Howard, your 3/3/ Oswald=-Psych HW 3/14/73

Your concluding sentence, which repeats thoughts expressed earlier, is a fair sume
mary of purpose in this session with the shrinks and in consulting them. You have, of
course, read only thos: pages I selected. You can read it all if it interests you. 1 do
not think it is worth the time. They wanted tie sanction of "science" for that for which
they had neither proof nor reason, the supjosition that LHO was capable, and they wanted
their pre-ordained conclusion to seem more than tenable, as Fedlich put it less delicately.

KO ERRa R TXEE A1l yow opinions ure justified by the whole thing, so these
pages were representative enough to give you a proper under st.m {ding. You offer ax
general opinion on "how worthless paychiatry is as a science". Whilc z11 the shrinks
I've ever met seemed to me to have gone into to save their own couch bjlls, I have had
no close relationship with any, never teken therapy from any, so I don t really kmow.
However, I do not think it is really a science and I do think that as &n art it need
not be worthless. This is one of the better self-condemnations. *o think tha' theyp
would or could lend themselves to such a thing! They could not have had a valid basis for
any opinion on which other conclusionu were to be based but lile most of their calling,
they could not resist the temptation to play God and to attiract attention to themselves
and their business. I really think the driginnl intent was to have and use a summary
statement of "scientific" opinion from the shrinks, and that the shrinks, or some of
them, got a little worrded about the reaction.

Cameron is not alweys as rational as in the pages I sent, so your interpretation
of his inspiring respect, as on p. 8060, is excessively kind. 4t is only when they got

to where they might worry that they spoke in this way.

You sasume the shrinks were briefed. Correct, in tow way, with :n advance mewo I
have not troubled to met and at this very long procecding, throughout. Some of the more
interesting are these parts, where some of the staff forget themselves end argue sgminst
themselves. It may be that they also disclose what they did not go into in some oi the
testimony. I suspect some of the Thornley references are to what he said at lunch or
wlsewhere, not what he said on the record.

You say the reference to threats vs the President is irrelevant. I think it ic a bit
worse. For one t ink, that shrink had done his paper and was seeldng support snd attention
for it. For another, that is an entirely difierent type and further is not a parallel
because LHO didn't talk, from the offieial account, he is the guy who did instead of
fhreatening.

When you say Dulles' reford contradicts his statement of agreement on the limitations
to the use that could or should be made, you igmove souething, that at this session he
learned two things: they could not safely do it the way they'd planned and thet they could
accomplish the same purposes another way. So, naturally he agresdl ot bullshit, learning.

Redlich is as devious as you say, and it is here that he felt he did not have to hide
his true liberal principle. He was and probably remains one oif the problems we have with
some "liberals", They hold him in great respect. I have {riends who are friends of s
and continue to hold the highest opinion. Ur did as of four—five years ago. nemeniber, he
is the one the Tizht considered a "red", the one staft numeber over whom there was a fuss.

Somebody imew what he was doingl I get the inpression that he is tie red-beiting kind of
"liberal" civil=-libertmrian. Say red anc everyining is justilied.

I practise a bit of my own shrinkery with this. all these lawyers knew they bad uo
case and that they had to manufscture one, so this is one oi the means they sued for
more than part of the fabrication. They were all seeldng seli-justilication. They phoped
to find it in the "science" to which they turned. They'd never have goge to all this
trouble for nothing, beginning with the time required to prep the shrinks. —ike linus and
his blanket. Wothout intending it, they also disclose they kmew bevter than lhey did and
saide This makes me tend to credit my originei hunch on how they could ail have done such
unprincipled things. Bach felt that if he pars of wvhe case was Jesx, thut was coupensated
for in other papts, And they had a prosccutorial attitude, ovuilding ouly a prosecution
case. eing one-sided is o.k. for a lawyer. “e is a partisan, an adversary. “nly here
there Wwas no other side, no opiosing adversary. In my experience iiere are very few ood
intellectual croocks, These were not exceptions.



