 rracyaia

Mr. Harry Livingstone 6/29/90
P.0.Box 7149 o
Baltimore, Md. 21218

Dear Harry,

I have no objections to your oriticisms, some of vwhich are justified. «lso, although
I once had a photographic memory, today i# is seriously flawed. I have only a vagu® recol-
lection of my letter that you resent so much, but I think I am correct in remembering
that I was trying to be of help to you. I'ye read the letter and I'1l skim it now and
address soue of it.

One thing in farticula.r took my attention, on the last page, khere you say you
“don't tidnk that I (you) confabulate between fact and theory," Just reread your own
letter g:ri.t:\.cally and ask yourself how you can believe this. fou confabulute throughout.

Pephaps you can better understand the defects ny writing if you understand the
ckrcumstances. For rea i now do not go into, I hﬂb to write the first book in a
month. I delivered it the contracted time and the publisher broke the contract while
gtill drooling into the till. He never returned the ms. I had to reconsitute it in part
from recollection and in part from illegible carbons made, because I then was broke, on
the unused side of*mimeographed writing, dn mimeo paper. But so far as your comments
may have included it, I tell you that it was, of all improbable things, runner-up in

the mystery writers award for 19661 &nd when Sylvia Meagher read it, in the xerox
edition, she had her own book done and if you'd care to you can go through that file and
get her letter. I encapsulate when I tell you that in her opinion, if there were a
choice between the two, she preferred for mine to be published. Of course, ghe had quite
some time after that to work on hers. Ond & @ «11'«»4'!.

I've always been aware of the need for editing, in part because 1t had been so long
since I'd written (I'd beena farmer, remember?) and in part because we all, the very best
of us included, need editing. I asked Sylvia to edit the second part of Fost Mortem when
I finished it. She declined, deseribing it as a tour:de force.

‘Whitewash II did not begin as a book. I did not, originally, pian more than the
one book. I had other writing in mind. I'd been asked to write some lengthy mugazine
articles for a French servkce, which then cha%ed its mind, I did very little to that
e 1t & book, Deil prom s do sl T 1L~ anef dedsd ch wrps & :

Photographic Whitewgsh was 28 days from the time I wrote the pﬂ'ﬁe or intro-
duction and the delivery of the first 100 copies, with sewed bi 8, They took more
time to sew than printing the book required.

.V
What I am saying in poinfla out how little time I took for the writing, and of course
that has to show, is that these are unedited rough drafts, almost entirely. I made a few
changes in the first book that Sylwia suggestede They are quite visibvle. I was so broke
I didn’t en go jnto town from the farm to buy a typewriter ribbon. {1 was, in fact,
broke and in debt, increasingly in debt, when I publshed all but Post Mortem.)

1 began Post Mortem, as I now redall, early in 1967. Whitewash II was completed
before the second wave of books appeared. I was simultansously working on Oswald In New
Orleans, for which Jg11 broke its contract. I had it finished and added a chapter that
May. I worked on all but t e first book while I was continuing research in the Archives
and later, investigating in person. 41l without any income or subsldy.

I begh writing the second part of Post Mortem the Sunday night before the day they
started to empannel the Shaw Jury, using a broken East German portable Natt Herron let
me us” Parts missing, I think letters. I had to use a library table in his home and in
Garrison'd office where, for the first time, I psed an electric uprighte as never able
to use a typing table until after we moved here. I didn't have the money to buy one and
I then picked up a World Viar I typist's desk for $10,00 I think you are aware of the



pany other things I was doing, except for 141's retyping, entirsly alone. None of this is
conducive to good writing. #nd of course it shows!

But it is not all that bad, I was recording for a talking record when part of
what was to be used was cribbed in a Jay David anthology. That ended that.

John Friedman, then a reporter on the Baltimore Sun and a friend of the Richard
Levine who inte:viewed 4 J. Thornton Boswell, visited us the afternoon of the morning
on which I'd written the Epilogue to II. He read it and said the words rolled off his
tongue or over it like a fine wine. I hadn't yet read and corrected it. Une man's opinion,
of course, But it was the opinion of a fellow writer. and I've had many that are quite
the opposite of what you say. 4nd some that agree vwith you, as in places I also do.

But these are rough drafts on the most controversial subject of my lifetime and
after all these years they stack. Writéen in the groatest haste, alas, But what were
ny choices? Have you asked yourself this, or any other questions about those booka?
Wyich broke the ice for others. :

Reminds me. You say Simon and Schuster would not publish us, In 1965 their papberback
subsidiary told me that Whitewas would be the Green Felt Jungle of the year, That book
+as the best-selling book of the year before, their's, It was approved all the way up
to Boris Shimkin, then the controlling owner, He 1iked the book but didn ‘'t dare do it.
And they vere more than honest with me about it. He had just published a”fraudulent
book,’ Caluries Yon't Count, something 1ike six people had been indicted, and he did
not want to be added to the indictment. He referred to my book as the red flag before h
the charging bull. But they in my presence got Doubleday to read it. Even demanding that
Sam Vaughn, Iice's and Nixon's editor, read it. Doubleday w:s also honest with me, saying
that they'd had a high-level meeting on it and their decision was not editorial and not

< fasy to arrive at.

So, everybody does not agree with you and even vhen your criticisms are Justified,
they are without context. MHowerd ver, I've gotten and still get thousands and thousands
of letter gfrom strangers, a large proportion of whom, from their letters, are not vwell
educated. They do not reflect the trojule understanding what I wrote that you have. This
was your one response, by the way, when I asked you if you'd read Post Mortem.

