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Dr. John K. leeretiralie 
Department of Wroboey 
College of rhyaioians sad Burgeons of Columbia University 
620 W 168 dt., 
New York, .N.yY. 10032 

Dear Dr. Lattimer , 

Your great coup in eetAne to see with withheld evidence of the Lannedy aseaeaination and the yellow reports attributed to you interest me so greatly I write you immediately although i shoul not be usiee the typwriter, having suffered a painful accident saturdee, in which i aleost lost a thumb. as poa nay recall, i have done a considerable amount of work with other anlrelated evidouce, have written more extensively on the subject than, any other and plan eore writing. in this eritiae i would like, of course. to quota you accurately. one of the reasons for haste in writing is because i an now writing on just this evidence. I hoe you will be able to respond peoeptly. 
First of all, i am fascinated that a urologist rather than a forensic patholo&iot was given such a clean scoop in access when the contract, with which you ma* riot be familiar, specifies pathologists. Can thda be atcributee to personal friendehies? It can't be to priority in application, for I din that the day the transfer was announced. nave you any explaaation for your selection to be the first, if not the only one? I thine you can see an aided relevance in this question when you understand that you alone among those who ap:lied have agreed publicly eith the conclusionu of the Ceeela7;ion. 

I an familiar with your writing on the ainele-bullet theory, althoueh it has been some time sines I read it. Teereeore, first I aderess what I recall of your last night's apeearance on CBS-TV. There you said that the rear, non-fatal wound was higher. How can you account for your *lacing it hieher than both the Comeission and it numerous medical witnesses, all those used as observers, and the Clark panel, with whose work I prenume you are familiar. If, indeed, it was higher, and the Warren Cori iseion was correct in its Report, doon not locating it hi her discredit the Commision? Can both of you be correct ie t lketes  about the flight of a single builot? 

You said you found a path through the body for thin bullet. I'd like to know how, in what pictures or Xerayea i tiaAri: the identifications itemized by the panel and will be able to identify from this inventory. It is ey impresuion that no track wan ever actually traced bp dissection, hence I oaneot understand the existence of any film showing it. &weever, you reeered to several bullet fragments in the body. From my understaading, with all the medical experts without any exception having sworn that the fraements they saw exceeded what can be accounted as ananing free. Bullet 399 without  reference to there f manta, I am, naturally, wondering bow you find this authenticates the Report and how you can say these fragments came from that bullet and no other. 

Your references to the wrist wound were slight, but if you plan any writing, may I sugeest that you commit the testieony of the Dallas doctors who saw and debrided it? Unlesu they have told you other than they swore to, it is their testimony that in the wriat alone more fragments were deposited than can be account as niasing from 399. You referred to having interviewed these doctors. I think all of u writin; in this field woula welcome any now information from them. 



You said it was 399, not any other bullet or fragment of bullet that caused the 
wound in Governor Conn ally's thigh. If you can establish this you have indeed nade a 
eiggificant contribution. nowever, all the considerable evidence I have gathered is 
uniform in establiabing this az aniOnmilib ity. I would therefore particularly 
welcome proof of this. I also have eeVe 	se doctors, not one of eeue said this. 
And. naturally, I ae interested in how eou netermieed tnis from that of weich you were 
t_letese the evidenco to which you had neat been ranted access. 

You seem to have made no reference to the so-called fatal wound. ere are differences 
in location and meaeurament relating to both this wound and the other eear ono. If you may 
find these differences slight, ey interest is in the most elact location and desorietion 
possible, so I would be interested if you were able to reconcile the differences between 
the autopoy/Comeiersion descriptions anu those of the ynel. 

Your pinpointing; of what eou describe as the exit wound in the front of the neck, 
on CAO and to Fred nrahae, lead tb these questions o how could you identify it as an exit 
wound rather, say, than one of entrance after the trachecatomy, sne on what picture or 
pictures did you see it? I found no single reference to any picture of the front of the neck. 

