There 1s an uninten®ed com-liment in one of lr. Sper-ow's criticiams
of my writins, which before he composed this sriicle hed tectallgd about a
,illion words. "Mr, Igne &nd lir., Weisberg', he declares, " hsvs therefpre
(in my case, because I dc not espiuse any kooky theories) adopted s mehtod
~»f controversy that does neot expose them to direct refuteticn., They offer no
con ected sccount of what they think haprened."”

Mr. Sparrow's interpretation may be questioned, snd 1 de¢ gquestion it.
In fact, I directly chasllenge it. But no matter, I do offer an entir=1ly
connected account of what I think did not hepeen, the officiai fiction
embedied in the Warren Heport, snd thst, certain1y. as en sven better target
for 1 restrict myself tc tha Yommission'e evidence end in_all important cases
I cite it-in the text, so 'here is no need to thumb to the back for citations.

t iz a simple metter to preve I misrepresent or migguote; L have made iti
eimple, to sttempt, et least. I sug est this is & much more stable target
that arzuing with me about theories. And I eleo sugsest thet the eminent Lir.
Sparrow does not do it heceuse aitkex he dare not, either from lsck of
kno-ledge of the subjesct matter, lsck of error on my part, or lack of courage
on his.

Whatever a ressonable men men or may not say or bslieve, he can hsrdly
expect sensible men to believe thet in 8 million words coming from cited
cources ¥I sm "not exposed to direct refutation". It is only that Lir. Sparrow
hss neither the svidence nor the kidney.

Deseribin- a series of cuestions that come from the preveeding text of
the book in the conclusions only to my first one, kr. Sparrow selects the
word "rhetorical”. Thié is not his onhy liberty with the dicticnary. Of hhese
he 2lso =ays more than he intends of his own lofic end, precofs.imx Ls though
theze questions were nct sll cnswered tefors the conclusion, were they serve

to focus attenidon on whet was elready proven, he expresses the opinion thst




"ao f2r ss they sre velid they cun be snswered consistently with th- Com-
mission's theory". laturally, the Com-ission ies right simply beceuse it makes
the claim. “hy bother with the evi‘encef "Hy bother with trials ¢ Vmy
concern oneself ith fact and evidence ;hen there is "theory"s ‘
Ferhaps it would be interestinz to repest e few of the;a question
so distasteful to lir, Sparrow 2nd give him the oprortunity for eizler that
"dirset refutstion"” he finds so elusive or the citation of the sprrorpaite
"theory" of disproof:
" Why did the Heport suppress the fact that the 'found' bullet had
been clesned before receipt in the F3I leboratories: Thy did the FBI not

snalyze the crganic traces left on the bullet: Why did not the Commission

’

find out whé first clesned the bullet and why the FBI did not snaslze the treces

remainingi Why, in fact, did the Commission rsmain mute on refeiving this

testimony? Why did the Commission not trseces and report on the lsundering of
Governor Connally's mimthimx clothea, vhich destroyed thsirxx
gvidence ebout his WOundst“

These are a remdom, uninterrupted selecticn. I await "refutstion by

theory" .




Mr. Spar ow seys that "Marina's circumstantiel ac-ount of the confession"
of her hsubend's slieged "at‘empted sessessination of General Tslker" is
"supperted” by "physical evidence". This is dismetricslly op osed to truth
end faset. The truth is kxt not only contrary, but when confronted with the
possibility of establishing s "physical" connection between Oswald and the
st empt on Welker, es by =spectrogrephic comperison of the bulletm with the
whole one asnd the fzagments attributed to the sessssiration, th-+ government
did not even ettempt it.

This is consistent with the continuing snd ill=gal suppression of
the spectrographic analysis of the "ase=sssination" bullet and fragments.

Does ona belief thet if this scientific test in any way confirmed the
false cleims of the povernment this evidam e would be suprres-edé Yet I
pinpointed this in my first writlng, chzllenged ir1. Ho-ver to release

the spectrogrephic snslysis befors sny other bo k on the Werren “eport
had been published, repeatsd this demsnd on 21l svailable levels, snd have
totel silence for sn anawer.

