1/26/72
Dear Howard,

you did right to send we The ned article, as you did to over-ride jerry's judgeuenty
wlich you card puts as “suggeating i not s nd it to you ‘cuuse you'd hove uw shit il
your comment is also in point, "Poor judgement. You should have secn this." you do not
say whiy. hecause, as you C4ll 5EC, i a, not having a Tit, aside {ron vhatever impelled you
to evaluate jp's judgement aspoor, i want o address one aspect, fot among the thing jp has
to learn is how tlie weak fight the strong and in general how to fight and look forward
to something uwore neaningful than nattyrdom, i thnik that you should, when you have tiume,
disguss this jp fob soveral reasons, including his learning and so that he will not make
the pime wistake aguin.

i had intended writing you about something else and nay. oy thu b is swollun, which
means typing with one hand, andl uy wind works much too rapidly for ue to try aug write this
slowly. -nd, until i get sun lighting from the side, posting the corrvctions in the intro
to pm can not be done safely because of the dangers of shadous remainiife

as you and Jjp both know from when i was sending you copies of uy letters to ned
because lLie was sending his to you, we had a specifie agreement that he would under no
chreunsiances discuss any of the contents of pe.m. to anyone without my advabee apurovile
he sowht it in one case, & man named harder who is o friend of john cowles, who he
wanted to interest in publishing condensation. now it took ue nonths to get ny stufl back,
meny unansvered lotters. finally, »fter i lmew of the lattimer thing, i get it back in a
rush. my unanswercd requests inelude his assurances that he has kept lis word and also
has not made any copies. to date no response, and my riost recent repetition was when ybu
were lhere.

as you also luow, 1 Jave been trying to figure out why this crazy thing was done,
why it was done at this time, not, say, 10/29 or two years honce. you should Inow tint
there was no need to do anything and tiat there was no dimand and less public interest
than ever. you know other tlings, too, but these nlone require that we sec if we can find
an acceptable answer to why this was done at all and especially at this tiue. the ouly
anawer i can think of is to decrease or e¢liminate the poesibilities of wy raising uoney to
PTint pem., the coutents of wiich ned and you alone suong the critics know {last and

hottest part, that is) and to eliminate, as it would, any pos:dibility of comuercial
intereat, which any such story in the times could be expected to gccomplishe how amonyg those
ned planued to interview are only those i ngiled to the wall-or thuse &ll of whom have a
strons iuterest in killing this book. i refused but offered what even gery seys is a vy
£oir substituteswhen the Tull bouk was printed and before binding, send them copies and
solieit responses to be printed in the appendix. i even told ned, as you nay renember,
that ware they to call me the worst kinds of names i'd print that. he would not agree,
fecling that lis unique gendus would get from theu abject conf'essions iu interviews. he
cits ol o bourd with at least one of thes: catse

80 i huvée two problems, aside from ned' . cmotionsl ones: has he broken his word, and
if so, how und to vhat degrees, and why this whole burines: now? this means any kind of clue
may be impobtant. incidently, grs has agreed to push ned for on answer. we had a long, long
talk about this and what is related and grs heard thuse phoue conversations that logically
followed the omes you heard, smne cuy, new info, iiportant, too, and vy mich bearing on this.

i rood the clip in haste in  own this s.m. snd it is not now important endugh to

reread. i'11l file it under ned wit. this whetser or not i reread later. there is a clue in
it that i n ticed in siimuing. carcful rcadind nay indicate viore. two clue, one to ned's
incompetence and luck of understanding. he got tlis story because of heft, and the longth
hot from quelity on content. the most comprehensible gingle criticism off what lett. seid
is that it is totelly and cowpletely impossible. next, no criticism of governcient is
interesting when there can be no questicn that lattimer could not qualify under the coutract
ond all those refused did. in a twocolurn story® werc i paranoid end looidug for an agent
ostablisling a cover, i'd say tiis fits. but i do not think it, i point out how bad it ise
but the siuple, obvious and couprehensible tlings ned does not say.
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of course, there is no patent on criticiom of the single-bullet theory. vhat
intercuts ue is that of all the formulations possible, ned used one from p.o. sole
coles to that formulation i think it is almost word Tor word.