I'm going to have to suspend in a few minutes for a while, 80 I'1l explain part

of what I was talking :bout when I asked you if you'd read ite. Do you remember when you
asked me to read a printout of several chapters? and I wrote yQu and told you you
should be more careful, that you were taling credit for the work of others by rep-
resentin: it as your own? You got a bit huffy and sent me your notes. I have never
mentioned it sin.e, but you represent as your work what appeared in Post Mortem and you
not infrequently credit others in your notes for its content that they just picked up and
presented as their own work. One I remember is Gary Shaw. :

(]
Harry, I'm used to this and don‘t resent it. I've never before mentioned it to
you, for example. To a degree it is inevitable, because I did virtually all that is factual
based on the existing volumes and records. I mean it first appeared in my books. Not
much has been added from those sgurces, if you recall the literature. I was always aware
of this but to begin with I ressnted others not citing their sources when I was their
source and they were selling my work and pocketbng what they got and I was broke.

» How boffke? I once spent a fortmight in SgwVrleans and had four meals, to which I
was treated. I'd have powdered milk for breakfast, a 10¢ :de if I had lunch, and a 19¢
hamburger for suppers - lost more than a pound of weight a day for that period.

The one time it was possible for me to interview any doctors at Parkland the
Ferrells put me up, gadé me breakfast and supper, and I didn't have the money for a wab.
I had one morning to spend at Parkland. Buck “errell drove me there and I had a ride
from there for noon. I had to do some waiting but I got to interview Perry, Carrico and
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xafits McClelland. That later ferry and McClelland told you other than what_they told me
does not give me confidence in what you say they told you an) to a degree i xnew very
well they did becyase you played the tapes for me, I did do other things while I was
there that time, of course, and they were not unfruitful.

L
One other thing so I wongt forget because * must stop for & while now, I think
I suggested, on the casket and such, that you go over what I got from the MW when I
asked it only for what it gave ldften.

aAnd one other thing for context, when I resume, Remember, T once told you I go
with Occam, not with oriental philosophy and approaches, which are complez and * think of-
ten convoluted. I've not condemncd, which + think is the word you used, what you did. &1l
I have said is that I saw (and after reading this letter still think) no need for faling
the pictures and &-rays. I have not said that what you and fobert see in the prints is
not there. + have said I do not see it, 4nd if I were in opposition, would I have taken
the time I've taken to try to help you, including in the other lang letter and this one?

In resuming, I wonder if your trouble comprehending Post Mortem is because you
have factual:/rather than literatyy problems from it?

4and another story, to indicate to you how I lived when *~ did the eerly work,
which me:ns most of my publishing, research and investigating. On an'\ﬁhar trip to Yow
Orleans I Eﬁent the Pirst week XXfM as the gueft of a college profesSor I knew was an
¥BI informer, in a small aparément he had ostensible for quiet when he worked but actually
for prevacy with his girl friend. Who with her husband served me a real banquet ‘A% home,
The rest of the trips that year I had the use of a former slave quarters in the Garden
District as the guest of a woman vhode son had escaped from an insane assylum vith a
doctor's pclstil to ld1l Garrison. Insteed he beut his mother up. When I drove up to
Jackson, where he was in a closed ward, to interview him, 4 had one of my sources vwith
me, a young woman i knew was at the very leuwst a narclink and I was driving a Fiat
sports car. I was loaned it by a dealer who had had as his sules umunager a Bay of Bigs
captive 1'd befriended in the owner's presences I think this also indicates that I'm not
paranoid.

There is a reflection of what + was talidng agﬁt, your lack of knowledge of the
basic fact, on page 1, graf 5, your 1). You say the body reached Qethesda at 6 and the
autopsy begun at 8, ask when the pictures and X--ays were taken, and say it took 2 hours,
at leust 1 1[2 for the body to get from abdrews to ﬁ’ethesda. I've forgotten what is suid
to be the preise tiue of arrival at the hospit.l and when the pibtyres were taken or when
the cutting-up began, but as I remember, it 4 p.m. “3E Burkley had the radio operator
make arrangeg%ﬁs from 4F1 for the autopsy to be done at Bethesda. There was RX 1o trickery
with the ambulance. When it left andrews and when it got to fothesda is recorded. It was
about a half hour., The first X-rays were taken in the X~ray room before the body was
taken to where the aut:%sy was done. I dou't recall the time on the picture-taking. Other
X~-rays were taken during the autopsy with a portable nachine,

Yes, jé do try to be precise, whether in letters or in conversation on this subjecte
Ynis is not being “super-legalistice" It is simply being accuratee

You suy I care about this subject but "not enough," which you underlined: lou can
have your opinion. I'm sorry if you and as you say almost everyone you know can t under-
stand my writing. ferhaps. d.if you had the education of the high school and younger child=

ren who write me after reading it you'd have less trouble. They have no trouble understanding

and offering informed commeut and asking sensible questions.

You say you go on youi: own interaction with those you interview. 1s O'connor an
example? You have only belated questions about him, after my comments, if %recall coxr—

IS

rectly. and you have done any further thecking on what they have suid? “onme Ampoasible.
With regard to the Dallas doctors and what they told you, I repeat, they said the



oppoyite on Nova, after seking the autopsy pic and X-rays.

You are entitled to disre what I s.id about your theory of the conspiracy but
aside from gelf-serving and I ¢ asonable insistence that they had no reason to be
afraid of getting caught in faiing the film you have no reasons. lou just disregard what
i% not congenisl to your theory and pre-conceptions "They" conw everything, so you
answer everything with this asuuption. They in fact could not &8sbdt to xecpall mouths
closed and in fact they didn,t{ Elsewherc on this you say that as of the duy of the
assassination "they" kne. they would kill Uswald. This is enough for you?

