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‘ Vsc. 28, 1967
Dear Haroldj -

The letter's each of us wrote to the other, after our rhone conversation
of this past Tuesday evening,have crossed in the mail, and I Just have
recelved your letter of Dec., 26. I am happy to find that almost every
point you made in your letter, is already answered in mine. For the
sake of clarity, however, I want to remphasize certain pbints, and make
a few others besldes,

1s I clearly pointed out to you on the phone, and again in my
letter, (section 2b and 2c, first page bottom, and continued onto 2nd rage)
that the fact that one can talk of an "average camera speed" (cokputed
. on the basis of two different camera speed being used over differsat
percentages of a fllm sequence) 1s XKX not the same as, and should not
be confused with the two distinct speeds, and only two speeds, at
which the Zapruder camera can run. . . 7 Ny
I stated: "Assuming the hair-trigger mechancis stated before, then
it 1s in principle possible to get different average speeds,
You, Harold, do not have the right to confuse AVERAGE camera
speed (based upon different XKXKKXLUNN constant camera
speeds, averaged over time) with the two distinctlx»'
different operating speeds. of the Zapruder camera.

Desplte this slmple~to~understand and. ¢rucial ‘difference,you ingist
on introducing this wholly oxtranoous”ooncoijt-i---ovolvod from a model
of camera operation that 1s only a possibility, and probably most small
at that----and then misuse your own terms!

In your letter, you state:

"Desplte your invalids! conclusion_(page 9) that "it 1s . .
physically impossible for Zapruder's camera to run -at that speed",
meaning 24 fps, it is quite. possible." i.CAEera can run .

at nad.] BBl 10 48, depending on the percentage of

¢ time 1t was employed at: each of the prefixed settings. "

L wndervang o lllled) | (page 1, bottom, contd on page 2

ot tmme!

“"For your information, I emphasize the repetition of the
ogrosgidus error (page 9): "Zapruder's camera runs at only

18 framers per second,and at 48X frames per second...? These
are the settings, but not the actuality, for it can run at
any speed between the two also." (page 3, top)

Not tone!

No, Harold, it is YCU who are in grievous error here. In the
1ight of repeated attempts on the rhone, and in my letter, to clearly
define for you the difference between AVERAGE camera speed (a Harold . .
Welsberg concept based on a Harold Welsberg model of how Zapruder MAY have .-
opergted hls camera) and the two constant speeds, you inslst on misu{gaq’g-:
this language and terminology.  In the light of this, I can only ask:
how jlows your foot taste? : A

~ You blandly tell me: "Thls, $he central point, is what you seemingly

are unaware of and do not address.” .

So now, 1f I may mix my metaphors, please put that shoe back on your
foot; and wear 4it! -_—



2a. You have not a shred of evidence that Zapruder, an amateur
photographsr with lots of experlence, in FACT did operate his camera incorrectl)
in the welrd manner you posit. L 4

This isﬁzratuitous presumption you permlit yourself, in order to make !
possible that the Barrett report is a llgeral truth.

This presumptkon you permlt yourself is, as far as I am concsrned,
as unwarranted and improbable as Thompson's souvenir hunter.,

2b. If you insist on positing this model of camera operatlon, then,
as you evolve the terminology and phraseclogy from such a model, at least
define your terms.(such as average Camera speed) and stop misuglng them.
Specifically,dongt say things llke "TPhat camera can run at any speed from
18 f»s to 4%...“ and "1t can run at any speed between the two also."

3¢ This attompﬁ on‘your pdrt_to posit a model of camerg operatlon
which could result in a 24 fps AVERAGE speed doeg not address 1ltself to
the quegtion of the Barrett/%apruder interview. :

As I sald 1n my letter (2nd page):y M
"But the camera cannot run at that inbetween rate". And, therefore,
Zapruder would have not reason to‘roport that it had done so."

Since this is true, the number 24 1g not thh result oijaprudor saying
this is, the case. Therefore, the statement in the Barrett report is, :
by thigreasoning, an_error made by agent Barrett. ' :

Therefore, any connectlion Lhe mumber 24 may have to your model of how
Zapruder MAY have operated his camera, or the reconstructicn, 1is
purely colncidental,

Coincidence does sometlmes occur.

