ir, Harry “ivingstone 6/6/90
3025 abell ava.,
Baltinore, hd, 21228

Dear Harry,

48 the enclosed copy of a letter to a friend about the newest of wmy hea..th develop~
ments indicates, that is tuking wore of wy tiue, as are other things. So this is a rushed
reply to your letter of the 3rd. I'll be in Baltimore again on the 19th, at lopldins, for
an afternoon apJointment but I've written the surgeon to see if he can swe me that morn-
ing, so I wuy or may not have time then if you wunt to discuss any of this further,

On page [, graf 3, you rerer to your difficulty in getting evidence that is hard &
enough to hang your hat on. In this you are quite wrong, as I1'11l go iuto further. You
then s.y that one piece of such svidence is that the total weight of the fragm.nts
reroved from Connally's body is grecter than could have coue fron CE39Y9., This reflects
a lack of knowledge of or understanding of for both) of what Z'yt publishod and what is
available. Particularly in Post Hortem. You not infrequently, as I once, if elliptically,
cautioned you cite it frou sourcds that used it without credit. :

Mrst of all, there is no way of knowing the weight of what was removed from
Connally's body becuuse soue was Washed away when hisiounds were cleansed., Second of
@ll, as L go into in detail in M, there is no ofi'icial recognition of the fact that
a fragment ropainsg in his chest. There is coutradiction of what fmaguonts were taken
out of the body. While &-agree with the nurses, the oliicial records, with which you
apparcntly are not fumiliar, cited less.

I think vour concept of what exists is liudted by your approach. If you had my
apyroach, for example, you'd have no trouble at all in establishing that nore had to be
missing from 399 than is missing. There is much unore on this in PH. So, + think you've
not really read tlie book ituelf. Not with care in any event.

™o grafs later you talk about "ear witness evidence" in the plaza. I agree with
you on it, as others have, alwuays. But this is the kind of thing that will not stuck and
the govermuent was able to get avay with. dy itself, today, it is useless,

In the next graf you offer the opinion that a’n’e‘r)one could have fired three shots
in the tine Oswald allegedly hgdm . I presune you nean with that ri‘fle. Not true of
sou: other rifles. But you don”t have to conjecture of this. Efforts werc nade, officially
and ungofteially, and the best"shots in the vorld couldn't duplicute Oswald's wizardry.

It is true (next gruf) that I've alvays believed there was a conspiracy. «nd said so.
But I've not conjectured "as to the origin of th. plot" and I know of no responsible wuy
of doing that. is & means of thinking avout thisg, we canBt apply the "cui bono" test as
31 thought we could in 1466, when I wrote Whitewash II and included_that in the epilogue,
bup we can decide that soue people or forces could have seen a beneit fron offing JrK.
Obviously, the military, those couponents not in agreement uvith his' policies.ind their
corporate und political alliese *n general, those who either wanted JFK out, LBJ in or both.

Puge 2, graf 1, you usk if ilobert had shovwn ne a certain autopsy picture. Neither
he nor awuyone olse has, Mot Cm“l 7 marn That / cen recall.

in graf 3 you refer to the importance of what O'Connor suid. I've cast soue
doubt on sone of it. aAs a generality, there is ulways a problen in believing some of what
someone says and not believing the rest. Specifically, if any oi what he said is refuted,
all of what he is quacted as saying is undermined and will be exploited by those seelking
to destroy the credibility of what you say. You now have to have more and the most solid
substantiation for wiythipg he says and if you use aluwthing you can still be wrecked by
others using what you don t that they can prove isn 3 true,

In the fourth iraf and in your l:tier to 0'Connor you say that I said there vas a
decoy anmbulance. + noever said or suggested 1t and noeves, iucluling nov, believed ite I

.. } . But no decoyse
did say there was a second anbulunce and I can account for three, Bu
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4. leamds me to caution you — are your preconcpetions intruding on your recollections?
“'ou then ask for copies of this, without specifying what you refer jo. I sugpest that
il you are heve again you do what I suwzeested betore and yeu didn t do, go over +the
“e in which that info id and coly whati ver you vant. it ig the lifton/iiM file, what
got frou LM that I got by asking for only what it gave hin.

