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kj7, free eraham 
%.:ew York Times 

192d ". hit., kid 
Waahington, D.C. 

Dear ?red, 

as I wrote you eeveral dziys Lieg, I au asking the foleowiue quoctiono of you in 
eon section with ey book on the eubeect oi your eattiper article ant& for the purpose of nekene a record. eo that they will be in the proper context, I record that we had throe conversations prior to your writing of the article that ap eared a week ago (ado. 1 have waited more than a week for your promised call), that I offered you a eo-plete baceeroeyeeinc prior to your writing the article and prior to Lattimer's aocese to what had been eupereeeede and that this specifically included acces to my file of his writing ane our correspondence, which r i particularly urged upon you. You accepyad none of py offers. 

Who first ieforuee eou that Lattimer wee being eiven exclusive access to this superessed evidence, under what conditions or lieetations? Who promised and eitheed this exclusive for you? were you told why you nu the Times were so carefully iod this leak? Die your editors epereve the exclusive leak and the exclusive accese to Latetmer/ Wane the latter part of the weal? 

Who promised you access, with the dodge you explained to me? if it is goiee.  to be ceeemneeted, when aee under whet eircumptences rule restrictions, if linyl have your editors been informanee and have they ap roved? 

rrior to his seeing this evidence, had Dat.imer expressed to you whit you woule describe no great ieterestain other than the breoe :Lad bandaese If so, whiche  and for what reasons-re fou should recall that you inaioated to me his interest seemed to be in the brace and bandage only. I suggest what I then told you of this preconception of his is reflected in your article, where you covered him ae best you could. If this is in sour opinion an unfair conclusion, I .sule apeeeciate expreeeion of ie. him you coweunecate iimetm to him or to anyone else my refuation of his published belief "that it was physically impossible for him to have beet over" in reference to the krosident's "more than his usual lumbar brace" (Medical world hews 12/12/69); or an he put i* in Jekle. 10/24/66, "after ha was etruek by the first (sic) bullet, he did not topele or orueple foreard or laterally... could only tilt stiffly and sliehtly to hie loft?" (here if you'd. like.) 

Your authentication of eattimer'a credentials as a genuine expert is presented on your own authority, in these words, widely repeated since publicatious"...has written a series of ereiclee is medical joeradlo..." and "has written and lectured extensively about the assaasinetion." In your opinion, do telling end. writing rake expertise? ho you have any personal knowledge of any substantial research into the fact of the aesessieatioa, particulcrly the eedical fact, by Lattinel? Did you ask his about this before certifying ' such an eminent expert in your name and that of the Times? (To give you a ciao/.  exaele t4 illustrate that bin is not a friviious question, more than four years after the aaeacaitetion, of the investigation of which the =rear of kolioamen J.D. Tipeit was part, he asked :mother critic of the official explanation, "do you know anything about the location and nature of the fatal wounds (sic) of Offioer Tipeit"?*) add another, five years after the aseassination, raked about the amateur movie of it, which he had already describes in public, he admitted 
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%If die not even see the notion picture to which you refer.") If you did ask this 
question, what in the response do you consider justifies your deccription of his alleged 
credentials? ooes he ie your opinion (and 1 sot_ that you ere also a lawyer) meet the 
definition of the contract of a eedical expert qualified for access? riven I expressed 
shock tea; a urologist, who obviously did not :sect these prerequisitea, wee to be given 
exclusive aeoeso, you said you would rereaa the contract. You die not offer any opinion 
on bia suitability under the contract, instead quoting it in a way that makee it appear 
to the layman that be is, in fact, qualified. 4'rior to this you describe nice as a physician, 
as head of his aepartaent at eolumbia, as au expert iu gunshot wounds because of wartime 
experience (ia the forennic sense au utter falsehood), sad only at the end, after fa-nine  
to cote at an point weat you did kmow, that he is Ala a pathologist and is leal qualiiked 
in pathology, do you quote the clause "or related areas of science or technology." wide, ah 

le 
you aunt know, his f 	of eenuine expertise, urology, is not within the definition of 
this clause, the pre uunt's urizery system not ueiue luvolvee in the aseaeeieation in any 
way, you concludt with the iii&h.l., selective quotation from Burke Garen  11  an "recoesized 
experts", were you judge the uritine of another, wouldeneKagr this fair, honest and 
steaiattforward journalisism or a contrived justification of the unjustifiable, what to 
me is a deliberate deception? Up you, of yoar own knowledge or as a rebult of normal 
reportorial queetionine, know it to be a fact that Lattieler has read the nedical testieony 
and evidence ace that which is relevant? (again, 1 can give you quotations persuauing he 
had not as recently ae lose than a weak ago.) 

In connection with your sayi.ee oe your own authority that he hen urriten "extensively", 
I ask if you have seen more than two articles in medical journals not dealine with the 
medical evidence plus a letter likewise devoted to other topics? To put this another way, 
can you name anyone you would describe as an expert of ane,  kind on the eeunedy aseassination 
who has written 	than Lattimer? Unless you cue, would you care to offer no an explaaation 
of your etreonel uutheatication of his ceportiso so that I may re rd this as other than 
what without such explanation I will have to regard and call it, propaeanen? 