This line of reasoning demcnstrates that even IF the aforementioned
correlation exists, then 1t MUST be colncidental, because we know full
well that X¥® Zapruder'a knowledge of hls own camers precludes
the possibility of the number " 24" in the Barrett report having origlnated
from a Zapruder statemepnt to Barrett as to hew fast his camera was running.

4, Therefors, you were in error when you attempt to relate. the XREEEXNXRUKX
reconstruction "304 error" testimony to the fact that 24 is 30% more than
18. All they have in common 1s the number "“30".

And besldes, 24 1s 33.3% more than 18.3.

That leaves 3.3% still unaccounted for.

Any explanations for this 10% (3.3% is about 10% of 30%) error
in your theory?

: 5. I am in complete agreement with you +that the fact that this Tguﬂv”vnﬂ
report was not dealt with by the investlgation 1s qulte serious. 3Since '
Specter was the author of Bhapter 3, and since Specter took Shaneyfaat'g
testimony,I have asgumed that this was hls baby. You clalm it was
Livbeler's, because it was he who interviewed Zapridjer. Perhaps.

In fact,I don't actually know which attorney it was who had
tg;s rgpgrt,hor whether both dtﬁ—ﬁb did not. Furtgormore, I don t know
why and by who it was not dealt with, -\¢ publlghed in.the v (
AND winose ACTI o&n
It NOT To RE

- You donnt elther,
Instead of offerKing a rsasonable conjecture on the watter, you flatly
stato‘ referring to Liebelep:
%...1t 1s he who...suppressed the Barrett rerort..."

Your evlidence, Harold?



6. I would now 1ike to address myself to your last page and a half,’
what you call "a few minor comments I take the time to make."
Thls, 1n fact, 1s the entire last half of your letter.
X8 This page and a half 18 devoted to a silly, stupld, and
badly reasoned attempt to connect my criticisms of your publlshed
work with the fact that I know Professor Leibeler.

You have published books on the assassinatlion, and put your ideasX®
in print. You are a published critic. :

Therefore, Harold, please XXX address yourself to the
isauves w?nn I validly, discreetly, thoroughly, and properly criticize
your work, .

I have sat by my TV screen, when WW#II was published, and watched
you continually propogate serjously false theorles in- that book, even
after you have had it patientlyXxa thoroughly explained to you that
Your geometric congtruction wa F,:::a,lso, and tl'tat you counted wrong
when 1t came to road stripes. e e APPley” ‘ '

At the time, I also knew about the film-speod/bamerg—speed lgsue,
explained it to you at great length,and then kept my silence,

4 Meanwhile, you permitted great publicity to flow from the mis-uge
of the Barrett report, and an attempt to use that to relate it to XuX the
30% reconstruction-error testimony. .

A full YE€Ars later, these 1ssues have arisen again. I then
cdmpleted 2 half written memo I had started at that time, and had not
completed. .

Meet the critliclsm, Hgrold. Reply to the issues. Don't lecture me
on my relationship with Lelbeler, and try, in your own oafish way, to
smear me.(You're not even very good at 1t.) Aren't you a bit embarraseed
at your heavy-handed, unsubtle attempt?

I feel a bit sorry for you. Here, you have bullt your whole case
agalnst your favoRity bete-noir, Leibeler, on a premeditated phony
reconstruction, only to find that your case is false.

But did you recant, Harold? Ch no. You sat back and watched as
a progoganda bonanza came your way,and you looked the other way .

And the, when 1t is pointedbut to you,a year later, and in writing,
you have the nerve to lesture me, and to employ pseudd-McCarthy

tactics_and"Liqbolorgbait"_ me,

Sooner or later, Harold, you must face the question of the

‘<intelloctua1 ethics you have exhibited in this matter.

exvror - : ‘ :
And you(;ﬁst also face the fact that you have indeed made a
not—so-minor! in Ww II, in attenpting to lnvalidate the reconstruction
with the Barrett report, and then use the Barrett report as a

prime example in bullding your case against WJL.

smc@lw
David