If it is, and I think nost people would not think it is, try a different approache
What did the conspirators have to worry about once the killers were not caught at the
scene of the crimes? What did leaving evidence pointing to Oswald have to accomplish
for their purposes other thun giving them "lead" time, time for the killers to get away?
Nothing at all, I think. :4nything more than that is icing on the cake.

s
Whey" did not fake the picture that got the conservative Uemocrat * Tydings
defeated. It was done by the GOP in Maryland, and you say it was Gus Hall, I thought it
was Barl Srowder, but I'm not 100% sure., I do remember it.

. You are, of course, entitéd to depend on what you s%r the nurses said about the
fragme¥fs removed from vonnally's body. But you'll have a problem iy that does not agree
with the FEI reégports on what they told the FBI and what fragnehs tlhey turned over to
the FHEI. I'm not going into all of the other information on this in Post Mortem but to
make the point I think I had in mind, there is the faagment still in Connally's chest.
Why depend on what is subject to disputs, when the other side gets heard and is believed
with regard to every dispute, when you can use the gize of the fragment from their
evidence, which they cannot rerute or dispute. But there 1s much, much more on this, how
much was missing from $99.

Thanks for including copies of my two grafs on this. I see this is what I said
at less length. You say this was "a subtle form of sophistry" and that I'm staking a claim
etc. Which, obviously, isn t at all necessary. I was merely referring you to where you
could and would find irrefutable information. You miss the point I was maiing in referring
to what was not recovered from Connally's body because it was washed awaye. 1've just
feferredytn to what I'd not have had to refer you if you'd read the book, s0 what was
lost frém Connally'd body is in addition to what was known to the gOVermnenT to be missing
from 399, and that alone was enough to rule 399 out. You are so wound up in defending
yourself about imagined condemnation and so determined to find a basis for crit}cizing
me you did not even think/ We dor¥t know the weight of was was ddposited in C oshaly's
body, as I said, because some of it was washed away. Yet you underscore this as youy(Z).
And I added a caution, that while L agree with the nursesg), who you cite and I'd known
\ehat they said years ago, I cautioned you that "the official records" showed less, and
that was based on what the reports attributed to \}fcem and the weighing of the specimens
turned over to the FEI, Your way you have problems. My way you can_t. this is “sophistry"?

Resumed 6/730 You quote my paragraph in which I suid that if you'd had my approach you'd
have had no trouble proving that more was missing from 399 than the government accounts for.
You underscore this and write "arrogant" in the margine I don't recall what if anything
you said about this in your letter or book. I presume that whatever it was did not come
from the available official information, including but not limited to documents, published
and unpriiblished. What you say is this letter has no relationship to that. Now without
¥nolsicdge of that, and you rueflect the grossest ignorance of it, where do you get off
say:u')‘g that what I said is arrogant? Is not your presumtion reflected here that you know
all there is to know the real arrogance? On this aspect you lack any real scholarhip at
all. and I'm being blunt to try to get through to you, as T did not in the letter you quote.
What you quote begins, “I think your concupt of what exists is 1imited by your approach."
In thinking sbout this I not only think I was correct - you prove it by tuking the same
pretended omniscience approache You have not used in your book, to the best of my recol-
lection, any of the documents I got under FOIA. You also have never asked to see them. On
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this basis alone your scholarship is deficient. &nd if you think a critical audience
is gﬁ.ng to accept a newspaper account of what a nurse said more than a decade later of
whit she rememb .rs over contempotanous offidal documents you are plain nuts. And in-
stead of asking yourayaf if I could be correct ih any degree you accuse me twice of
arrogance,

1 do not dispute that "earwitness testimony is as valid today as it was 27 years
ago," but then that is because there was never a time when e:rwitness testimony vas all
that dependable, Too many factors enter into ite. I spent virtually no time at all on
earsitness evidence in the belief that is still valid, it can't under scrutiny or analysis
stand up against other forms of evidence.

You follow with a dissertation on how governments have been overhimown, saying it
can be done by about 50 people. It has been done throughout history by as few as ohe and
in the officialrnythology JFK was killed by a lone assassin. You say of this one, with
a 8 few in your view, and as many in my view, of 50 people was compartmentaliced. Only
those who had a need to know knew what they did imow, Then you say that I attempt to
destroy tle whole construct you have made, your word, on the basis of assumption you do

not make, At this point on this page you have Hoover, Dulles and Helms controlling the
. conspiracy and include some of the Secret Service and the Dallas police. ”They needed
fools like Ford and Specter to invent a theory to fit the need." What did Ford invent?
4nd how can you posslibly evaluate Specter as a fool? Can't you see how you are stretch:\.@m
without any factual basis at all, to suprort a precqnception?

Then you say they "flashed" phony pictures M to trick Warren, Boggs, Russell,
Cooper." ‘his is an act you report as fact. I challg@ge you on fact amd ask you to
support it with meaningful evidence. So far as I kmow, you just made this up, as the
conspiracy theory is just made up.

I have never doubted there was a conspirucy and I set out to establish this as a
matter of fact from the official evidence itself, No presumptions, no theories on my part.
What the government itself said is fact. That cannot be refuted by the govermment. But
that is not the same as theoriging who did it, which is what you do without a scintilla
of @vidence. That you believe it L do not doubt.But you have not proved it, you won't
and you can't, Yo matter now reasonable it may appear to be to you you will not get any
acceptance where acceptance can count or mean anything at all.