‘four firast sentence on page J is nonsenses"The thing is, e can't prove that the
ody wasn't slip;xzd avay at f’arkland and taiken back in &ir Yorge Lwo or another pl ane
i that Tt wasn t examined for bullets that.were renolfed.” Shat ve canlft prove is is
- .lse. But what kind of thinking leads you to say we have to? Nobody has proven that
t was done, &ifton only theorizes that it wan, and his concoction can't support its own
sight. Vhich is the weight of swoke. aNd my God, Harry! Is there no 2indt to the
undreds of peoplae you are involving in your theory of a copnpiracy? all the Secret
,:rvice, all the air Force and its pilots, all the nurdered fresident’s ateff and friends,
£Cay :

I Jisagree with your statenent that circunstantal evidence indicates that the
body was taupered with in Dullas or en route %o DC. There is no such evidence and there
anit be. It was inpossible. It was also impossible before the Navy hospltile You abuse

{.e tirst word in what + next quote," testiuony is there thut the body Tt did not
.rrive in %he bronze casket.”" The only testis nowas that it did and there in no other
teatimony. L kuow that O'Connor says it dithl},t, but his recollection cunnot possibly
st'ute the eye-vwitness contenporaneous statenenis, in writing, or their testimony under
sath of not much later. But how many dozens oTr hundreds morc does this add to your
conspiracye

You appeur to be grasping for substantiation of what you pelieve, not thinking
nis through. enalysing ite Yfou vwant %o substantiate O'Comior. fou can'te

Th first sentence of the second graf confirus nmy b.lief that you are not familiar
. th what I've publivhed, leave alone what I've aluays said:" The dirference between us
i, that ¥ know there was a major conspir.cy and the governacnt was overthrpwn." If by
ipajor” you Lewa no nore than its waw-lly newning there is no differencaﬂ‘uween us. But
shen you start adding to vwhat you've published, you've got to separate Jour, conspirators
into regiments because they total a virtual aray. i've alvays said that the JFK assassi~
sation~ and 3&{ other- had the ef ect of a coup d'etat.

You say I "cannot throw out what Marchetti and Srouty huve said about thig." Which
of what they said? Unly one account? Do you knou what Harchetti s.id that is not what
sou have in mind but is the op,)osite? and while I like frouty very nuch saying that
“1lsberg was woridug for the CIa when he got ohe fentagon Fapers out is only one of the
things that are not so o¥ are exagserated in what P{itch has 8zid,

Let ne try to sinplify J:ﬁé oi this.so you. cul straighten your own thinking out
snd start thinking and analyzing rather than grasping for confirnatory straws. if +the
crime was beyond the capability of any one nan, &s it vas, it was ¥ conspiracy. sut that
there was a conspiracy does not indicate who the conspirators vere DDY does it ideptify
then, goacificully oW generally. Some inds of conspiracies can permit :relativel:'fl arge
number of co—conspirators without too great & dunger to all. 1ike in Watergate. But any
conspiracy to nurder, most of a1l @ a president, requires the annllest possible nunber
with any knowledge of it. The more there ure, the greater danger of detection and of
subsequent regrets and defections, From recollection you've got the aruy, the navy, the
Secret Service, the FBI and who can remeuber who else in civilisn life, like the Counission,
the Qepartuents or Justice and Treasury, etc. Yhis would be ridiculous in a novel. Sack
oft and think! You suy that "someone close to the deunedy family confirmed all of this"
£t youe I dougt believe it! That someone you regard as close to them believed there wWas &
conspiracy I have no trouble believinge :

+ (£ 5 : I avoid comment on the ictures that I've not seen and an
not comp?ztg{f té ?&gg;l?‘ce)‘:-h%argperixg gf % d.i:d gee. ButPI did not suys vwhat you suid I suid



here, br, rather, asked, "if they hud to forge one picturc to cover up u large exit
wound." I've never thought this and still don't and I see no necessity in any event for them
to have done this.