With reference to the head, were you able to prove thai all the daeaee was done by 
a aiuele nullet and were you able to estanlieh tnat it wan a full-jueeeted Ldlitary 
bullet? Did you einn an evidence inconsistent with either a mingle allot or lthii3 ammo? 
You seem to nave none considerable week vita ammo. Puteing this another wae, die you 
find anythieg to indicate that perhaps a nifferunt ',rind  of ammo :may nave been weed? 
I preeuee that if there is such evidence, it would be in the arrays. Which rierdeuin me, 
were you able to establish that these are all the x-rays taken aue that all remain in 
perfect condition? I believe you did not ace all the X-rays taken. lied you the knowledge 
or manna to cheek this, to establish it either way'? Pleats° do not infer %Ise I do not 
intend, the aueeestion that you deliberately eupereeeue. I on aware teat what you said 
may not have been used or quoted, particularly when TV peveine such enert trent:retie& 
Even :La a lone news story, the repeeter oan't poseibly include everything. Believer, I 
hope you can undeeetenn that othore teat you have an interest in this, ane I would be 
hesitant to believe you were eiven acoese to thin evidence, public infrmation, on an 
excluaivo basis, that it bcoomee your peoperty une that of no others. n the other 
hand, ff you oo uuderstood it or if thin was the situation, I think it should be clear. 

Did you find any evidence of any other wounds or any reason to suspect any? I 
have in my posaeasion cartain evidence that while not beyond reasonable queetion can 
be so interpreted. So, tbi in not au idle question. 

What Mr. Graben quotes of the brace and bandage interests ee because 1 neve had a 
back injurt sieoe 1939. I have, letermittently, worn a variety of such bracee. I have 
never worn or seen one that would permit alttine aed preelune falline ever. eoreovee, I 
have never aeon or heard of one not equipped with atrape to ;..)reirima-.4 riding up, hence I 
can't follow the alleged use a2 the been:Igo for this purpose. I can cone -ivy: that the 
bandage wee used to coefort an area not protected by the brace, below it, but not that 
this also could preclude falling over. I realise this is consistent with what you have 
written earlier, that the President was prevented frees falling, but did you and any 
proof of this in what you saw? if you undoretand teat I have fallen when so bruced you 
can perhaps, better understand this question. nor was I ever prevented from aittine. 

Fred nrabam quotes you as saying that what you have now seen and it elone `eel iminetee 
oexpieekele any doubt completely that Oswald alone "ared all the shots that struck the 
Presedent." I ask what you saw that cee in any way prove who fired what shots and with 
what. I can understand that other evidence can lend to this belief, but this ie not how 
you are quoted, nor is it the way I think you were on CEO last night. Nor, presumably, 
the reason you were permitted to see this evidence. Ay bewilderment is compundod by the 
interview I have just aeon on the CL TV moraine news, ie which you conceded that 399 



could have struck Co nally alone. .Jo you not realize that this, in itself, is total 
Tofu-tattoo of the Warren Report? On thin, you say you could not see how a bullet like this 
3'J9 could havo boon recovered lal ouch perfect coodition. With what you have earlier 
written a;)out your own cot000ivc ork with bullets frankly, tido notoundo me. If you 
would liae to oee not one but noro, please bo uy guest. Oue was done for no by a rank 
amateur. It is ideutidal ammo. And I have still another, found in Dealey Plea. Further 
on thin, GrOhnin quotoo you as avirlo that only on whole indict MR3 recovered. Did you 
not sec or mask to sco the ;second? Did you not imow of it? Did you see the opectro-
graohic aoalyses of the bullets and various fragments? If you eckod, were you denied? 
If you di;. not see this, how can you validate any Angle one of your apeoents? And if 
you dioi oot ask to or did not koow of it, doeo thin not characterize all of your effort? 

Graham quotes you ao haviao seen a total of 65 pieces of various film. Is this 
the accurate total, of all or both kinds? Hio only reference is to color tranoparencies. 
W. you De_ any color prints? 

Graham quotes you sa oaying nobody on the Gomoisaion ever saw any of the film? 
Is this accurate? If so, what is your source. My information is to the contrary. If you 
are not prepared to challenge or disprove my stateeont, how does thin influence what 
you said, if it does? Let mo Ur foauk as o tell you that such statemonto .:sake oe doubt 
tho extent of your ecnolarship ant n•-searaii, so i ask the extant to witch you have 
studied the published and unpublished evidence, my point baiog that since you were 
eelecteu to be the single one to see this evideuco, and fir.   is quoted as 
saying toat your known position in support ol the official explaoation had notoOuo to 
do with your selection, do you, in fact, qmalify ao a genuine co port, especially when 
compared with others. 

In a way this leads to your coemeat on ;:he drawiag alai your atatemant that it 
makes it seem that the bullet was travelling almost porellal with the wound. Can it 
be that you are this unfamiliar with what the Lkelluisoion really said? Xy-  handicap 
precludes getting you the precise reference, but when the decline in the street, wuich 
you seem to have ignored, wao added, I think the uoweisoion gave the insole as about 17 
dogreoa, which is hardly parallel with the ground. Or, aro you unfaailiar with the 
published reconstruction plakssegt, with the war, .here aoaiu parallel would. appear to 
be one of toe less apolicable descriptions? 