You return to O'Connor after acknowledging that you "made la misteke" re the
alleged "decoy ambulance.” I note in passing that you'd not have made this mistake if you
were not so arrogsnt and self-important in your refusal to look at the official eviw-
dence when + offered it to you. I em not saying this to anger you or put you down, I'm
trying to get you to think and to ask yourself if this idnd of comment can be applied
more widely tham 4 have, :

With regard to 0'Connor, and with the intent of having what I'll say be applied
more widely, how can you possibly think he can be accepted as a depenable source if
he dimg disagrees with anything Lifton published as coming from him - tqped?

. Your proof that JFK's body was stoleh at “arkland is: It could have happened. We
don t know that it didmkk not." “"We" don't knowf Unless you intend to broaden your
cpuspiracy "we" know and you either don't know the facts or don't care., There never
vas a time the was alone, unguarded. Guarded so diligently that the Sefeet Service
Xnocked an FBI man down to prvenet him from going where the body was. The FBI man had not
identified hjmself. This is a ridiculous argument you KaBX make: because you don't know
ghat it didn t happen, it did happen./ :

Next the utter nonsense of tearing the front neck wound to get bullets out. Unless
youjant me to waste more time on this I'1ll say only a few things. How did anyone know there
weré bullets in the neck? What kind of bullet would strike #n the neck and remain there?

In the end you say that NOW you dpn't belicve the body was stolen or tampéred with.
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What basis in fact did you ever have for any other opinion? 4nd I'm underscoring
your alienation from the available official records and testimony.

Where you say that I said the body was examined for bullets, I do not recall the
context of my exact words but I believe I was referring to the X-rays. Bullet metal is
like a fluorescent light in them.

'd have to check my Marchetti file to be able to give you a definitive reply
abou"g,\ hetti said that is the opposite of what you said but it was when Yim XeKiX
Lesar and I met with him years ago. He gradually changed all that he told us over the years.

What you next refer to is not clear but I Presume you meun, in using fhe vord
"coup," the consp?,,rgfy Yyou visualize. You say of this, "I think you make a serious error
which if you musse “about this in the presence of newsmen, would tend to ridicule me
&t al with reard ( ) to the conspiracy...." I presume you think I met with news—
men or am where tlie » Which is not do, %j and that I muse aloud about your work. I
never have and I 't recall that any reporter phoned to ask me about anything you sudd.
On the other hand, if anyone does, I'mm not about to not be responsible and responsive
or to be dishonest about what I believe. fou have to stand on your own feet. Yr to put
it another way, lie in the bed you made. But I've not #aken any sucjinitigtive and have
no reason to believe that anyone now will have read your book, write a séry, and call me,

You are essentially correct in ssying that I "reject forgery of the autopsy
Pctures." What you have to show me is that there was any need to do this, any purpose
to be served by it, etc., and that if there had been, that it was less dangerous than
not doing it, 4nd that anyone would fake rpoof that disproves what they are trying to

Frove, which is true of the existing autopsy pictures, And X~-rayse 4kl you say about
this amount to blwWoing smoke. You may beliege it but there not only is no evidence, it
isn't even reasonable. You show the influencc;ﬁf too many novels and too much reading
of what to me is the nut literature on the subj:-ct.

You do say "they were going té ldal Oswgld all along.” I presume you have a tele-
type which tells you this? But you tell me what was the need to kill Oswald? To keep
him from being tried? Acquitted? How would either have overturned the coup you visualize?
Unless you presume that Oswald was a conscious and informed part of the conspiracy, what
difference would it have made if he'd not been killed? They'd still not have solved the
crime or exposed or caught the conspiratorse

If you want to continue thinking and writing as novelist, [go ahead. *ou describe as
"bullshdt" my saying that as of the night of the assassination it had to be assumed that
Oswald would be tried and all the autopsy film would be used in evidence, Your alleged
thinlding is interms of the presecution, I have the derense in mind and it would not be
denied that evidence. Matter of fact, before he chickened out., Garrison had gone to
court and had won on his having access to all the film and much more, 0didn,t you know?

e - «
You have the understanding that when Sobby tried to get into the Archives he nes
ejected," What did he have to go there for® Assuming he did, as I think he didnat. Until
he turned it over he had all the stuff in question.

When you say that Buchanan's mt book and "Fgrewell america" "reflected infor—
mation shared with the Kennedys and Inte:rtel" you again reflect awful ignorance, There
was nothing in Bachanan's to s@rs and ¥arewell America was a phony by the French SDECE,
which maie it all up. With less than a page on the assassination. Have you lost 11
Yyour critical faculties and dwallowed all the crap you can find?

More fairy-tales when you talk about Oswald having to be kilied becsuse he could
prove himself innocient. If Ray had not been nutty and had gotten only a public-defender
lawyer he would -wmger have been acquitted and when it was possible to have.hig killed
easily to avoid the to determine whether he'd get a trial, he wasn t Jilled and
we did exculpate him. You make up theories, believe them, and face nothing else,



You suy you have a vugue recollection of what did not happen, that ‘‘cHugh or the
rilot raedioed ahead for a decoy ambulance, which you now acknowledge didn,’;t exist, and you
say that in acting as an indispensible part of the comspiracy the ére not acting as

an indispensible part of it. Come on, get you¥ feet on the pfound’ and your head out of
the smoke you've been blowinge.

I've forgotten what you suld about the Post story on the bullet you say you now
have, I'd like to read it, so may + have atopy, please?