Anothar of Mr., Sperrow's r-giment of straw men, enough to dry & very
lerze literary bernyard, is this:"igain it wss en essential fector that Qswald
shouldroztain a job in the Book Jepository”.

imy: Could not the cite of the ssssssinsation hiuve been selected by these who
fremed hi; simply becsuse they lsarned he had this employment:

Sti11 snother is ghe jecket misrevresented as Cswald's {hat so
conveniently turned up nesr the escape route of the Tipnit kKiller, ‘ithéut

creditinz (for he never mentiocne it existence) the source of the proof that
this was not Oswsld's jacket, my own VHITEUASEII: THE FBI-SECHET SERVICE

QOVOUUP -snd it is I woho rensacked this evidence from suprression in ths Com issio




rescued this evidence from its buriasl in the Cemmieeien's files -as though
end 10,000,000 words

with about 20,000 peges for evidence, thore wWwas no space for it-lir. Sparrow

grudgingly wnceded, "There is dif iculty in identifying the jacket". How

mueh can en hon:st men understate’ He then berates us:

"So obgessed ars the critic; with the leundry mark snd its sttendant
difriculties ("difficulties": for whom but the blind spologistsi) thet they forgef
two xwimzz simple facts: Oswéld wss seen buttoning up his jackeé when he leftkkx
nis lodgings st 1 pem. (which is oot the time he lett); he hed no Jacket on
when arresteds...”

To save lr. Sparrow trouble, for he has mor- them enough, letd us sssume
that he did heve & jacket on when he leit his ledgings, for whatever that means
when that ja:&et was never produced. He need now only explsin how "Oswsld wes
sesn buttoning up”" & ziprer jescket thet wes net snd could not heve besn his.

More 1nvidiéus is this fiction of the eminent warden: that the Commissioners
zet together snd decided on e"coverup" or assemoled end conspired. These two
things he attributes to me in defisnce of my writinz end spesking thetbis 100%

%o the contrary., In one of the books he fzils to mention end judges my work withoui
referance to snd in prte pretended ismorsnce of it (s new concept in literery

end lsgal criticism), what I ectuslly seys it that the memters of the Vomaissien
were "spoon fed a pre-digested pablum”. This ssme bock &s the subtitle,"The

7Bl = Seerst Service coverup”.

Put to e»y the evidenece iz lecking that the members of the “ommission
were conscious conspirators is hot toc s&y they were wight -r not all pessessed of
better judgement thsn they hers displayed. For the monstsr 0f the VBrren ®eport
to heve issued sfter a8 ten-month zeststion requires a rape more than a con-
spiracy. That there Bas.

And in savung, as he does, that "8 policy of XEWEXXMEBX
*cov- ring up' would have required the cemplicity of the seven Comissioners...

Yould the Chier

Justice heVe obtained such egreement”: Coild he heve

’



"fabricated" deoumentsy The Chic. Justice "would have been & brsve man to
suggest such 2 step to ais caliesgues unless hs was sure of thelr unsnimous
support™, lir. Sparrow demeans the intelligence of a rstarded juvenile. This
straw man is so feebel th: proximity of s cuiescent festher iz enough to
demolish it.

~ recognized

This 1s arrent nonsense. Yo responsible "erlitic" heas ever suggested
thiz in any way. And it i= the kind of "defense" the chief Justice snd his
essocistes wil! be fortunzte to survive.

The straw-man regiment h2s endless recruits: "Again, it is herd enoush to
gec how B mén could hsve fired repestedly from the grassy lmoll and got cleesn a
away in fill wiew of the public". Here is & fair revesltion of genuine ignorsnce
Tne grassy knoll is crested by = swmii stocksde fense. Only one msn emong the
¢itnesses was on the side awey from the assassination. Does Mr. Eparrow's
great wisdom snd goocd common sense fiictate that en assassin on the grassy “noll
would heve had to have besn cn the public side of this fense, towsrd the
vietim and the protectors snd the public: On the veverse side of the fense,
the side eny assassin except the kini Mr: Sparrow requires would hsve besn, ther
waz an sbundance of ohbstruction between him snd the men in the =icnsl tower.