Grui 4 you say, "They did not expect almost anyone to see these pictures for years."
Why "almost anyones"? If anybodv saw forged pictures they risked ruin and detection. and
when the pictures were taken it had to be assumed that they would be seen by many, used in
a public trial, .here-there—is—no—ewidenee, Lefusal to produce them would have meant auto-
natic acquittal. Producing then meant close and expert scrutiny.

Of course you nowhave Robert /Fen.nedy a conspirator.0¥ didn't you know this? as of
the tine o1’ the Commission he told Specter that they could have and use anything they
thought they needed. Could he posuibly have said that if a) he didn't have control over
that information and b) he w anted nobody to see it? Or, how could any of those who did
not have this control prevent anyone frou seeinyg the pectures?

&Ge@innin;; at the bottom of this page you suy what I regard as nonsense,"The
conspirators assuued that the murder would simply be swallowed up in th: normal bureau-
cratic meatgrinder that had not a hope of getiing at the truth by the very nature of the
'bureaucratic phenomenon.'" Har¥y, this is childish fiction. No matter when you think
theyféaumed it, at the moment the pictures were taken or months later. To begin with they
had to assume a trial. knter they had to assume that with all the people involved in the
official investigatons at least one might insist or at least one might leak. If one
person quit in protest over being denied access to those pictures thep who Thing would
have exploded, I need go no farthur,

Yn 7 in graf 3 you say that in the "battle over the casket", which Jasted a half
hour (I think not) "everybody was drawn into the corridor." also not true. The plain and
simple truth is that the body was never, ever, anywhere, alone. You conjecture that
2it was unattended whele this diversion ani fight was gbing on." Diversion? More con-
spirator? Yo 1imit to them? The next.straw for which you grasp is "We dan't know that
it wasnnt unattended," Maybe you don:t want to be,ieve it, but it never was.

Graf 4 is simply awful:"In addition, I recall souewhere in the evidence that the
pilot or kcHugh or someone radioced ahead and set up a decoy ambulance." Simply false.
Jo you knovw what #cHugh's reaction was to that tragedy? €an you possibly ‘a”conspia~
tor, too? &nd you now have the pilotrin on it! 4

In the next graf you conjecture that those who wanted to do i{t ot the body at
Parkland and spirited it out and to Washington. Your novel is getting wilder all the tine!
THIS SIMPLY IS NOT POSSIBIE. GET IT THROUGH YUUR HE4D ONCE 4ND POR ALL O YOU'LL BE HUINED,
Even as speculation this is dfangerous. get it out of your mind aMl you get out of the clouds.

4gain missusing the vord "evidenee" in the last graf you rerer to generaiy agree@-
ment that the pictures were airbrushed. For this.to have succeed.eg&t is the negatives that
had %o be doctored, not the prints. You have not quoted anyone as establishing that the
alleged airbrushing was done on the negatives.

On 8, second graf, where you refer to ny saying that you should focus on the
autopsy report rather thun the doctors you say you did.n,',t nean it that way but you'll
stick to it. You do tidngs your way, no arguent on that. But the distinction is signi-
ficunt, inclyding on your thinking and your approach. The more you personalize the more
you divert fron the crux. The way to do the doctors is in nat by going aef'ter them per se
but by making them lives with their record. You should went the focus not on the doctors

but on what they evolg'jred. %hat does more to them then you can.

Graf & you refer to a Post story citing the FBI's alleged confirmation that a
bullet was rewoved from the shqulder. I have no recollection of that and I gave my
clippings to Wrone years ago. I d like a copy if you get it but I think you do not want
to rest anything on it in what you do bec.use it is as firm a foundation as dry sand.

