Dear Paul, 6/6/T1

Teur June 1 was Geleyed by s side trip to Hewark N.J. Came today snd 1 thank you
for the L for-ation ir it end the enclosures. It iz helpfup and it reises more questions.

I'a glad you epprove what L have bheon quoted as saying. I recall no misquetetions and
there must be stordes I have not secn. Today's in the Timee I'1l pee tomor-ow vhew Z'g dn
D.le, whether or not there s g Esll hesring,

In case the lady-like language of the Los Angeles Member reaches you,"that son-of-g-
biteh has been out to get uss from the first," it is false, While I had doubts I hope you
share sbout Mowndng and Gonaeles, I went to sowe frouble, including when I was ill and weak,
o be of help und gaos thuavuvlntpsmkd’d.pnﬁs-tnum The only reason
their counsel d4d not lesve with more last —ctober im bucause he did not want to take more.
This was on “ing. They were coadng on JFK and neverdid. bot my fault., liy break was over
ethical and logal questions and the cheapest kind of Fhiladelphia-lswyer lying. While
I have little ooncern for what is said, mors then enough of this is in writing.

ifter I wrote you I hed a responss from ZRDA, I'd filed snd FOYA pequest. They
referrdd to thidr 5.F, office, ae by now you may have heard,

1% 18 protty farout @ if a respect “sbel lusreste lies and aays he was pupported by
federal movsy if in faet he wao not, Especially whem it is included on the inside-beck
vover as & required "ls:al motice.” (Even 1s inoluding a dimcla izor of the ascurance of
B0ZUTACT.)

Thore romsine what 1 regard as & basie questiont if not trus why did Alvarer say it7

You have no doubt of Nas sdsheudling., It 1s not too late to provide Jim with susrestions.
We are egtili In court on that cue.

Whea 1 referred 1o ilvares having been turced on by atudeonte I resalled, I think
clearly, that ho sald yesrs agd tho anlnsated discussicns by and with his students turned
him on. as I also recdll it at that time there were oply two books, Wé and Inguest. I
recall notuing of this nature in Inquest, a2t least znot in thy required detail. Therefore
1 did sgewes that however iw learned, Alvares losmed from W, despite a studied contrary
pretense in this newer drek.

You say you recall baving little to do with thia. I ak not geking to critici,e you
and if you discuesed it with him what is there to erieize? Xpthing, ¥y sole interest is
Imowing what hapened as it relztez here to tle poseible Wi original scurce.

Hhat I find provocative~ and not 1'm not beating sround the bush with words like
inferesting or fascinating - is "His interest in the head snap started after he asked me
what the singzle most convizeing piece of evideoce for a conspirecy was."

For a men of solsnoe I bellevs any one is inadeguate because any cme ¢en be eguivocal
or even vwroang while meny others oould be right. Froz this I az wondering if for his owm
Teasens be was loddng for what he d4d « puking & basic assault on a major criticism of
the Report aad the ofiiclal agcount.

Later you say "Haybe we can agree thet the Zg rtmummmmmtmt"
as others like Downing think. You have forgoiien. perhaps I never told you. .nyway, whan
I wpote about the headssuap part Ln 1966 (it i tovard the emd of W&ll) I beliovad At
would not be orsdited and wewrpte it down to almost nothlng Lut s mention, 17 I do ast
& as far as you do in what is possible interpretatively if you switoh to acceptability
there is ro disagraament. wWhere there la dissgrecnent is whero moot dissgres with we, I
do pot regard it is scdentific or ressonable %o isplate individual items of ovidence.

(I've been over three hours yetting tris far. The phone, over the Hall hoaring im*
Washington tomor ow and the N¥Tinmes story today, has been busy. ¥ marks the ppot when I
got a California ca 1 a half half sgo-last half hour. S0 I'm sorry if 1 am diejointed.)
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There are, I Tymhowmﬁim.mwm.mmnmnmﬁu
the Tdnk -ing, as ! do. “4k's dock wes not cut for aboul amuther year. But was tne
Alvares suyested exjlanation the buzinesa of the heal mowing into the force that it it?
Ty mes.ry bae micded me. I tifught the 1des origlosted with Uleon.

