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Dear howsrd,

your letter of 11/10 is guite persussive. 1'm gled tue enclneures are
extre copies, for 1 do not went to teke tu- time tn resd tiem now, w~hen my mind
will be reluctent to go who:eheertedly to thst sub ‘ect, Leving teen nrenccupied
by other theughts. I'm trying to get tie work in bend, on snother =epect, done,

I hed forgotten the “umes testimony you eite, und you quote Finek in
M.0. asccurstely. 1t ie not taet 1 em opjosed %o the front-slice toecry, it being
my swn, it is eirply thet + ax reluctent in visuslize more Bnu lerger consp.racies
thsn toere need heve been. 1 tuink it unlikéey finck wes entirely unswers of it
if tiseue hed been removed frowu tle senterior neck, end 1 think on this the penel
would not heve lied, snd 1 slso tinink & lsb men, unfemilisr with nrocedures in
crimes of violence, could have been unewere of slicing swey what was crucisl
evidsnce when ue did it. ‘hen ue lster found out, whet wes he to nesve done’ Fro-
claimed ne'd loused up the sutopsy of a I'resident, he mediesl mscher tust he weas,
in cherge of lsbs snd ell thet? My own thinking it thet 1t is untikely, faced with
no exit for the imputed resr entrsnce, it did oceur to Finck thst = specimen shruld
heve teen tsken from the front, unlees it wes slresdy gone snd he lonked and sstie-
fied himself visuslly there was no chence.

8 is csught in snother of his lies: that he thoned Terry tn lesrn if
there hed besn # trach. ne knew 1t tefore he touchdd the tody, ss I expleain in WII.
So, if he tonk s semple frou there, it cnould not heve been innocent, which ergues
your wey, liowsver, if we ere to accept the Jelles estimate ss sccurste (as 1 neve),
it 18 rot necessery, ss you esy, tnst the cut usve gone turougn it in & wey to
biseet tue Smm mesgurement. I8 could neve teen tie Smm wey, wolcua wouli .ave msde
it cerder to detect.

You.r explsnstio on tne trein is persuesive. Thet testimomy bas been ott
nf my mind for some time. 1'11l be rereceding it ugein befere 1 return to PMII. Toere
is sometiing you mignt ueve edded: this slso destromed :ny evidences af 8 wound
nf entry. 11 I rem-mbered wes the we hed virtuelly no work™ pert, not toe lsying
beck. .iowever, 1'd be inclined tn telieve tnast, given the intentlsn tn dn n gnnd
job, 1t eould etill neve been leerned, I think that by the time Finck got there
1t hed been decided on the higher level thst with Newseld in nsnd they'd do only
whr % mede it look thst he sleone did 4t. Tinck wes there becsuse he ls s wound
sxvert, fe is nat ms uch o ferensic petholeogiet ns he m-kes nut, scenrding to toth
Yecht end ichols,

Yet with tuis T cennnt sgresi“I cennot Inwgixm in my wildeet dresms
imszine why -umes would be so ubselutely stupid and miidless ss to remove the
brein - unless, of course, this w:=s done Lcfore rynck Wems erxlled". snu tou zuggest
it was. « do not believe tuis. 1 sm inclincd to believe tue ldes ol getting finck
ceme up tbout tus tims the body wes lirat viewed, 1 cen belleve tust “umes wae
seticfied he und two wounds of entresnce ord nothing else counted, so if “inck saw
them 1t wss enough. 1 do not insist, 4 mere suggest tuols could have Leen in his
mind in those moments of turmoil, shnek end tragedty...Let me reformulste necLy
for you, ond subistitute for en smmy =en in & Nevy hospitel the nresence nf penerel-
renk officere who were explicit in whst they did not went dene. It ia not e justi-
fiestion of +inck, btut what I thirk is & more likely explanstinn thasn incnmretence,

In your trecings of 2290-1, remember, it is not only the positinr of the
btody but ite relstiecnship to fized tnings end wnot yert -r how much of it showa
ond doeen't shnw in esch freme....Your dcket interview is tetter theam ynru represent,
«es5hirt slits: znnd idee,..Hothing else from CGary on Herper....lest comment on the
dnetors: they sre &ll perjurers. They ere not, sutometleelly, eonspirstors. If you

refer further t~ tnis, 1'11 Leve 1t under M, Thenls snd good luck,
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