In coeeection with these and otber quotations, I would like to poles out that when 
you knew in advance that he was being given exclusive access eau that you were having an 
exclusive story arranged for you, you had angle tiee to do any Checklue you duoired or 
comidered incuebent upon you,xivaln6ine acceptance of my offer of his uritine and of 
corresponuence with his (one °mange in uhich I will enclose). 

Yours is the longest story I have seen. It is also the only one I have seen not to 
report what you shpuld have know is a lie, his pretense that until, seeing this evidence 
ho bad had doubts about euweld's guilt. au did you not report this etateeent every other 
reporter did? If you have atiy familiarity with hie writing, you should Leon that the very 
first sentenoe in the earliest he has aeknowledgddto ne, Jei.:45. 104/66, open with "the 
assassin Lee Harvey Usweld". I unclose his letter to Kedical World Thews of 3/13/70 whore 
he repeats this in a political context. I en  yhy you omitted any reference to this extremist 
political self-description, and I ask if you would describe it as other than paranoid? 

You wrote that according to his seeing the pictures, h.-rays auu clothing "031einetes 
any doubt completely' about the viability of the Warren Commission's conclusions that Lee 
Harvey Oswald fired all the shots that struck the iresiueat." eo you would have aore time 
to think  about it, I wrote you previously to say I would be eslei ne about this writing. I 
ask first how you could omit any reference to Governor Connaly's woundpoll of which from 
the official account and Lattimer'e earlier one have to have been caused by Mullet 399. 
Are you now aware that aince eppearance of your article he has conceded that it could have 
missed th. eresident entirely and have hit the governor only? bitty° you ',shy co: ant on this 
and its total and irreparable destruction of the Werfen Report, rather that the afar:nation 
you report? Die ho acknowledge this to you, or did you ask hire about it, knowing as you do 
that it is central to the official case and as you should, that it is central to his, amone  
other places reflected in his article "The .dennedy-Connelly Single "ullet Theory", lnternationul 
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Surgery, 12/687 I would velem° explanation of this particularly in connection with the 
Times' head, Upholds riarren Report. Did you as Lattimer hew in hie eedical minion 
this evieence hao the capability he attributes to it awe you repeat without any question': 
eau you persoaally understand how such evieence could in any way prove who fired what or 
how maw shots? aid you, if you had any eoebt of the total and couplets imposeibility 
of your own words, as any othee cepert, any pak:holoeizt, for example? eid you, in feet, 
not =Ow without question that this is impossible, and if you did not, I phi: you to 
explain now hoe it is so that I Deny use your own words. Do you not thine, ie was your 
obligation to cheek this sort of thine and not report what is at best dubious, especially 
when free your own considerable experience you had to know the international attention 
your words would and did attract god the play your owe paper woule give it? 

On your own authority you report that the eeneedys denied access to the file to 
the Warren Ceeeetzeion. I ask for your authority or proof or tiny cheedelne you did before 
publiehine what amount to the statomeet that the feeily of the murdered President denied 
its meet important evidence to the ofeicial investigation. Lou say the "photoeraphe were 
superesseu to avoid anguish to the fazily of the President." Can this relate to more than 
publication, which is unrelated to eeeeinntion by the eoeeiseion? Frola your own trainine 
and experience, can you tell me of any way in which this evidence coule have been denied 
to en official investigation with the power of subpena, which it aid 11=20 you know that 
physical possession of the evidence was, during the investigation, by any Keneedy? You 
make a point which in peetly velit, attributing it to Lattimer, that publication of the 
picture of the fatal wound would be "horribleTM. (I remind you that the Uceeissioni 
publish the picture of the Yreaident'n head exploding when it aerved official purposes.) 
would thin oe true of any Arrays? Were not the 1-reys of others, in fact, officially 
publoshed? Why did you omit reference to I-rays at this ppint? Or of their publication? 
Did you act? Dattimer how he IznowL, the Goulselon staff did not have "aceeas to the 
puotures and A-rays"? 

en what basis did you report only four requests for access to thin evidence? 