Of coudde the Yethesda doctors did not have any of the records of the Dallas doctors
Qi the autopsy and 1 didn ¢ day they did. I believe that what I was saying is that
the Sethesda doctors had to assume that a fareful examination was made by the Dallas
doctors and that they recorded their observations,

!

although you have already ackmowledgd/that you no longer believe that the body
was stolen and toyed with, on the basis of an alleged r:collection of soue two decades
earlier you nov say that the anterior nexk wound was tom open in the quest for bullets,
the quest I asked you above to show some rational reason for making. Now you say of those
who allegedly did thias,"These guys were not doctors with medical instruments, but butchers
and killers, conspirators with pliers only." But you've already suid there was no such
thing. Which way is it, or are you reduced to having it both ways? This isn't reasonable.

You refer to your use of induct:we or deductive reasoning but you make no refe
rence to e#tablished fact. You can_ 't replace fact with your smoke, “arry, no matter how
strongly you blow it, You also say "I am very hard on myself." The letter which Igov v~
response proves the exact opposite. In almost no instance have you given any thought to
what I suid, self-critically, and instead give me theories, fuirfy tales and novel plots.

0'Comnor? " rely solely on him" at your own risk,

Harry I've taken this time in what I have every reason to believe is a futility,
trying to get you to stand back and evaluate and from your response L have no reason to b
believe that you widl or even are capable of it, I intend it to be helpful., But you are
dred:ing intellectual swamps for mud to siing instead of fact you c.n comprehend and on
the basis of which you cun reason.

If you want any further discussion o r}{my of this, it will have to be verbal, I
shouldn't have taken all this time and I wo

and you have an enormous ].iability coming fronwwh vhat is[ rewdily available and
you've not deigned to look at. “his will be very hard to overcome now. There is just too
much to encompass.

Best wishes,

gt
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June 28, 1990
Tear Harold:

Thank you for your long letter of June 6. I have been very busy,
or I would have tried to respond sooner. I appreciate your carring and
attempted precision in your respomanses. I hope you are well.

So don't take anything here with offense. We all make mistakes,
me probably more than most in some respects. I woulnd't be writing you
about these matters, if I was not trying to avoid making such mistakes
and trying to get to the truth.

As previsouly stated, I am deeply troubled by O'Connor's story of
a shipping sasket and body bag. He is not entirely alone in that story.
I am convinced that all he says seems to be the truth, with regard to
the wounds and even thAt story. We have to observe the "demeaner and bear-
ing of the witness." Pehraps it is gust some trick his mind played on
him, which can happen.

e worst case scenario is that Lifton did this. The worst aspect
of what these witnesses have to say is that Lifton developed them. He is
like a poison.

1) The plane landed at 6 PM. in Washington. The Autopsy began at
8 PM or thereafter. Were the X-rays and photos taken before that? (They
took most of them before the autopsy began, but when exactly did the picture
aking begin? In any event, it apears that it took up to two hours for
the casket to go from Andrews to Bethesda, and I could never accept this.
At the very least, 13 hours.

#s you talk about making a lot of mistakes in your letters from
haste, I do that too. This is not offered as a lame excuse, but I'm simply
not careful enough talking to you, though I believe for the most part
this is an isolated incident. You get super legalistic and precise with
mes- and (don't be offended) often make as many mistakes in the same breath
that you are correcting mine.)

I know very well that the credibility of a witness is on the lire
when anybne thing they say can be discredited, evenby inuendo.

T have no doubt But that there seems to be a lot of deliberate lying
on the part of Stringer, Humes and the other doctors? In addition, there
are so many contradictions in thekr testimony. A certain number of clear
fabrications, in addiition.

As you are free to critieissme, I have the following to say.

First of all, you have a great bias in understanding this evidence.
You never really cared enough .about your material to make your case or
piints of evience clear or readable. Yes, you greatly cared about this
case, but not enough. You did a vast amougt of important research in the
autopsy, but you were unable to present this in a clear enough fashion
for almost anyore to understand it. THIS IS WHAT ALMOST EVERYONI, IF NOT
TVFRYONY, HAS TO SAY ABOUT YOUR WRITING. It is so n8avily larded with
personal comment and invective, asides, digressions, poor organizations
that it is a massive job for anyone to read or understand it. You always
refer to your own work as if it is the definitive work. It is a seminal
work, yes. But not definitive.

There is so much that you did not deal with or face.



As for bias, it blinkers you severely. Granted, I was acutely
nervous for years about the indications that the X-rays and photos
were forged. Robert has made other mistakes. HaxxksxmukxREREZZXXXRXXHXXAXR
wayEx Tell, me, did you talk to many of the doctors? I have to go on
the personal interaction and impressions I have with wihtesses and when
enough of them tell me that there not only was no bone in the back of
the head (laying their hands~--everyone of them--on the back of my head)
but no _scalp, then there is a ima facie assumption that the picture
of the back of thehead is forged. B) The picture is out of focus along
what we are calking the matt line: a photographic impossibility. C)
There are various other anomolies in that picture. T) The autopsists
insBsted that the entry wound was not where it is claimed in that picture.
¥) Several other wintesses from the autopsy have flatly declared it fake.

Three different police men indepéndently of each other have found
retouching in one of the photos (a different one) and othes are noting
it as well. There appears to be retouching in several other photots as
well.

My closest friend is a radiologist who trained at Bethesda. e in
issts on numerous things being wrong with the X-rays of the head. The
x~-rays are prima facie incompatible with the photographs. In addition
some of the photographs are incompatible with each other.

