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Dear Dick,

finally, after sleepinz later thun ususl, I began rereading COUP
this morning, vpreparatory to writing the sddition. So, I'1ll & brésf.

Your lstser of 6/6 arrived this a.m. The irst parsgrevh reads
ge though you ned resd my miad, of tue letter I hed just written you. On
it and everything else sbout the cases, etc., We sgree....And how I would
lovs, in AGINT OSWALD, to suy thst one of the ovildunces he both offered snd
ignere: of conaspiracy show “oover's iacompetence or error end is not en
evidence of conspirecy, although I, trusting him, bsd so said}

fFrom what you say, one o” the possible explanestions of the sbaence
of blowback msriks on the test cesea mignt be tas absnce of eny propellent charge
or tine coincidence of whet I'd not suspeet, insufficient chargs, old stuff.

- skip %o your coneluding paragrach, for it fascinstes in its own waya
I have fobgotton who, but I think Psul Hoch or one o his friends, made a study
thot shows about six different verslons of that issue of LIFE with the Oswald
cover nicture. Wow I have onme in vhich thet figure in the background is very
clesr, *n fect, this is clear past the second gensretion. Lerry Schiller took
a LIFE cover for Liebeler, male a negative of it, blew thet up slmost to LIfe
size, then a pleture of that on dispely wes teken, snd then that was printed
in the UCLA newspeper. Through all of this, thet woman is clear. I also have
nffieciel copies where she is, Thers ie no dovbt of the person. I have copies
whers the brushing slse is clesr, I'd like tn borrow your covar sometime, for
this would indkests that LIFE st one tims slss dil seme sther toicuingupe.

Thempson 1s 8s ha wes frem bt.e first, e fink. He is not alone in

on evil trading en “ylvis'sc name 2ni 8 more-than-asrnsd reputation for in-
corruptebility and peinstardiag accuracy. Lpsteia has done the same in
"Counter:lot". iln my few letters to others on this, 1've dubbed him Epsteinlk,

n sny avent, this wes en eree iu which =ke could not eheck his sccuracy, On
the other nend, Thomrsen from ta: first pretended he he wss sozmething else, not
a critic, that the critics ani their work were wrong, etc. Aylvia tas one of the
best minds. Thatxshe waa talken by both is, I think, a reflaction of her denied
matertal instincts. She mizht have mede the Yidéische Meme to ead ell, which is
neither adverse critcism nct a neety crsekx. However, she should heve detacted
some of the more open thievories and dishenesties in hie text. And it is true
that they were close. Without intendinz to, I am cert-in, she leaked some of my
unpublished material %o him. She would maver 2o this on purpose. It isy o, &
burden to bsve to remember whet cen snd cannot be ssid. I heve invited her to come
here when she has time. I did thkis in March, She indiested she might during the
sumner. If ehe wents, I wil' then shtow her other things in Thompson, whare his
fishoreszty shovs.

I coutlon vou sgsin “eweomb, & & person snd his vork, Last Trein is
horrible. ask Gsry, for I have reasen to say en, he doesn't. It is my work thst
turned Fred on. He told me this in &£% 11/87, vhen I stent = veek with him. And
vhet he had done wher he sccurstely detecied my suspleions plessed snd impresssed
ma. I'1l sao- it to you then youbsre next here. However, aa time poassed and + had
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g chence to check it out, it collepsed. That is, some did. Some is solid. What
he did for me (now part of his slides) on the Uswald-rifle picture is very solid.
“e hes carried this forward well as far as he has gone but he and his photo-
grapher friend have missed thne technical things you'd not have expacted them to.
Of eourse, we all miss things. Now, there is no doubt of the -lteration of the
Willis film =nd its misrepresentaotion, Both LIFE and ITEK cornfirm my original
observation, that it shows & man or the knoll. But Fred's evidence is hot good.
Thet a train wes there means nothing finles: we have the whole story of the train.
The tree wes not el tered #s he says. He coumpares what cannct be, pictures tsken
from difZerent positions, with different lenses. that had originally impressed
me, his belief that the mullions on tho pergols were el tered, I nov find sigple
explanation for (enlsrgement sund sun end shadow). liore then one trein is known
to have been thers., - mention st lesst one if the first book. But to we this in
connection with the waldking-man pictures is unwerreated, ezpecaislly tecsuse
avarything thus far said of them rmixkmr does nst make eense end is opuosed to
vhat we can estsblish. His ettuclk on Spregue is not fair, especielly beceuse of
the correspondence he was esrrying on simulitonecously. Thy not check with “ary

about this sn. tue worlk itself, bocouss Fred ia carrying on & rctten,and dishonest .

cam aign sgeinst me end I think it net btest thet you listen to me. I d prefer
that you not so that none of these poor souls can later torture it. They do.
thia regularly. Gary recounts some ip a letter slso rsceived today. Let me make
this genersl observetion: the only dependable work in Calif is by Paul, Hel emnd
Jim in the Bay eres. Punul is an ultraconservotive scholsr in his approech, Jim
has brillient suspicions and follws them solidly, and Hal, who is now busier
then he waes, combined elements of both snd has besn very helpful to me, 28 the
others slezn have, I think you vill bz wall sdvissd te say nothing you wouldn't
want proclaimed in Timee Squere o uny of tie others and would be better sdvised
to give them s little as nossible in writing for they hove 2n #nexhaustible
fpaecity for twisting snd misusing.

i've been phoning Tow for an hour. dis lire stuys busy. If — hear
thet he hasn't sent the Arehiwes pictures, 1'1l add a note. Sorry to ihflict the
typos cn you. Jo time, Cre eother thing on Fred: Ee tried to sell te on the idea
thet the entire Z film was remsde imuedisately, and he belisveld it.