When they npreared & reed sowe of the books an the p.uhdmroua.unm'mo
then meant nothing %o me, You say 4hey contein unflattrring portraits. Are you saying he
is coe of thove who went after O and in dodng 1t presented hizmpelf 4n this unflatiering
way to thosu who wrote later? My owm view is that what happened to 0 was Nclarthyisc 4n
4to nore prinoipled aspects. You noed not agree but with this my ppinion if Jlveres &
Joined in the politicel hue anday that is 2 selieperivait ic me.

ot inconsistont with his Operation “asgn caresr. 1've forgotten the detalls of it.
The Elsnshower phrase iz ilktary-Indastrial compiex. iy precoilection iz that this waz
big brains justifying eveTytming (that I would nbt justify).

There is an undercurrent of defensivensas in your graf where you say of coures &
melon iz pot & head, I'm not a scientist and I'm not golnz to 2o through all that dusiness
again but I an seying that so eminenge grise of tas sclentific worl kuous better than the
experiment of w ich you were part. 1'm glad to imow tnstSeder and Sagem, of whoam I have
no vecolloction, agres with my chicken-farmer's notion that with the bone in i1t the sicull
im relatively rigid. There is zuch more that osn be said than thias. Rore than the absence
of replacepent of bone, nerves, attachment, eto. 3ut this from a Hobel leureste and it is
called scienve? You and Odson were kids, perhaps overwhdlmed by his reputation.

igu do not respond to oy question sbout whare in the zelon the ghots were aired and
about oven witz an unattzcked reloa would you sxpret ths sume rezction if the foroe were
spplied in the mid2le ms you would get with it ap:lied st the top. Ve bave leamaed much
giree what 1 ramember asz the time of thome shostings.

I idke Yon Newhall =nd I've pever fousd Mim irrespossible, If I've forgotten that
vonversation whot you sey is sn understatement of whaet I thought. lariner is understating
consdderably snd enpracasly. I do not ask why. It is scant comfort %o fiod that Just
gbout everyons who hes had sny contact with the comsites hpa oowe sround o 2y eswrly
opinionmand ctions, (I have not seen the Zawls story but I'w coafident 46 is alao
undersiated.) These ixterrugtions just ssex Ilks thioy'l) 2ot end, (me told eo that the

cousdttes hus issued g vacuous presc releaso attscking Dawls for not weiting another 8 wonths

%o ses that by then they do not have what they now mont boléeoved at lang last they have,
spothe - is that those who cen get other jobs srw looking, 1t is not just on Lall and the
news stories. But on the stories I presume the reporfers begin with the gesumption that
they must be timdd to get swat the desitn 2nd then the deaim eviscerate then move. EY
imprescicn of Hallde is thet he 18 & pood peraom =nd an first-rate roporter,

4'11 be out there briefly in a little ovsr & week. i have no scheduls, I'm going to
Dalin:s for scus FOLA work anf then to Lifor other works 1 expect to go to oF just loug
enough to ser the ¥“hites. Hal has becn sdilent, unresponsive, Ior ycars. ila.ks and best,

TR IR -

R IR |

R

TR R AT R

S8 Sl

R T R T A R T BT T PR R 3 = T S P £ B e ™ B



June 1, 1977

Dear Harold,

Thanks for your letter of the 27th. :

I only have a single copy of the Alvarez preprint, so I have Xeroxed
the front and back wmex covers for you (along with the first page). When
ke the published version came out, I checked it against the preprint, and n
my recollection is that there were no non-trivial changes.

I've also enclosed the cover page from my kwkgk thesis, which shows
the same contract number. I'm pretty sure that is a general contract covering
all the work of the Lab.

Yes, I would be surprised if ERDA authorized Alvarez to use any money
for this project. In fact, £ I wouldn't be surprised if they had no knowledge
of this work until it was done and written up! (Of course I have no evidence
on this point.) )

I have no doubt that there could be a major story in how the NAA was
(mis)handled. That is probably an unrelated story, I would puess.