‘‘‘‘‘



In the penult graf you ask," What happened to the backbruce? To the undershirt if
any - - did he wear one? Would the backbrace have greatly slowed down the bullet?" Harry,
you do not realize what a confession this is of your ignoruince of “he basic and readily
availuble fact that is without dispute. Pictures have always been redily available. & think
T have some, liy recollection is that he was not wearing an undershirt. I'm sure on this.
But the brace was only of the lumbosacrgl area. The widest one I recall ever seeing or
using was about 6" from top to bottom. #% inches up from the bottom of the spine ig
reriote from any area even allegedly struck by a bullete

But o give you the answer, fron conjecture and fron my knowledge of such Bruces,
the one that might have offered more resistance to any bullet would not have offered
great resistance, icather. I think he was weareng the idnd I used to require, cloth with
a fairly firm pad. But hot so firm it did not bend to relatively slight had pressure. I
do not kmow the inner material but it could not have been steel. It was souething like
canvas or cloth. There are braces that have steel at the top and bottom, I think, but
he didn't havepne of those. The picture of his brace is included in the pictures I
refer to above.

You conclude by offering to write me in for a consultancy on your documentary and
as me to give you a figure. I have no idea what such consultancies are worth but that
is not relevant bocause you do not want me as a consultant. There is too much disagree-
ment between us and I do not want to be in contradiction to you or your worke. Besides,

1 do not want to be associated with wny allegations of toying with cither the body or
the film. &t the same tine, * do not want to be opposing yéu and ‘obert on your beliefse.

This is not to say that L do not appreciate the offer. Jt is thoughtful and geherdus
and I do appreciate it. But I think it is not in your interest.

I'u rushing because I have a medical appointuent soon and I went to get this on
paper. When I can I'll read and correct it but the meny errors I usually make are
probably increased by this rushing.

In the 4th graf of your jletter to 0'Comnor you ask hin if "anyone" could have torn
the anterior throat wound more than he scys it was ovened, "making it look like an exit
«<ound, or trying tu locate a bullet." Harry, this is silly. &ny alteration in the body
wbuld have been obMlous ffom the Tecomeds records of the Dallas doftors. 4nd vhy in the
world vould they be looking for a bullet when the X-rays dhowed none was there? But if
they had, why would they have had to tear it in the quest? Didn't ydu ever hear of
probes? &nd if the probe located one, do you thiik there are not medical topls for
removin them without alterati other than possibly stretching of tissue? farticularly

§

in a military hospital? Grei@?%grasping, grasping! Back off and think and afialyze.

at the top of the second pape you say that the MUW did say "that there was in fact
a deco:fy ambulance and a shipsing crate." They did-not say this and I d.‘:l.gf't tell you it.
"Decoy" is perhaps Lifton's original fabrication. I suid that the MDW sent a GI casket and
witiiout mention of "decoy," w@ch I never believed and they would not have said anywaye

You conclude the fifth graf by aslkdng if all that he suys happened when "Sibert
and O'Heill were not even there yet?" again, ignorance of the most basic fact. Ygu've speht
too nuch tiue on the trivial literature and not enough on the solid and readily available
informatione The Shs were waiting Tor the plane to land before it <onded and were in the
moFoxcade to the hospitale 4nd in the penult grad, more of hhis. X —rays were tuken in
the X-ray room and then in the morgue with a portable X-ray machine.

In the few seconds before 1 must leave let me give you the seme caution I did
before but in a different way. Focus in what you do on the areas in which you are Xasx
least vulnerable and to the degree possible shun where you are post vulnerable. One of
your vulnerabilities is your confabulation between fact and theory and another is in
your inability to be your own devil's advocate. Pon't put nuch weight on reeds becuuse
none give much support. O'Connor or any other. I'1l read and correct as soon as I can.

Good luck! Hareld /V[»L/l/ 4 /
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6/8. Up at 3:00 and unable to sleep nore I reud ad corrected this. Before I get
started on my own day I add a few comaents.