You report eettimer's comment on the alleged angle of the non-fatal bullet, 399, 
as depicted in a drawing. Lou do not report the teutieony, which gives this anele in a number. Did Dettimer give you either aneie, this or his? his prior to "study" of the -
evidence is enclosed, printed with his qaotee letter. Is his preconception in easy way 
uiflereet the* went he reports as a result of his "stare"? eave you made any effort to 
oeternine, as is pose:tele from trio readily-available evidence, whether his present 
reporting can be accurate? ur whether he could have confused two different bullet bolos? 
Or if his present account is possible, the rest of the official account is possible? lie 
seams to be :ovine what coal uses ee, and 1 solicit your explanation because, of your 
reportine. The warren Couelesiou was right, this single bullet did inflict all seven none 
fa fwoueds. .but it was wrong iu locating the point of entry. Aow bow can it be right for t ereez points of entmry separate by several inches, she by how mew, have you aeked yourself, 
when this angle in projectea to the end of the imputed trajectory? how does this relate to 
the ofAcial position nn of the other six wounds, if at all? ur their possibility? Did it 
not occur to you to acme Lattimer an thing about this? Did he shy what you did not report? 
You report nothing from him on the alleged lateral 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 else? Dia he explain anything to Lesko credible his representation 
of the official trajectory through the President as "Almost parallel to tee emend"? Did you 
check this aim if you did, arc it satisfied it is a fair representation? ere you aware or 
did he tell you that the street at the point of murder has a four decree decline? 

tiitiiouf question you quote him as saying "a circular bruise (which) in typical of wounds 
of entry". in it not true that exit wound also show such bruising? 
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If you did not do any independent cheekier.; on what you ateribute to Lattimer and 
what you say in your own ea me and on your owe authority, I solicit your coeeent pa now 
this conforms to Amer and other journalistic yractiseet Le you orairearily do eo cheesine 
on such seoriese Do you oriteadly refuee in advance access to evidence you keo. is 
certain to at least contradict what you are going to write? 

Can you tell me how Dr. nateimer proved that the front and rear non-fatal wounds 
were oausee by the same bullet? Did you consult any authority to learn whether, when 
it is eleeeed that no bone is struck, It can be said with positiveness that "the .gays 
prove thal. .4ue front and rear holes were made by the same bullet"? Did he cite any 
picture showing this, or any surgery during the autopsy to establish it, the noreal 
prectise, or any picture of such sureere? 

Lattimer is quoted as anyiee that the eiellarities between. the ."-lacoln ene the Jeii 
aeessainatione is what ie.ediately captured his interest iu the more recent one. Didyou 
ask his to reconcile this with hie own positioa, beet einceln was kileed by a coecpiracy 
mud Jle4 time not, in your own words (put ::.ore stroeely by ale elsewhere)? Do you not 
think you should have if you did not? Can you reconcile this? 

You say that only twice after the autopsy Ma yes deposited in the erchives, 
according tO its records, were they every examinee for the government. There had to 
have beau at least one other tied, for the governeent itself reports exawiaatioe after 
return by the autopsy doctors, then by the autopsy doctors in preparation of their 
report for theettoreey (reneral so lone kept secret, than for the Attorney General's 
second panel, again kept secret. Does not your orm reporting confirm this? 

Zncloned is cy  3/23/69 letter to Dr. Lattie,er. I have ,Suit marked on my carbon 
oertaie queetions I than awed of him. eo this day he has cage no response. lnetead 
I e wrote what could not be core inappropriate, that nit inquiring, re lly chaliengine 
letter, was eeeeeeeientic". aeon you see some of the ruestions ho refused to answer 
and consider their applioebility to the present situation he and you have broughteto 
pass, even if you do not have or seek answers to these question, you can decide how 
applicable the designation "enthusiastic" is and, indeed, if it is rational. ead what 
et says of his iupartiality, expertise or as I sue;;-eat, oaepetence to hold any opinion. 
hie let-...ar also is creches. eveause of his eecloeed political couuentary, and here I 
dispute urology as accreaitation also, 1 provide pues 122 of my book weITheeale If you 
are unwilliee to believe meat it represents of the official evidence eau eattimer's 
inteepretation of it, if you will permit a kinaness, I invitee your checkine of my 
citations in the 26 velumea. which the .4.1.1 ■03 has. ..nd any conuent uu the injection of 
such politics, its relevance aue honesty. I cannot eive you the correspondence of another, 
but in corLeecLon with this letter of his delving; into politics, you might want to 
aperaise his criticism of another, saying that person's mthnumnental work in my opinion) 
was 'undercut" by "the vigor and extreme enthusiasm" of the ..ritine, as hi interpreted it. 

There ie ouch more teat bears on Lattimer'e credibility. If I sears you all of it, I 
provide an example you can see is the eew York host of 10/14/6e, repertine of a speech 
in which:, /Leone other thine, he reported that at the moment the keeeident war: struck the 
ear "was turned a bit to the right end cairn; jam" (emphasis added). Beth directions are wrong. 
Were our positions reversed, would you find it easy to ignore the possibility that refusal 
to exaeine what what offered was deliberate because it would have precluded the possilibity 
of such a story as you wrote? 

erlY now ask you the circunstaneee of your hevine ep
Ge  
ea iexclueively a copy of the contract 

under which all of this wan possible, whether you have reread what you then wrote and reeard 
it as fair and complete reporting, whether you requested it 	your own or at the sueeeetion 
of another (if so, whose), whether you were officially briee7en its eeeeine, and whether it 
could ever have been sapereased because net auperesaing it would cause uudignified and seems-
tionel eubliciey? I look: forward to reeponse. Sincerely, herold Weisberg 


