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4s I wrote you meveral days ago, I au agdng the following guestions of you in
connection with iy book on the subjoct of your Lattimer article and for the purpose of
making a record. So that they will be in the yroper context, I record that we had three
couversations prior to your writing of the artbcle that ap eared & week ago (aud I have
waited more then & week for your promised cell), thet I offered you & cosplets backgrounding
prior to your writing the article and prior to Latitimer's access to what had beon supiréssed,
and that this specifically included acces to my file of ids writing ant our correspoudence, wkich
i particularly urged upon you. You accepyed uone of my offers.

Who Tirst informed you that Lattimer wan bedng gdven exclusive secess to tids
suporessed evidence, under what conditions or limitations? Wio promiszed and wringed
this exclusive for you? Were you told why yougand the Times werc so wavefully fed this
leak? Did your editors approve the exclusive lesk and the exclusive access to Latiimer?
Waex the latier part of the deal? ~

R

¥ho promised you access, with the dodge you explained to me? If it is going to o
be comsuminted, when ené under whet circumgtsnces and restrictions, il any? Have your
gdimmmtomedmhmetbayapwgd? A Lt

¥rior to hie sesing this evidence, had Latiimer oxpressed to you whdt you would
deseribe zs great intersst i other than the breoe and bandage? I so, which, mmd for
what reusons? You should mo%l thut you indionted to me his interest secmed to be insi
‘the brace and bandage only. 1 suggest what I then told you of thle preconception of his
is reflected in your article, where you covered him a= best you could. If this is in
your opinion an unfedr conclusion, I ould appreciate expression of it, idd you comnunicate
kdoockx to im or to anyone else my refustion of his published belief "that it was physically ;
impossible for him to have bent over” in reference to the Fresident's “more than his usual &
lusbar brace” (Hedical Woxld liews 12/12/69); or as he put ik in JAMA 10/24/66, "after he
was atruek by the first (sic) bullet, he #id not tople or crimple forvard or laterally...
could only tilt stiffly and elightly to his left?" (More if you'd like.)
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Your authentication of Lattimer's cpedentisls as & gemuine expert is presentoed on 4

your own suthority, in these words, widely repeated since publicetions®,..hss written a %
series of erticles in nmedical jowrnals..." end "has written sné lectured extensively §
ebout the assassinetion.” In vour opinion, do telidng mnd writing melce expertise? Do &
you heve any personnl knowledge of any substeniial research into the fect of the as tion, 2
pargiculerly the wedical fact, by Lsttimer? Did you ask hin about this before certifying §

such an eminent expert in your neme and thet of the Times? (To glve you a kinor examle
illustrete that tis is not a frivédous tuestion, more then four yeers efter the assscainution,
of the investigation of whieh the rurder of Yolicemen J.D. Pipyit was part, he asked snother
eritic of the official explenation, “do you lmow anything about the locstion and nature of i
the fatal wounds (sie) of Officer Dip 4t"7¥o add another, five yesrs after the escassination, d
aaked about the amateur movie of it, which he had already described in public, he admitted
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# 1] did uot even pe: the motion picture to which you refer.") If you &id ask this
question, what in the reppouse do you consider justifies your desceription of his alleged
credontials? Does he in your opinion (and I note that you sre also & lawyer) meet the
derinition of ihe contract of a medical expert qualified for access? When I expressed
shock that a wrologist, who obviouszly did not meet these prerequisites, was to be given
exolusive access, you said you would reread the contract. You did not offer any cpinion
on his suitability under the contract, iustead quoting it in a way that maikes it appear .
to the layman thet he is, in fact, qualified. Frior to this you describe idm as a physician,
as heed of iis departmont at Columbia, as sn expert in gunshot wounds because of wartime
experience \in tiw forensic seuse an utter fulsehood), and ouly at the eund, after failing
to uote at any point what you did lmow, that he is pot & pathologist and is ngi ified
in pathology, do you quote the clesuse "or related ereas of scisnce or technology." Wom:
you must know, his I of gemuine expertise, urology, is not within the definition of
this clause, the Presldent's urinory system not being involved in the assassination in any
way, you concludg wiih the nighly eclective quotation from Burie liarshall on “recopgized
experts”, were you judge the writing of another, would 88r this fair, honest and
straightforward journalisism or & contrived justification of the unjustifisble, what to
me is & deliberate deception? Lp you, of your own kiowledge or as a redult of normal
repertoriol questioning, kuow it to be & fact that Lattimer has read the uedical testimony
end evidence anc that widich is relevent? (4gain, I can give you quotations persuading he
had not as recently as less than a weck ago.)

In vonnection with your saying on your own authority that he has wrriten "extenaively",
I esk i you naove seen more than two articles in medical journels not dealing with the
medicel evidence plus & letter likewise devoted to other topics? To put this ancther way,
cau you name anyone you would describe as an expeért of any kind on the Leunedy assasgination
who bas written less thun Lattimex? Unless you can, would you care to offer me an ezplanation
of your personel suthentioation of his expertise so that I may regard this as other then
what without such explanstion I will heve to regard aud cell it, propaganda?