Iirst, I did go to the Vietnumese restaurint, as you'd asked ne to do. Lt is no
longer the Vietnumes restaurant we knew. It is now oriental, including the old nenu.
Tom is no longer there, We uere told he is in venver. I assuae he sold the place. So, I
could not get vour boois back awd presune they vere, au I'd been told when ~ told you,
given to Cindy. \"’h(-)'?é’r she is, Or vwas then. . :

Y do not imow whether your letter was just your thinking in general or whaether you
were going into vhat you plun for your documentary., However, whichever it is, I strongly
urge you to go with Occam: keep it siyple. as thinking or as docunentary content, it is
too convoluted, toc inclusive, too vulnerable.

You can't include all of your book in any documentary, so begin by deciding what
is necessary as a pinimunm and then consider what else can be included. “n this shun the
vulnerable and gon t include the whole damned world in your conapirucy.

T il.ustrate with the O'Connor claim that the body was not in the brongze vasket.
£ven if it were true, you can get shot down on it, It isn't true, but is it essential
in what vou suid or wunt to say? I thini not, so why risi getting shot down with your
own weapon and amunition? «ou just can % get around all the ewidence that the body was
in the bronze cusket. One of” two such things and the P8l issues a atatement dpointing them
out and you are done. Or comiission counsel. Or anyone else. I've seen nuch of this in
MBI records disclosed to me. and just as bad, you'll underuine the confidence your own peo-
ple have in you and your vorka. You'll agso risk vhat would have leas impact, soue of the
critics pouncing on you. Including Lifton, perhaps. Keep in umind that the producer and
nis vpeople will also be thinking and vondoring and you don't want them to have any questions
abou® your dependability or content. Thephave to be both able to understand and able
to believe what you say. Unless they are either nuts or entirely unscrupulous they'll
not believe therc was a conspirucy of anything like the uagnitude you postulute.

Sonething else coues to uind. Did MsCa have only ilobert examine the picturesand
A-rays or did others exauine then? Some of the others they used on soue things would
certainly have had the capubility of detectibg any hankypanky. If any others did exanine
them and found nothing wrong you do have potential problems. I have in mind such people
as Gary ack has had do soue enhincementse

T think also that you need to separate tuo things. You bedieve the film was altered.
That you may or way not be able to prove to the satisfaction of others. What you will not
be able to prove is who did it. If in your documentary you try to do the latter you will
wndermine willingness to believe the former.
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June 3, 1990
Dear Harold:

Thank you for taking the time to write your probing letter
of 30 May. I hope things are going well. My work is starting to
flow better, with some help here from others to take care of
typing, courier work, and so on. The film producer is coming to
stay here this week and begin planning the project. Rick came by
yesterday with his brother, and had one beer. He won't drink any
more than that. Rick has been very helpful, and I hope to get
him hired on as security or something in the Fall. He is a lot
more than that at this point, as he 1is doing his own
investigation, and helping all of us.

¥ow, for the points in your letter.

It has always been hard to find pieces of evidence that are
hard enough to hang one's hat on in this case. One such piece of
hard evidence seems to be rock hard indicating the total weight
of fragments recovered from Connally is much more than could
have come from any CE 399.

Another is the fact +that clearly different bullets were
used for the head shot or shots than that which hit Connally.

A third is that the eye and ear witness evidence of a
gunman on the Grassy knoll seems to me to be beyond question,
though of course perhaps subjective. In my opinion I believe
that in the end what are known as the "Acoustical fingerprints”
prove that shot, crosstalk notwithstanding.

It would have been simply impossible for any gunman, let
along Oswald to have fired the three shoté claimed and hit
anything in the time span the WC claimed. I think there is more
hard evidence in this case--as you have noted--indicating
conspiracy. But what is your thinking mnow as to the origin of
the plot?