You arc quoted ao saying that auyoue firioo flea the front would have had to 
havo been squatting; in the car. How did you eliminete the possibility of front entrance? 
You said on CbS this morning that you actpally maw the track of a aiaelo bullet, eoaa,:thieg 
no other expert has said and all oho have boon direotly quoted have deoiekl, iaclu011ag 
those who din the autopsy. Aow have you elietnetad the possibility of, say, a bullet 
entering the front and being deflected to elsewhere iu the bogy / Did you oleo full body 
L.rays? You do have fraoments to account tor, one the C000iaoion did say, as din the autopsy, 
that )99 struck no bono in the President's body. Do you dispute this? If you do, how 
can you he interpreted as validating the Report? 

Irom what you say, you have to have seen a picture of the auterioo nook wound. .he 
inventory I have lists not one. Did you? Does it show the presence or abate-nee of "a circular 
bruise" such an you describe on the back? If you did not see such a peituro, head ou, how 
can you justify the quotes as a scientific observation, the proeuued puopose of your access? 

Your donial of any 	Prow 	fronas proopte the queetiou, how did you eotablish 
no acre than a siaole head wouuo, as a natter of ocience, hasoU on what you saw, as niotinguiehod 
from your well—known octillion? Especially with en explosion 'there? And is What you aaw of 
the head wounds exactly as the Uommission said, what the autopsy says? 
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Graham says you totawined the olothing. hoes it shed any light au the other uviuenee? 
Doeo it dispute auy of it? Ie it in oristine condition? Is dour scholarship ouch. tnut you 
feel you can have an opinion on the thineo? Ad you have aoy roason to believe it has 
ur can nave any meaning other than attributeu to it by the vorious official reports? 

Do you feel taat penetration of 47 inches of pines, which presume comes from your 
personet work, is a fair equivalent of the history attributed to 399? Are you aware that 
when Co6 duplicated this PiSt027, and then elie.noted anythiag to reoluce the Qonnaliy 
rib, they founn no single bullet capable tai: that penetration? 

Hetunsine to the Uranam quotes and your today's aptearance ou GJ&J, I ask again how 
anything you saw could in any way addrees Oewald as either an assassin or the only one? 
You ere, of course, entitled to your opinion. But what you heve done is go farther,ticst to 
give a ?re--eats eing opinion. You have now said. teat you have seen evidonoe proving tide. 
1 therefore ask what tele evideace is aed how it orofto '1110. you have said, on the. baeia 
of this svideace only, not preconception, the latter being your right, but not in the 
present context without support in the evidence you have been shown. 

How did tale evidence °emit you to establish that Bullet 399 had, in fact, 
been la any human tissue, the President's or the eovevnor's? You said this and at the 
same tine today you said you were xour own devil's advocate. Zoo also .o id you had the 
poor folks at the Archives run thines back alai forth for you. ire you seyiae that you 
are a) an export alai b) have not seen the Zeorader and other file until now? that 
else is there that tee;,-,  caul e run bank and forth for you? 

In aoldne for and gettinti access to this public information, end roue of it 
is ofnLoial evidcaoo, you hive undortakon n ooneidorable obligation I hope you will moat 
so:Arley. 4hio does not end cannot legally become your exclusive property. You therefore 
have, ao I s;. it, the obligetion to maks response to eueetiona &alma of yeu about it 
and your coeitent on it. Otheraise, you are no better than a propagandist. I do not think 
you consider this o yourself and I cortaibly do not want to. I will be writing of this 
and the very laot thing I would want to say is that you were riven this exclueive access 
while lnck1n; the proper qualifications, woold not say what you saw whet_ meted, would 
not describe or list what you saw, would not face challenge on your interpretations of 
what you saw or separate this from, your preconcpetions,aadethat there is any reasonable 
question aoout your keiog eiven exclusive access or what you said there fter. In other 
words, this is not ea unfriendly l-. tier unlcoo you abdicate the very considerable 
obligations you undertook, unless you answer evasively or do not answer at all. What you 
have seid is currently (netting enormouz attention throuchout th, world. I thin]: it is, 
thorefore, iacumbent upon you to eke ireezdiete response. If writine presents a prtblem, 
ould you plea= use a tape r=eorder? I will theo .,-;et the tape toanscribed and orovide 
you with a copy. 

3inceroly, 

iaroH ttetsbern 
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