it is relatively wminor that ned did not kmow of no neck fragients in the wutopsy
réport until he rcad pen., which thus becones his source, that he ha made no iudependent
study of eny ldnd, all of his iuowl dge coming from reading boolks. so, he took this from
the panel part of p.m., which he was condensing, the incompetence of it is apparent when
Yyou understand wh,_t you do, nnd to those without that lnowledge when they consider that
without lmowing the size and weight of the new frags one can draw no cobclusions from then
slone. but one with yous Imowledge knows that this treatment, which is inadequate, could
have becn overwhelidng if ned gad done any vork or really understood the stuff.

one of the leys to the plagiarosm snd the violation of lhis word is his wrong description

off the panel as "four pathologists", ond next is the overt Plagiarism from this same part
of pe.m. and nowhere else, the placing of the hole in the head, atiributed to the panel

as "four inches higher than the original autopsy". now this is an error i made Oll PUTPOSC,
the correct formulation is that their measurenent ofi the x-rays places it 100 mm higler,

i imow tha uoual secale, only if the exposure was life-sime can it be said as i said it,
for my own .0 to this day i think unexplained reasons, thus only by stealing what he had
promised to keep in confidence and what i do have wopyrighted chuld le Lave repeated a
wrong formulgtion, ag in Passing i note sm also did also without atiribution, as you -
Inow, even if he were us.ng the n.o.testimony, he dmew he was ising ny work. but he cannot
have used that, if he even has it, because this is not at all what finck testified to and
it is what he disputed rather Torcefully,

when you consider the puf) ery of ned that follows, i thiuk it enough to say ge.e.de

but so you will kuow, "1 put it this way as a trap for the panel that, if i did not
tell you, you might want to thing about.

i may or may not write #rs about this beecause he is in the middle. i may or may
not write ned, but if i do it will be a provocative, short letter. i'll send you and
Jp coples if i do, i will not imnediately. GitS has becn back only 5 days. i should yive
him a weck, and unless something else hapens or is about to, i will give lim at least

that much, ubles: i decide on a very siuple, gemersel thing to tip hin off without telling
him what the prood is.

80, as lis friends, let us address dear jp, of who i do feul as i would of a son. but

i have learned also that nost of the younger ones resent what they deseribe as uy fatherly
attitude. therefora, you beiug closer to lis age and younger, i hope you will see fit %o
address this whiech you correéctly describe as an error in Judgement in your own Way. you
did not tell me your Teasons, but i do ifive you some of mind, nd something with whieh you
nay disagree and i ask you to keep strictly confifentinl, Jerry's emotional develo ment
has not kept up with his years once yoy get past the penis, he rebels ageinst growving up.
80, while in most uays he is quite mature end has a very (ood mind that he fenerally uses
excellently, please be careful not to formulate anything that in this context could give
Iim offense, and he wou:d take ofi'ense at what you, although 7 years younger, most lilely
would not, carbon me so that when i lHseusses Lt with ne, as at sume point if you persuade

hin he will, i will be hep, and, so rou will 1ot idsunderstand, i do not interpret thig
as the backfiring of what nod Hay have coused. i regard that as posaible, as i explained to
gary, 1i wldel event i should lmow to be able to avoid rore hurt to ned, who clearly has
emotionsl problems at the least tied to Lis great weslth and the current manner of its
inerease, if you road the papers. both mafjor sources in a single day were atiacked by the
NIXON admindstration, getting large tv play. weyerhauser (polution pius) mnd general mills
(uonopoly). I wi coufidint he wloo has odwers,$ids lerely adds to what i knew to be pog-—
sible evidence of o willimmes: to be and o record of’ being dishonest with this natericl,
Ml he an etlics wugjop! despite the crap in the papery he is and he is up to lug thesis. one

oLher ; bl 3 e Tae 4 3 c 1 ; e Ty, "
SHCE BERbey o %:%“ﬁu%"aﬂ“’i&é‘%ﬁﬂ&ﬁlgfe&.ﬁ°{n°%m¥xé%£ﬁwkﬁ SF.ouegntEste, og, that,

Pl