However, why the requirement "get cleen away:" Again, a demonstration
thet iznorence is not allevisted by learning and d;grees and raspectability.
If you guestion this, I will supply unpublished pictures taken for me six
months sgo of 2 rerfect smbu=cade on the gressy moll Ffrom which an essessin
would not have to flee. One does not have to be familier with Dellas to hswe
end lesrn this; L heves nevsr besn there. 3uf one doesz reguire 2n open mind, and
that Mr., Sparrow does not have.

Uf the some substance is his postulstion renuiring”thet & conspirator

¢nerddrushixtedx (nesd rush to) the hospitsl four miles gway" then




Of the same solid substesnce iz this one; sbout the poszible planting of
the magic bullet with the built-in intelligence, Zxhibit 39%:"3ut how much strong
er sn obstencle to belief is provided by the pract'cel improbability that =
conapirstor would heve succesded in resching the hospitel four miles mway, in zsj
gaining access through its meze of werds and pessaeges to the right plsce, in
identifying the strectcherm an’ 'pisnting' the bullet in it unobserved,"

First, it should bz understond thst there today is quite a guestion
ahout which stricher the bullet traces to. The one think that cennot be in
doubt is that it was the "right” one, for thet it wa:n't. It mey well have
veen cne of several #wrong" ones (my writing refers %o other patients
sdmitted a8t that time).

Then Mr, Sperrow forgets for s moment his favorite bete noir, ilr. Joesten.
If Joesten is right snd 8ll of’icieldom we- invokv-d in the murder, of~icisldom
did neve ubreztricted access to that area.

The"meze of werdsX and pesssges” is ¥x of ir. Sparrow's creation. It

would not hsve confronted his mythicel conspirator, As s mini less burdened

by lserning snd degrees might assume, the hoscital emergency room ies
cocnvenient to tha emergency entrance.

However, the guite obvious leck of necessity for this torturs of
reslity is that the ideel place for such 2 conspirator waes inside the
hespitel, with no néceasity for this mad rush. He o uld have been a just-
adpitted patient-as, for exsmple, one with a epilevtic seizure (and there
7as one, in Jeslyer Plaza, immedistely before the motorcade readhed it); or,
na could have been an employee of the hospitel, whose freedom to roem it is
without question (end emonz thes HennedyOhatinz Cuben refugees there were

a8 number on the very spot).

o more visble iz this pretendsd logic; attributeinto the "ecr-ities’

o unfesl, meloframetic world- a world where an object moving slowly sway from

o



the merismen (not accross his field of vision) becomes d s diflicult target
st under 100 yards".

Here, in re=slity, “r. Sparrow stakes an uncontested claim on the
"unreal” end "melodrametic”, for in re-enactine the crime, after ths
rifle sliegedly used in it wass crpsiderable improved, snd in an environment
that likewise was more congenial to success, as with hald the elevation, no
waving trees or brisk wonds, nec 18-inch wall to shoot through znd under a
window open less then that much, with no boxes to work around (and they could
not possibly heve been & rest and for sny otherpm opurpose were very much
in the way), ané with sn even essier target than a life one "movi-z slowly
awsy" - with all of this benefit plus sll the time in the world for the
first shot [ esnuot younimegine the considerste President hslfing his car so
his essassin could draw a steady besd}) end still, insnimate targets solidly
plented at distsncaes te vhich experia;ced marksmen could resdily edjust,
mechanically- the nest shots the Comnis-ion could éet, rated as "masters" by
tha National Rifle As:zociation - could not duplicate the spectsculsr success
attributed to the duffer Yswsld.