Bast,



6 June 1969
Harold Weigberg

Dear Harold:

I have your letters of 29 llay to Schoener and 4 June to
me and Nichols., My previous letter undoubtedly gave the impression
of "bubble burst" attitude. Though true, that applies only to
my initial notions about the significance of the dents, for I
thought there was a solid and important case there. I have not
gt all lost interest, however, and plan to earry the matter as
far ag it will go. It is just that I feel uncomfortable writing
about matters that I cannot definitely resolve. We have found
serious discrepancies in Frazier's testimony and in his exhibits.
It is if great valus to kmow what they are, but it bothers me
that I do not know what they mean. I agree, Frazier does not
make mistakes without purpose, but I do not know what the purpose
ig. What we found out about CEg 562 and 564 in itself justifies
our efforts, for it casts justifiable suspicion on all of his
pictures of the mieroscopic marks, and should be a great help
to Nichols, but it makes no sense to me-- I would like to lnow
why he did this. I am learning things as I go along, and some-
thing may turn up in books that I shall soon get, but presently
there is only confusion.

I was waiting for the archives photos before writing in
detail about the cartridge cases, but I can now say something
Yhentatively. Understand that the observation of photographs
ig the least suitable basis for making definite assertions--
there is no substibute for direct examination.

The three evidence cases seem to have marks on the brass
that are the result of blow-back. I do not see such marks on
the two test cases. Again, I can't imagine why. The marks on
the primers of all the cases correspond well enough to indicate
that they were all subjected to the same pressure. Supposing
that Frazier was indeed hiding something, I can suggest but one
possibility, something that cannot be determined except by
direct microscopic examination of the evidence and test cases.

It may be that the evidence cases were previously fired and
reloaded-- i.e., that they were subjected to blow-back twice.
That is a possibility, although I myself tend to doubt it.
Reloading the cases involves replacing the fired primers with
live primers. Uy recollection of the general nature of the
primers on the evidence cases and the tests is that they are
the same-- that is, of the same manufacture. These are Herdan
primers which are no longer made, for they contain a corrosive
priming mixture which can be very damaging to barrels if they are
not cleaned soon after firing. It would be foolish to re-load
cases with such primers, even dangerous, for the only way you
can get such primers is to remove them from unfired cases.
Reloads almost certainly would be primed with modern primers.

I gather from books that I have been reading that it is
the normal procedure to base identifiecntions on marks that ocecur
on the primers, for the primer talkes such marks more readily than
the brass. 5Sut as far as I can determine, the brass of high
powered rifle cases also is marked-- always, 1 think.

Ag I said, this stuff causes me nothing but econfusion. I
resist discussing it for fear of imparting my confusion to others.
Let it go for a while, until I see the other pictures and think
about it some more.



I already mentioned to you what I thought was the cause
of the three sets of marks on the base of UE 543--~ the marks
that the I'BI could not explain, and which Joseph Ilicol said
might have been caused by another rifle than CE 139. I'll
write up a memo on this and explain the whole thing, for I
think there was a legitimate source of error. It was only
by accident that Hichols and I stumbled on what appeard to be
the true cause. Criticism of Joseph Nihcol is unjustified in
this matter; he told as much about them as he could possibly
Imnow under the faulted conditions of his examination (he did not
have access to the rifle, and could not run tests of his own).
Nicol was right in asserténg that they were made by the extractor,
but wrong in his speculation why the marks do not appear on
the other cases; he was wrong because he did not understand
how cartridges are normally chambered in the £x rifle. Iven
though they had the rifle, I think the FBI can be partially
excused, too. Your criticism of the Commission lawyer is justi-
fied, however, for he had no warrant to make it appear that
the marks represent evidence of Oswald practicing rapid thxex
action with the bolt. Lior should he have ignored the marks.

In time I'11l get out a memo on this matter, for otherwise
we may linger under the mistaken notion that CE 543 ceme in
contact with another rifle. If that is the situation, I think
it will have to be proved by another means than these marks.

Josiah Thompson explained that he did not see the case
mouth dent on frazier's test. I sent him my memo and, later,

a letter in response to his explanation (which I do not believe).
His latest indicates that I have offended him-- not that anything
in the memo is untmue, but the tone of my letter was ungentlemanly
(I had tried to exercise restraint, but I guess the notion got
through that I think he deserves & kick in the balls).

Sylvia lieagher is now concerned about Thompson's work. At
her request, I sent her copies of Thompson's mail to me and mine
to him, and a Lerox of Irazier's test. In his bhook Thompson
indieated that she had checked the ftext for accuraey, which
attribmtes to her more of an effort than she actually cave. This
of course would not include checking his work on the cartridsge
cases, but she is concerned anyway.

I carefully read Hewcomb's piece on the Last Train snd =m
some preliminary work on the 2 film. I found them both sound.
Ihe existence of the train and doctoring of YWillis H seemé proved;
Newcomb himself acknowledges that the rest is speculation, but
I consider it fully justified. I have not yet seen good enough
pietures to allow me to determine for myself whether or not the
train was moving, so I let that question go. I am convinced,
however, that the train was there. The stuff on Bowerds was
interesting, too, and I think it worth casting a sispicious glance
at him,

Go easy on the apparent figures in the backsround of the
photos showing "Oswald" with rifle. I have LIFE's cover, and
I don't see figures there. It is possible that figures were
brushed out, but I fomikik don't think the case is elear enough
to merit comment.
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