In couusction with these and other questions, I would like to point ocut that when

you lmew iu acvance that he was being given exclusive sccess and that you were having an . |

exclugive story arranged for you, you had suple tiue %o 4o any checldng you desired or
conzidared incusbent upon you, including scceptance of my offer of his writing and of
correspondence with him {one e:c':‘hnnge in which I will enclose).

“Yours is the longest story I have seen., It is also the only one 1 have seen not to =~
report what you shpuld have Jmow is & lie, his pretense that until seeing this evidence
he had had doubts about Uswald's guilt, Why did you not report this stetement every other
reporter did? If you have gny familiarity with his writing, you should know that the very
first sentence in the earliest he has acknowledgddto we, Jaka 10/14/66, opemswith "the
aseassin Lee Harvey Osweld". I enclose his letter to Medical World liews of 3/13/70 where
he repeats iids in a political context. I asl yhy you omitted any reference to this extiremist
political self-description, and I asi if you would describe it as other than paranoid?

You wrote that according to him seeing the pictures, A-rays and clothing "'eliminstes
any doubt completely' about the viability of the Warren Comuission's conclusionm thet Lee
Harvey OUswold fired all the shots that struck the President.” So you would have wore time
to think sbout it, I wrote you previously to say I would be asking about this writing, I
ask first how you could omit any reference to Governor Connaly's woundg, all of wiich from
the officiel account and Lattimer's earlier one Lave to have been caused by bulleg 399
4Are you now aware that mince appearance of your ariicle he has couceded that it could have
mwissed the President entirely and have hit the governor oenly? Have you gany comment on this
and ite totsl and irreparable destruction of the Werfen Heport, rather that the affirmetion
you reporty Dic he ackmowledge this fo you, or did you ask bim sbout it, lnowing as you do
that it is central to thc official cese and as you siould, thet it is centrsl to his, smong
other vlaces reflected in his srticle "ihe Lemnedy~Connelly Single “ullet Theory", International
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Surgery, 12/687 1 would welcone explanation of this particularly in conuection with the
{imes' nead, Upholds Warren licporte Did you ask Lettimes how in his mediesl @pinion

this evidence has the capability he attributes to it and you repeat without any questiun?
Van you personully understand how such evidence could in any way prove who fired what or
how many shots? Uid you, 1f you had any doubt of the totel and coumplete imposmibility

of your own words, ask any other expert, any pathologist, for example? iid you, in fuct,
not know without question that this is impossible, end if you did not, I agk you to
explain row how it is so that I may use your own words. Do you not think it was your
obligation to checlk this sort of thing and not report what is at best dubious, especially
when fpom your own congidersble experience you had to know the international attention
your words would end did attract gud the play your own puper would give 1t?

On your own euthority you report thet the Lennedys denied access to the filu to
the Werren Comniasion. I ask for your authority or proof or checldng you did before
publieling what amount to the statement that the family of +the murdered President denied
its most isportant evidence to the officisl investigation. You say the "photographs were
suprressed 1o avoid anmuish to the family of the Pregident.” Can this relate to more then
publiecation, which ip unrelated to exmsination by the Cowdssion? From your own training
and experience, can you teil me of any way in witich this evidence could have becn dended
%0 en official investigation with the power of subpena, which it did use®o you lmow that
physical posgession of the evidenece was, during the investigation, by any Kenuedy? You
meke a point widch ie partly velid, attributing it to Lattimer, thot publication of the
picture of the fatal wound would be "horrible", (I remind you that the Comuission did -
publish the picture of the President's head exploding when it served official purposes.)
Would this be true of any X-rays? Were not the X-rays of others, in feet, officially
publoshed? Why did you omit reference to X-rays at this point? Or of their publication?
Did you ack Dattimer liow he lmows the Comdssion steff did not have “acueas to the
puctures and X-rsya"?

n what basls did you report only four reguests for access to this evidence?