This is my starting point. I interpret the conspiracy from this
point. ‘he picubes were faked. What yoit have to say about their fears of
discovery are of no account. They controlled that. They malte fakes with
little fear that even discovery would hurt them, becase they cdontrolled
the government at that point. They controllled IBJ, and therefore the
WC. They made the pics to make thingseasier if xhmx evidence had to be
produced to butbess the official explanation of one assassin. They made
mistakes in that, perhaps even deliberatly. Makéng them incompatible
and showing them privatly to many people years ago let the smart money
know that everything was in control, and where the plot came from.

Yy family is one of the hundred most pwerful in the world, and I
can tell you that that is how it works. This country has a long history
of faking evidence. When I was a kid they used compoistees of iillard
Tydings and Gus Hall on every phone gpas pole in the kity. But people
were always framed for crimes by the police here.

Now, I will try to do some microanaylsis of your letter. In your
second paragraph you denounce what i saw about the fragments from Con-
nallys body. Your book is not the last word. I go on what the nurses
and doctors have said all along. Thére was a vial with fragments as
big as a matchhead, and that greatly outweighed anything that could have
been lost from CF 399. I refer you to p &4 of my book. Audrey Bell said
that several fragments were at least twice the size of the smallest,
(matchehead) size.

I donit hang my hatsz on one statement alone, but how it is corrob-
orated. So what exactly do you mean by this paragraph (below,) or is it
just a gratuitous attack on me?

@ On page [, graf 3, you refer to your difficulty in getting evidence that is hard g
enough %0 hang your hat on. In this you are quite wrong, as I'll go into further, Iou
then suy that one piece of such evidence is that the total weight of the fragmnts
renoved from Connally's body is greoter than could have coue fron CE39Y. This reflects
a lack of knowledge of or understanding of (or bqth) of what Z' ¢ published and what is
available. Particularly in Post lortem. You not infrequently, as I once, if elliptically,
cautioned you cite it from sourcds that used it without credit.

’ 9\ Mrst of all, there is no way of knowing the weight of what was removed from
Connally's : 0% hed avay when hisl@ounds were 1sed._Second of
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nervous for years about the indications that the X-rays and photos

were forged. Robert has made other mistakes. Kexksxmukxharaskxkaxxarkakr
wayxxx Tell, me, did you talk to many of the doctors? I have to go on

the personal interaction and impressions I have with wikfiesses and when
enough of them tell me that there not only was no bone in the back of
the head (laying their hands--everyone of them--on the back of my head)
but no _scalp, then there is a ima facie assumption that the picture

of the back of thehead is forged. B) The picture is out of focus along
what we are calking the matt line: a photographic impossibility. C)

There are various other anomolies in that picture. T) The autopsists
ins®sted that the entry wound was not where it is claimed in that picture.
F) Several other wintesses from the autopsy have flatly declared it fake.

Three different police men indepéndently of each other have found
retouching in one of the photos (a different one) and othas are noting
it as well. There appears to be retouching in several other photots as
Well- :

My closest friend is a radiologist who trained at Bethesda. “e;@n
jssts on numerous things being wrong with the X-rays of the head. Thg
x-rays are prima facie incompatible with the photographs. In additionﬁ‘
some of the photographs are incompatible with each other. IR

This is my starting point. I interpret the conspiracy from this
point. lhe picubes were faked. What yoii have to say about their fears of
discovery are of no account. They controlled that. They makte fgRes with
1ittle fear that even discovery would hurt them, becase they controlled
the government at that point. They controllled LBJ, and therefore the
WC. They made the pics to make things easier if %hmx evidence had to be
produced to butbess the official explanation of one assassin. They made
mistakes in that, perhaps even deliberatly. Makéng them incompatible
and showing them privatly to many people years ago let the smart monsy
know that everything was in control, and where the plot came from.

Vy family is one of the hundred most pwerful in the world, and I
can tell you that that is how it works. This country has a long history
of faking evidence. When I was a kid they used compoistees of Hillard
Tydings and Gus Hall on every phone RAX pole in the city. But people
were always framed for crimes by the police here.

Now, I will try to do some microanaylsis of your letter. In your
second paragraph you denounce what i saw about the fragments from Con-
nallys body. Your book is not the last word. I go on what the nurses
and doctors have said all along. There was a vial with fragmenis as
big as a matchhead, and that greatly outweighed anything that could have
bean lost from CE 399, I refer you to p 64 of my book. Audrey Bell said
that several fragments were at least wwice the size of the smallest,
(matchehead) size.

I donit hang my hat® on one statement alone, but how it is corrob-
orated. So what exactly do you mean by this paragraph (pelow,) or is it
just a gratuitous attack on me?

@ On page l_ , graf 3, you refer to your difficulty in petting evidence that is hard ¢
enough %o hang your hat on. In this you are quite wrong, as 1'll go into f urther. lou
then suy that one piece of such evidence is that the total weilght of the fragm.nts

renoved from Cornally's body is gre«ter than could have coue fron CE39Y,., This reflects
a lack of knowledge of or understanding of (or both) of what Tyt published and whas is
available. Particularly in Post Mortem. You not infrequently, as 1 once, if elliptically,
cautioned you cite it from sourcds that used it without credit. '

Mrst of all, there is no way of knowing the weight of what was renoved from
Connally! e o@6—was washed avay when hisi@ounds wers clesnsed, Second of
all, as I go into in detail in 1, there is no ofiicial recognition of the fact thatl
a fragment remains in his chest. There is cortradiction of what fmagnents iere taken
out of the body. While &-agree with the nurses, the oiticial records, with which you
apparcntly are not faniliar, cited less. .




You engage in a subtle form of spohistry with me. Everyone accuses
you of doing this out of need to protect your territory, or what you
preeive mas your territory. You play games with words and definitions
often. Granted, we have to be very precise in this work, but do you do
that? You so often screw up as fast as you are correcting others. That
is one reason why the press often put you down, and by inferrence, us.