My recollection is that I had very little to do with Alvarez' first
interest in the Z film (which led to the much-maligned, thanks to CBS) "jiggle"
theory. My xmm office-mate at the time, who spent quite a bit of time talking
about the JFK case with me, was one of the muk students who frequently talked
with Alvarez over lunch or coffee; I wasn't. T recall that there was so little
contact at that time xham that when Alvarez wanted to check the film in the
26 volumes, he went to the law library and didn't even contact me.

His interest in the head snap started after he asked me what the single
most convineing piece of evidence for a conspiracy was. 1 told him about the
head snap and (I think) loaned him Tink's book. He came up with a suggested
explanation, and then Olson and Buckingham joined us in testing it experimen-
tally.

I don't know anything about Raxjmmx Project Jason, so I can't help you on

that.

. For what it's worth, ywexaxexmmexthe the WC critics are not the first
people to find Alvarez difficult, arrogant, or whatever., If you check some of
the books on the Oppenheimer case and other events of that period, you will
find some quite unflattering portraits. Actually, he's mellowed quite a bit
in the last 10 years or so. But I do think that's all dirrelevant to our
major concerns.

Of course a head is not the same as a melon, and we weren't trying to
simulate a head in detail. Let me try Exkakimg stating my understanding of
what the Alvarez experiment has established: 1if the WC critics are to argue
that the head shot could not have come from the rear, we cannot do so simply
from a general principle ("A target always goes away from the gun") but must
base the argument mf on the specific properties of the skull, the bullet, -sde
e and the motion which distinguish them from the situation in the Alvarez
experiment. The most persuasive criticism I recall hearing (and I think it
came from Soder or Sagan at Cornell) is that the relatively rigid skull (bone)
would require more forward momentum to be dmparted. But that is also a hypothesis,
which would have to be tested experimentally. Maybe we can agree that the
Zapruder film is not simple to %k interpret (as people like Rep. Downing think),
and that the proper scientific study to get all possible information from it has
not been done.

Jon Newhall of Zodiac News (who told me he had talked with you) gave me
some #ukk details about the House Committee's interaction with Loran Hall which
make the Committee look far worse than what was printed in Lardner's piece - which
&8 was bad enough. A couple of people from their investigative staff talked with
me for an hour when xhax they were out here a couple of weeks ago, and did nothing
to change my opinion that the Committee doesn't have its act together and is
showing no signs of doing so in the max near future. I saw you comments to
Lardner when the last HSC report came out, and I thought they were well taken points,

Sincere
y <)
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A PHYSICIST EXAMINES THE KENNEDY ASSASSINATION FILM

Luis W. Alvarez

Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory
University of California
Berkeley, California 94720
Introduction:

In the eleven years since the Warren Commiésion published its 26
volume report1 on the assassination of President Kennedy, a controversy
has continued over the validity of the Commission's findings. Dozens of
books and countless articles have been written to show, for example, that
Lee Harvey Oswald had nothing to do with the event, or that he was part of
@ conspiracy with the CIA or other parties in Planning the dssussination.
Some of the books, such as Mark Lane's "Rush to Judgement,“2 were best
sellers. In December 1966 Esquire published an article3 listing thirty-five
different theories that had been advanced by as many authors, cach suggesting
a variation on the Warren Commission's official scenario of the assassina-
tion. And since then, many more theories have dappeared,

In the light of'such a long history of unsettled controversy, the
reader might well wonder why yet another author would feel moved Lo write
on the subject. The reasons are quite simple; in'the first place, I con-
tinue to read, and to hear on radio and television thut "The laws of physics
require that the President must have been shot from the front, whercas the
Warren Commission Places his assassin, Lee Harvey Oswald, behind him, '

Such statements involve the backward snap of the President's head,
hnnediately after the shot that killed him. 1 will show, both thcoretically
and experimentally, that such statements are simply incorrect; the laws of
physics are more in accord with the conclusions of the Warren Commission

than they are with the theories of the critics.
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