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Hommod Diek),

First thing I 214 on getting home tonight, when Lil told me of your
11/22, was write Paul. I sm probably (innocently) the one, for you know how I let
people go through my files, However, I sm also pretty sure I ssid there was such
s file in which seme of the letters (yours sre not the only ones) sre confidentisl.
It is hard for me to belisve, sfter the fuss I made about Lifton, that he forgot;
yet 1t is bard for me to believe he did this on purpose. I sm beginning to heve s
certain lkind of fesr sbout Faul, but not ebout hle besic Integrity. I em very
sorry. I did not intend it. I certsinly intend nothing to get to Lifton.
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There is no time for detalled repponses to megy of toe otber tuings,
which do not require rewponse. No, it is not true tust tie clothes do not heve Ex®b

exuibit numbers. See letter agresment.
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Don't go to tae trouble of meking me a copy of the Atlsntic erticle. I'm
expecting one. But thanks.

I em, of course, interested in the Brooks book, if snd when you see.

i I have alresdy written Dick I tihink it unwise to tske the initistive
vs Psul end Alvarez for s number of reassons, but good to meke the study end bheve
others go over it. I will spend no more time of tiat drek until thers is s
prospect of publicstion. I tioink he must be more deeply disturbed by the resction
then he has shown, end embarressed. And I think it necessary to zive him nothing
slong the line of the medicsl evidence or enytoing we do not went otbera to Bave.
This is the second Alverez affeir. There is no point in preparing tueir defense.

On otuer toings, I'1l still be in touch wita nim snd sending oim toings.
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Thenks for Dick ltrs of 11/5,6, waich I'1l read whem I can

Your 11/12 to Dick: pleassgive me slso the detall on wuet Fo said.

I'mekimming your 11/12 to FH, I like thst line sbout little men snd
1ittle sbovels very much, It is very good.

I've decided to skim Dick's before bedding. By the wey, I've not read

i Paul's supplement yetee..And I'm enjoying it thet others unburden tLemselves es I
4 do, even tuough I've cme to believe it i- wrong with Paul..,Telling argument on
- soft brein tissue not being sble to cesuse fregments to fragment into dust...Te
asgres on kkxt tsking the penel's observations es dependeble, sepsrating toem from
tusir sementies, es y-u know from IMIII. Gond point....Excellent on demanding proof
from bim of nis posthlates ratorr then questioning questions. 1've been doing and
re-emphssizing tois-witbiut response....And wiy does he not report dust in bis melons?
.es¥our pojnt(8) sbout the aveilability of non-speciel bullete:I told bim to get
e castalogue, like remington-Teters, or to ssk you about tuoem, and toe Nossler, 11/5,
reslly goode 11/8: Also good. B note here ref to penels doecs 1lirs and assume it

did not originste with RB....You do not know oim es I do, but pleese belleve me, all
of this 1s utterly unlike Peul, From the first I can meke sense out of it only in
ways be denies. I no«# find myself wondering, kmowing bim snd nls very conservative
spprosch to such things, if ne is proveking everyone to get resl smmo to use on A.
Resching for straws? But inconsistent es esnything I know of 1t is.ssl ave begun to
fear for is health, and I'm not slone, wiich is one resson I've mode roted my own
eriticisims. The possible explsnations are few end not proveble....I do welcome the
support of my off-the-cuff, non-exvert opinions in such Lnste, viz «30-068 in iteelf
is total disquslificetionw, Vhen I cen read bls sup, I extect my com-ent to be ¥Brief.
I hope you %=2ep,pouring it on, for bellistiee is the crux, not meliel evidence in
whatever interpretstiod., And I've needled him about not econsulting you first, as I

sugzested. Pest to both,
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