_ You report Lattimer's oomuent on the alleged angle of the non-fatel bullet, 3599,
as depicted in & drawing. Tou do not report the testiuony, which gives this angle in 2
nusber, Did Dettimer give you either angle, this or his? iis prior to “study” of the’
evidence is enclosed, printed with his quoted lctter, Is his preconception in' suy way
difierent thag what he reports &s a result of his “study"? lave you mede any effort to
detesine, as is possilile from the resdily-available evidence, whether his present
reporting can be accurate? Or whether he could have confused two difierent ‘bullet holes?
Ur if his present account is possible, the rest of the official account is possible? He
peems to be saying what confuses me, and 1 solicit your explanation becausc of your
reporting, fhe Warren Comdssion was right, this single bullet did infliet all seven non-
fa (oS, But it was wrong in locating the point of entry. Now how can it be right for
twﬁ%o%% ‘of entsry separete by several inches, snu by how many, heve you asked yourself,
when this angle is projected to the end of the imputed trajectory? How does this relate to
the ofiicial positioning of the other six wounds, if at all? Or their possibility? Did it
not occur to you to ack Lattimer anything about this? Did he say whet you did not repori?
You report nothing from him on the alleged letersl path of thi. bullet, Can it be so ignored
when clearly his lateral location of the alleged point of entry is different that that of
the Commission and everyone elsc? Did he explein anything to kake credible his representation
of the ofiicial trajectory through the President sa “alumost parallel to the ground"? Did you
check this and if you did, are it satisfied it is a fudr representation? are you avare or
did he tell you that the street at the point of murder has a four degree decline?

liithout question you quotc him as saying "a circular bruise (which) is typical of wounds
of entry”. Is it not true that exit wound also show such bruising?
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If you did uot do any independent checking on what you atiribute to Lettimer and
what you say in your own uame and on your own authority, I soliecit your cowmsent on Liow
this conforme to Pimes and other journalistic practises? Do you ordinarily do no checiding
on such stories? De you ordiiwrily refuse in advance esccess to evidence you kno. is
certaln to at least contradiet what you are going to write?

Can you Pell me how Dr. lLattimer proved that tiw front and rear non-fatsl wounds
were caused by the same bullet? Did you consult any authority to learn whether, when
it is clieged that no bone is struck, it can be said with positivemess that "the XZ-rays
prove fhatl the front end rear holes were made by the same bullet"? Did he cite any
picture showing this, or any surgery Guring the autopey to establish it, the normsl
preetise, or any picture of such surgery?

Lattimer is quoted as saying that the similurities between the “incoln and the JFK
assassinations is what iw.ediately captured his interest in the more reecent onc. Didyou
asic his to reconcdle this with his own position, thot Lincdln wae kilied by a conspiracy
and JFK was uot, in your own words (put more strongly by lim elsewhere)? Do you not
think you should have if you did not? Can you reconcile this?

+ You say that only twice after the autopsy filn wes deposited in the Arclives,
according 16 its records, were they every examired for the government, There hed 3o
have been at least one other time, for the govermment iteulf reports exawination after
return by the sutopsy doctors, them by the autopsy Uoctors in preparetion oi their
report for the Attorney General so long kept seeret, then for the Attorney General's

- second pamel, again kept secret. Does not your cun reporting confirm this?

Enclosed is my 3/23/69 letter to Ur. Lettiner, I have just meried on my carbon

certain questions I then asked of him. Yo this dey he hos nede no response. instead
he wrote what could not be wore imappropriate, that my inquiring, really chellienging
letter, was "enthuslastic". When you sec some of the ruestions he refused to ansver
and conpider their applicsbility fo the present situation he and you have broughtxto
Dass, evan if you do not have or seck answers to these guesilon, you can decide how
‘applicable the desiguation “enthuedastio® 4s and, indecd, if it is rational. &nd what
it says of s impertiality, expertise or as I suggest, compeience to hold sny opinion.
- Ide letier aleo is atteched. Bevause of his enclosed political commentary, and here I

dispute urology as accreditation also, 1 provide page 122 of my book NEIPBUASH, 1If you
- #re unwilling to believe what it represents of the official evidence and Lattimer's
- dnterpretation of it, if you will permit a kindness, I inviteg your checiing of my
citations in the 26 volumes. which the Tines hms. ind any comuent on the injection of
asuch politics, its relevance and honesty. 1 cannot gfAve you the correspondence of another,
but in conuection with this letter of his delving into polities, you might want to
aperaiss his criticisn of another, saying that person's mbnwmental work (in wy opiuien)
was "undercut" by “the vigor and ertreme enthusismm® of the vriting, as hé interpreted it.

There i: much mors tuat beers on Lattimer's credibility. If I spare you ell of 15, L
provide an exsmple you can sec in the hew York Post of 10/14/69, reporting of & epeech
in wiich, muong other things, he reported that at the nmoment the President was struck the
car "was tumed a bt to the right and going up" (emphasie added), Both directions are WIOng.
Vere owr positions reversed, would you find it easy to igoore the possibility that refussl
to examine whnt what offered was deliberate because it would have precluded the possilibity
of such a story as you wrote?

+ now aslc you the circumstances of your heving b%jx‘z’ ;;:rxluaively a copy ol the contract
under whdch all of this was possible, whother you have reread what you then wrote snd regard
it as fair and complete reporting, whether you requested it your own or at the sugrestion
of another (if so, whose), whether you werc officially brief,on its mesuing, and whether it
zould ever have Leen suppressed because not suppressing it would cause undignified and sensa-
tlonel publicdity? I lock forwerd %o response. Slncerely, Herold Weisberg
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