1 feel that the cumulative opinion of the condition of the
back of the head precludes a postulated flap of scalp that could
have been pulled over the exit wound to make the picture of the
back of +the head we now have. Another possible explanation is
that the hole was far enough over to the right rear side and
they stretched the scalp over, but I have my initial ilmpressions
from the doctors when I was in front of them and showed them
that picture, and it was one of ridicule. As you say, the
written reports at the time are very strong evidence, and it all
indicates that the scalp was badly shredded or lost back there.
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Robert has been dead wrong about some things. He sees
things in pictures that we don’t see. Of course he studies them
far longer +than we do, looking <(hoping) for answers. Maybe he
has shown you the colour photo of the back of the head, and I
would say it is very obviously (and faultily) forged. Too many
things are wrong with that are readily seen with one’s naked
eyes. There quite clearly is what he calls a matte line. And it
simply is not the edge of one piece of scalp being pulled over a
large hole. I could somehow be wrong, and my neck has always
been far out over this. I went through years of ridicule and in
fact horror here where I was severely mistreated and thrown into
the gutter, abandoned for taking up his cause and being led down
the garden path on some points.

So far, three different police officers {(not Rick) who are
trained in homicide investigation or forensics (not photo
analysis as far as 1 know) bhave found air brushing on the
plcture of the right side of the head at the bhairline. Also,
other of us noticed it. When a Md. State cop first told me this,
I was astonished. O'Connor pointed it out, and the Crime Lab
here found it. That still isn't good encugh for me. I have to
corroborate things twelve different ways.

b}pﬂud 1 am having careful transcripts made of O’'Connor's various
14
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. There are some inconsistencies. I'm deeply disturbed over
the whole shipping casket-body bag story of bhis. I always
thought Lifton was full of shit and that these boys {(when they
were young men) could have been mistaken. Too much of what
O’ Connor says about other things is vastly too important, so I'm

searching around to find the answers and to see what
corroborates what and with who, before I throw it all out with
the washwater. One has +to weigh the evidence. You are rifght,

that the TV show could be discredited if we do not get all our
pins in line.

You say there was a decoy ambulance and a shipping casket?
Body bag? Yes, please let me have coples of that as soon as
possible. As you may know, I published a refutation of Lifton in
the Third Decade, for which I paid a high price, I can tell you,
incurring his wrath. Unfortunately I did get sucked into his

‘looking glass at the end, which [ greatly regret now. I never

should have mentioned his name in HIGH TREASON, as 1t was
deliberately ignored through all but the last draft. Groden
talked me into dealing with his evidence. Also, I find O’ Connor
and these men credible in terms of their bearing and demeaner. I
just can’'t explain it all.

Obviously, there is a lot at stake now, and ‘I will check in
with you as I go along on the film project. 1 agree that 1if the
witnesses (or us) are discredited, it can do a lot of damage.
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C}”}/V«V The thing of it 1is, we can’t prove that the body wasn’t
( slipped away at Parkland and taken back in Air Force Two or
another plane, and that it wasn't examined for bullets which

were removed. Circumstantial evidence indicates that the body
/yp was tampered with, and testimony is there that the body did not
! arrive in the bronze coffin.

WUV The difference between us is that I know for a fact that

yv there was a major conspiracy and the government was overthrown.
vyfjfw 1 talked to too many people in this who are privy to what went
on. You cannot just throw out what Marchetti and Prouty have

f said about this. It is just hard for you to believe that such a
large coup could go undetected. It was detected. They wanted the

ij Mﬂ& smart money to know what was golng on, so that nobody would try

. ¢ﬂ% to resist them. "They"” 1lined up too much power. They got away
p&ﬁ”&b with it and they continue, and they see no reason to rock the
4 boat anymore. Killing +the hitmen or other cut—-outs silenced
jPW those links. Remember that the people above Surat and those who

were hanged for being behind Booth got away with it. And they
were definitely there. Also, someone close 1in to the Kennedy
family confirmed all +this to me. Since my family is in that
league, only perhaps much richer, I heard things too that simply
are not known to the public.