You say, "thereis no way of knowing the weight of what was removed
from Connaly's body...: and then obfusticate that with what might have
been washed away. It doesn't matter as long as it can be established
that there were hunks of metal of any substantial size, such as that of
a matchhead in size, since only a grain or two was missing from C¥ 399

It didn't take Postmortem to establish that. Fveryons knew that.

In case there is a fundamental disagreement in approach between us. .
that has not clarified before, it might lie with the possiblity that t
you tend to totally rely on official records. We are doing new research,
taking new testimony. Is this any less valid than the very tainted official
record?
Then you tell me
I think your concept of what exists is lindited by your apsroach. If you had ny
o approach, for exanple, ygu'd'have no trouble at all in establishing that nore hiad to be
?ﬂml\(‘.)? miosing from 399 than {s missing, There is much nore on this in rhi. S0, ~ think you've
' not really read tlie book ituelf. Not with care in any event. (WHO CAN??7721111)

Harold, this is really arrczant. Tidn't you read my chapter on %the
fragments? Don't you think I did all of this? I wouldn't suy all of this
© you if I didn't care, respect you, and know that this whole case may
soon be plastered all over the news and us with it. Hverything we say will
be unders srutiny, and I don't think you are as careful as you want me to be.

You say I would have no trouble in establishing tlat more wasmk mis-
ing from 399. I did not have any trouble with that, as explained above.

Farwitness testimony is as valid today as it was 27 years ago,
if many witnesses say the same thing. It is not useless. A court has to
start with certain presumptions about best evidence. If there is corrob
oration in the form of acoustics tests and medical evidence, then it is
more than valid.

As for my saying no-one could have fired 3 shots in that time, of
course I meant with that rifle.

y

T think it has bean found that governments can be overthrown with
about fifty people. Most of them can be on a'need to know basis" and
not even know that they are part of a plot. People are used to plant
a fake document, not even knowing what it is or where it is going. People
can be used to forge a document. Hitmen can kill someone without knowing
who they are killing. This has the earmarks of an intelligence operation,
and therfore would have been ridgedly compartimentalized. Bne hadd does
not know what the other is doing.

Once again, you attempt to denounce a whole construct on the basis
of certain assumptions that do not apply. I vostulate that one or two
men in the Secret Service were used, or actively betrayed the President.
one or two Daldas cobs were used. Hoover, LBJ, Dulles, and Helms controlled
fhings at the top. They needed z fools like Ford and Spector to invent
2 theory to fit the need, if they weren't actively involved in covering



up or involved in the plot itself. The main things was to trick Warren,
Boggs,s Russell, Cooper, and some of the phoney photos were used to do
that. They were just flashed at them. No study. No questions.

I made a mistake with regard to the "decoy" ambulance, in the letter.
You were right about that. (and to others)

But some of my questions to Payl/are designed to get answers by
making people refute me, so don't take the question as an indication of
what I believe. This is a common lawyer's tactic.

As for a possible ‘theft of the body at Parkland, I stand by what I
said to"you privatly. It could have happened. We don't know that it did
not. I don't think that the evidence contradicts it there. In addition,
I had thought that it was possible that the body had been tampered with
for the purpose of removing bullets. My lat est interviews with »Paul,
and others, tend to contradict this. THAT IS, he has clarified what he
meant by no brain in the head. He meant only that a lot of it was blown
away. I think th#at all that Lifton had to say was made up, in this regard.
It appears that Sibert & 0'Neill made an error when they wrote surgery
to the head area. Nevertheless, my radiologist friend said that the X-ray
seemed to show surgery in the right temple area. I think S & O'N were
talking about the top of the head, as they wrote.

My conclusion now is that no-one took the body and no-one tampered
with it. That still does not explain the large gash in the throat, some
of which has been painted in in the photograph. Perry insksted to the
SUN (with Groden present) that he made no such gash. faul and others say
the photo of the neck wound has been tampered with, and all of them say
the wound did not look like that when the body came in.

You indicate at the top of p. 2 that we can prove the body was
pre-examined for bullets, although you have that prhase lumped in a sen
tence with several other negatives. This is a common fault in much of
your writing, which tends to rub off on other writers.

Circumstanitial evidence exists, as I wrote in the letter to you,
that the body was tampered with or stolen, but I now reject this. I think.

What did Marchetti say that is the opposite o@ what we are talking
about with regard to a coup? .

I think you make a serious error which if you mussed about this
in the presence of newsmen, would tend to ridicule me et al with reard
to the conspiracy, when you extrapolate from my writing that it would
take regiments to have performed this. .I don't say this at all, other
than to state that numerous people were used unwittingly by the few that
orchestrated thecoup, as you call it. You say it had the effecf of a
coup. Please clarify.

R Ay for another statement of yours, a person close %o the Kennedy
family had me talk to the Secret Service (their own trusted men whom
they had put through school) at length, and this person also told me
flatly that the family knew (what he, and me) knew) of this plot as I
describe it and understand it. In addition, a staff person working for
jackie told me the same thing, in repponse to a series of yes and nc
answers. Alsoc told me that the picture of the back of the head was fake.

