body and carefully and detailed examination of it by outstanding forendc experts, they
concluded while they did not find a case of murder they could take to court, they have no
doubt that he was murdered by being thrown through a hotel window from 12 stories up.

Without your investigeting it a dl.

Although | do not expect any reply from you, | will respond to any denid or any
mistake you dlege and | will use any response you make in facamile, as | will o report
that if you make no response. | intend this as adirect chalenge and we'll seeif you are
man enough, professond enough, informed as you boast you are uniqudy informed if you
do respond.

| redly do fed sorry for you,

Harold Weisherg

Despite its length, my |etter to Bdin was written in haste. It was written also in anger and disgudt,
under the emation of learning that he had defamed me and my work to a dear friend of my youth, a man
he knew because of their joint activity in nationd religious organizations. It was written without my taking

the time to outline it or to make notes on what | wanted to say. It was written of the top of the heed. It
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could have been ever so much better. It iswhat came to mind while | was writing, what | recalled having
published about Belin. What he knew I’ d published about him — and about which he had been silent.

He did not respond to any of it. He sent me copies of his statements of the past and said he was
“too busy” to go into detall.

| referred to him as ashyster. That is about as harsh a criticism as one can make about a lawyer.

| referred to him asaliar, which is aso serious criticism of alawyer.

| told him about his making evidence up and about his suppression of red evidence, and this about
what in the United Statesis acoup d’ etat regardless of the motive of any assassin or assassins.

About dl of thisand more Belin had no defense. He did not address |eave done refute any of my
dlegations.

He did not because he cannot.

Therecord is of his making.
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