There appears to be -airbrushing or tampering with several
different photos, at least according to the MD State cop that
looked at them. It may have been because the picture of the face

ﬂ was put on a different head. It may be a "red herring” ——to
d}dﬂu answer the question first [ and then you asked—-if they had to
forge one picture to cover up a large exit wound <{(and thé& Clark

panel found--I1 believe-—that there was no way to tell where the
exit wound was from the beveling or lack of it)> then they
tampered with others in order to get people off the track. Its a
conundrum. \

As for your general approach of assuming there to be a
JNV*UA reason for everything, or for taking the risks that they took——
They did not expect almost anyone to see these pictures for
ywy/”waJF /years. It appears that some if not all were shown to Rankin and
] ' Warren at least, and perhaps the whole Commission. But since the
VC rejected any forensic evidence, investigation, or real
scientific help in the case, if not by accident or stupidity,
then by the design of some person or persons on the Commission
who prevented a proper foremsic study of the evidence, there was
l1ittle chance that anyone would give this a true investigation
of +that evidence. Lawyers’ minds work differently and by
termperment and training could not ask the right guestions in an
adversarial ambiance.

The conspirators assumed that the murder would simply be
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swallowed up in the normal bureaucratic meatgrinder that had not
a hope of getting at the truth by the very nature of the
Ybureaucratic phenomenon.” Same thing happened with the HSCA.
Purdy now lies to me and tells me he took the photos of the body
with him when he talked +to three of the Dallas doctors, and
showed them to them, which he did not. I documented this, and we
have their reports of those meetings. the pictures never came
up, or if they did, they are certainly covering up what Purdy
and Flannigan might have been told by the doctors.

Its clear to me they had their men on the Commission (and
perhaps Helms--as Liaison--was in their pocket) who covered it
all up. Obfuscation by the Bureau and Helms and everyone else at
the time prevented a proper investigation.

The battle over removing the body from Dallas lasted a half

bMﬁN'hour or so, and it is quite possible that this started while the

, N casket was still in the room. Everybody was drawn out into the

A{abA / corridor as the battle rose. Then I distinctly recall that the

bCAL’ casket was wheeled out of the room through the door into the

o corridor and they actually battled over it. In other words (but

I'm not sure), the fight started while the coffin was still in

the room where they had put the body into it, and it is quite

k;- possible that it was unattended while +this diversion and fight
was going on. We don't know that it wasn’t unattended.

}Aﬂu/ﬂ> In addition, I recall somewhere in the evidence that the

ﬂv@k Zpilot or McHugh or someone radiced ahead and set wup a decoy
ambulance situation. That would clearly entail the shipping
casket you were speaking of. 1 have never been able to find this
again, or document it.

But it seems to me that when the battle at the hospital got

started and was pretty hot, that thggg,ghq\g&jﬁed EEE_ngy_gg be

sV takep out of there and got to Washington at all costs, would

t”w have got it out of the casket and take it out the other door of

/Wﬁﬂj the room and through the tunnel out of the hospital while most
people were in the hallway fighting.

But this is pure s?eculatfdﬁ on my part.

The State policeman also noted that part of the wound on
the throat appeared to be airbrushed. 1 do not ask leading
questions on all of this. He said it out of +the blue and it
never occurred to me. Now, a year later, Paul 0O’ Connor, not

knowing what this man said, said the same thing. You figure it

)Npﬁ/ out. You cannot therefore dismiss this evidence simply because

;ﬁﬁﬂo we don’t know the reason for it yet. These men have pointed out

/‘\ radical things wrong with at least 4-5 different views of the
fwb body.



As for "Traps", there's a few people that would like to
make a whole lot of trouble for me. After all, I am making
accusations in this case. The world is filled with right-wing
nuts that want people like us dead.

With regard to your comment on ny comment that we should
prepare out case against the autopsists. [ did not mean to
phrase it that way, but I'll stick with that. They clearly lied
and fudged their report on a few major points. They destroyed
evidence. If we able to get in a2 position where +they might find
it advantageous to tell the truth--especially if someone made
them do what they did--then it 1is best +to show how (in your
words) they misrepresented the evidence (feloniously).

This I hope deals with <(as best as I can, though not
definitively) the points in your letter.

Are you aware of the Vashington Post article in 1966 where
they claimed +that the FBI confirmed to them that a whole bullet
had been removed from the shoulder during the autopsy? The Pratt
is sending me this now.