As I understand it, you still flatly reject forgery of the autopsy
materials:s I am working with you for the past ten years to get you to
see that. I know, it is hard. But you are dead wrong when you broject
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your assumptions {(that they would risk ruin by detection) to a conclusion
that therefore they would not have done it. That is where the nonsense

is.  You admit to a conspiracy, but you fail to see that they won the wap,
that they overthrew the government and controlled the investigation from
that point. The faked materials were made to flash at the key people,
knowing that no questioons would be asked. People don't get to power in
this country or anywhere else unless they are "Safe." People like us don't
get Simon & Shuster for a publishr unless we are corrupted, safe, unless
we have already been made to sell out to the devil. They were all team
players, except for the Kennedyss.

Once again, you make a false assumption, thd "When the pictures
were taken, it had to be assumed that they would be used in a public
trial." Not at all. They were going to kill Oswald all along. They would
be foolish not to. Their real intent was for this Phoney stuff to survive
for a long time after it could be said that the recollections of the wit-
nesses was foggy. When the HSCA examined this stuff, thkey never really
questioned thex authenticity. No-one has. On the face of it, they look
all right, g0 no-one would give them the acid test. Another false assump
tion is saying "brodacing them meant close and expert scrutiny."” Bullshit!
. You put far too much faith in a basically criminal judicial system that
could care less. You know in your gut that nobody ever cared enough in
official life in this country about this or any other of our political
murders. Nobody wants to rock the boat like that.

As for RFK, my understanding is that when he tried to get into
the ARchives he was physically ejected. He was also shocked and stunned
by events, and never went after the case. He didn't dare to, if he knew
(as I believe he did) the truth. Nobody could go after that kind of power.
But the family retained intelligene operation (INtertelk?) did in fact
know what happened, and so did everyone in the FEstablishment. I got it
from my family long ago, and they were in aposition to know. Thomas
Buchanan's book, as also Farewell America, relfected information shared
with the Kennedy's and Intertel. Your paragraph and RFK is total nonsense.

A lot more nonsense: The Bureaucratic Phenominum is a real good way
to obfusticate any criminal case which someone wants covered up. Again
you say that they had to assume a trial of Oswald. See, you don't make
any sense if you postulate a conspiracy and no plan to kill the Patsy
before he could possibly prove his innocense, as he brobably could have.
A lot more false assumptions from you. Nobody is going to quit, or if
they do, they are a voice in the wilderness and no-one listens. The WC
bitched about the status of the evidence they had to deal with, but in
he end they had to ignore it and go with the flow. They all signed the
documnent. If I was the CIA ad:faked. tlje evidence, I would be totally
confident that the system wouild completely ball things up and mwver un-
cover a damn thing.

Prove that the casket was attended ever moment during the battle
at Parkland.

If I have a vague memory of someone on the plane radioing ahead
for a decoy set-up, that dcesn't make McHugh or the pilot part of the
conspiracy as you immediatly assume I mean. That is a real bad way of
thinking, Harold. Gets me in more trouble. I was asking you if you recall
anything about a radio set-up of a decoy thing, or disdassion of it on
he plane. Haybe its in Manchester!

Ag for the negatives, I don't have the answer. The prints show
airbrushing. Perixod.



The negatives may or may not be there. We feel that what they
have are not the original prints, and that they were all doctored from
secondary negatives. Those negatives may or may not be there, but the
originals are long gone.

The autopsy doctors falsified criminal evidence. They therefore
commited a crime, and it is them that are in question. To continue fto
focus on =xx¥EE their record is to deflect attention too long from trying
to get them to tell us the whole story. These men have committed serious
crimes.

I have the Post story about the bullet, and in my opinion, they
ad nothing and failed to corrobrate it. I didn't have the story when I
asked you about it.

With regard to one of your final comments about my question to
Paul, the fact is that we have a huge tear in the throat that wasn't
there in Dallas, and you know very well that Nobody talked to Dallas
until the body was gone from Bethesda. Your statement is nonsense. They
did not have any such records from Dallas during the autopsy, as you state,
" Any alteration in the body would have been obvious from the records of
the Dlallas dootors." Harold, I am here (as you are here for me) to sharpen
up your brain again, as we may have to do a lot of talking this Fall.
Ton't be offended. ’

I also implied that if someone had looked for a bullet before the
autopsy, then obviously, they had no X-ray, or if thy did, they knew
wheee to look and got the bullet out. But this is specudition. *he tear,
by circumstantial evidence indicates that if someone was looking, they
did not have axpaxkakkmxX-ray, and literally tore open the throat to
get whatever might have been lthere. These guys were not doctors with
medical instruments, but butchers and killers, conspirators with pliers
only.
Come to think of it, I may have heard the dstuff about decoys from
Lifton. I dred having to comb through his damned piece of shit again.

I don' think your closing crit of me at the end of p. L is at all
justified, but I appreciate anyone trying to k&eep me xmfm accurate. I
don't think that I confabulate between fact and theqry. I utilize in-
ductive or deductive reasoning where necesaary. As flor being my own
devils' advocate, I am very hard on myself. I did not get involved with
Groden until I had certain of the above assurances from private sources
who should know about the true nature of this plot. I then sought to
isprove him. I talk to every available witness when L can.

This ends where it began. I am deeply troubled by 0'Connor's casket
and bodybag story, corroborated to some extent by others. I don't need
that, and it threatens everythingz glse, as you say. Buft what else he
has told me about the wounds, the photos, is all corroborated by plekyy.
So I do not have to rely solely on him, and I plan to ignore his other
statements. Sure, someone will bring it out, but that's neither here
nor there.

As for your final compent on the 5th page of your addendum, I do
ot plan to prove in the pr d documentary who did the forgeries or who
was behind the assassination. I would not be so foolish. Sorry you don't
kniow me that well to know I'm not that stupid.

Thanl you for your many notes of auation, and your caring.
Very best wishes to you & Lillian,

Ho