WVhat happened to the backbrace? To the undershirt (if any--
did he wear one?) Would the backbrace have greatly slowed down
the bullet?

This is all for now. If you could use some consulting fees,
I'1ll try to write you into the film project. Just name a figure
for me, and I'll see what we can do.

Sincerely,

Harrison[E. Livingstone



June 3, 1990

Mr. Faul Q’Connor
Gainsville, FL

Dear Paul:

Thanks for your help up to now. 1 hope you got the check
for Ricks's set of pictures.

Did you or any of the Navy men help (or anyone else)
prepare the body for burial before 1t left the Medical Center
(after the Autopsy>?

Did civilians or others approach the body at any time and
do anything at all?

Could anyone have torn open the throat more than it was so
that it looks something like the large gash we now see in the
photograph? In_other words, making 1t look like an exit wound,
or trying to find a bullet. T T T

Did the doctors probe the knife cuts in the chest? In other
words, did they know that they penetrated the chest? Drainage
tubes were inserted there at Parkland. What was said aboout the
knife cuts? Wouldn't they assume at an autopsy what those were
and why and that they penetrated the pleural lining?

Were there sutures in the throat wound when the body was
put into the casket?

The Washington Post reported in 1966 that a bullet was in
fact found in the shoulder, and the FBI confirmed this to the
Post, according to their story. Did you see tWis?

At what +time did you leave the morgue? How many times?
WVhere did you go to the bathroom, if at all?

In order to get your biography straight, were you in
homicide investigation{" and if ~so, how 1long and where? Do you
have any training in photo analysis?

Do you think that Lifton might have influenced you in some

way, and that some part of the historical record may not be
correct to the extent that he has you saying some things that
others do not support, or that other evidence does not seem to

support? The point of this 1s that you have such important
medical observation to offer, that your credibility 1is
endangered because of the cazket story and the body bag. I'm not
saying that didn't bappen as you say it did.
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The Military District of Washington says that there was in

fact a_decoy ambulance and & shipping casket used:~But was the
Body in 1t? Could you have been confused?

Both Stringer and you at one time or another say that when
the body arrived the wound in the throat was tear dropped
shaped, and small, nothing like what we see now. What
explanation is there for +the big gash we see? (before the
palnted~in part of it seeming to extend it even more).

You said that no pictures were taken after the autopsy
began. Isn’t it true that the picture you sent of +the hole in
the skull loocking into the cavity had to have been taken after
the autopsy began, or did they reflect back the scalp (did
they?) for that picture before any other part of the autopsy
began? You are certain (I take it) that mno pictures were taken
generally during the autopsy itself, and during the embalming
and preparation of the body for burial. This 1last is most
important. The issue is whether there were reconstructions of
the head and that picture of the back of the head then made, or
whether these are simply forgeries.

Pictures had to be taken after the chest was opened up.
There are pictures of the brain, according to the evidence, but
did you see them taking such pictures? See, its very important
that you get together with Reibe-—-if we could only find him.
Damn Lifton!

The FBI report written by Sibert and O'Neill do not have
you listed as present to receive the body or assist in getting
it out of +the casket. Are you saying that all this happened
after the body arrived and vyou unloaded 1it? That Sibert and
0'Neill were not even there yet?

Vere the X-rays taken in another room, and then the body
was taken into the morgue and photography began? Did Riebe take
the pictures at Stringer’'s direction, or did Siringer take them
and Riebe assist? The "unidentified oblong object” in photos (or
x~-rays?) of the brain--do ycu know anything about that?

Well, Paul, this is all I have for now. I would appreciate
it if you could answer this point by point. It 1looks as though
we are going to be able to make a two hour TV special which will
come closer to the truth than anyone has ever been, and perhaps
you can be hired as a consultant (if you are interested) and
help out with this in a big way. But lets get all the details
straight now. There are =o many fine points about that autopsy
that no—one has ever understood before.

Best wishes,
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