Particularly because he postuletes this was so essy a show, so unexcerp

tional & feat, owuld it be comforting to hear Mr. Sparrow clammor for the
releage of 8ll thenrecords the National Rifle Association has on this "test”

that wes so grossly misrepresented by those Mr, Sparrow "defends"/

Oswald was & "diseprointed Communist”, Mr. Sparrow assures us, no

doubt from his trust in ths “eport, which without feil describes its villsin

as "dedicated to “wsrxism end Yommuniem", The is o rather exceptional represents-

tion of what one finds if one tskes one o! tke rare good sugzesticns ir. Sparrow

mekes. —-p pleesed is has with his advice that he repeats it. e should read
Ugwald's "historic disry", he seys, &8s though we didn't. ®swald's privately-

expressed beliefs sre certainly important. They do, as lir, Sparrow infers
- s



give us 2 true picturs of the man. This is his pro-Soviet stence: The Rus=ian
leaders sre "fat, stinking politicisns”. £nd here his love for the American
Cémmunist Farty: 1t has "betrayed the working cless',

I cen only wonder if ir. Sparrow tork his own advice.

His oquesticns sre not quite as good. in expleining that the public was
ready prey for us "scavebgers", he slso represents that no one had read the
%eport or any substantial pert of it. "How meny of %them have ovened the
%eport”, he ssks, "let slons weighed its arguments agsinst those of the
attackers?" His 1mplicatioﬁ is thet the Heport is unimown,

Hg ;111 not be comforted by its sele, in the officisl, Govermment Frint-
ing Office edition, which was a spectaculer success, in the eommerciel, hard-
beck editions, in the countless thousands in bo kelub editions and in the
elso countless abridgements. Does he forget thers was en im-ediate pocket-
bonk edition: Does he forget thet the “aport's "Sumsry end Conclusions”
were the official press relesse, thet it was eariied, word for word-all of iis
grest lenght-as the wire-service story® Does he forget®the very generous

press sttention-the complete thing in the Haw York "Pimes", for exsmple’

Mr. Sperrow hes been plsying back his own records or what 1is equaily
fatal, listeninz to his #mericsn collezgue, ir, Touis Kizer, ths grest lawyer
who wrote a glowingrandorsement of the War.en “‘eport for one of the comusrcisl
gitionsland, somehow,escaped being celled a ngeavenger" for it) without
having gseen the allsged supporting evid-nce, which wss no% published for
two mora months.

0f cocurse, the;e sre othsr lkr. Sparrow respects, prelses and recomiends.
Ffor exsmple, Mr. Willism kanchester who, h=z ssys, penred esn "hour-by-hour
chronicle™. That he did, without the things thet did happen gnd with a1 of
tne things thet didn't in & rere upsetting of the law of averages that made

hi- mors wrong on deteil than if he had consciously invented it.



He likes Comnis ion “ember Congressman Ford's "Portreit of the
Assessin", and who could be mors impatrisl & commentator on Congressman
Tord the “Yomnission Member than Congressman Ford the vomuentator on ity
(unless it is the ghost who wrote ‘the book!) '

Then there is Yesn Stafford, whose grussome capitelizing on the
distress of the distrsught mother may heve revelved the cirpse of her lste
and respect husbsnd, #&r. A.J. Liebling, one of the more responsibvle com-
mentators on the press, rather repidly in his grave but has nothing %o do
with arny of the fact of ®xx either the murder or its investigstion.

ind in & vivid rewrit9ng of the dictionary, “r. Sparrow describes ss
8 "humen document” that excaptionel displey of fillisl warmth and respect
by Robert Wsweld, who enriched himself by ths most disgraceful comnent on
his mother, thus ennobling both motherhesd and bimself. Robert bears an
unususl love for his murdered bhrother, whe he describes as the sssagsin without
any independent knowledge, =nd, of course, is well paid for it. “e hed lit-le
work to do becsuses thw writing was by the ~end husbend snd wifc teath. Robert
hed been the first to profit from the sssassinstion, as the suprressed Sec-
eret Service investigstion of the scandsl proves. For protecting Marina from
the exploiters, in the designation of his publisher, this gentle and selfless
soul got #@n initisl 105 of Merine's gross. The Was-milked for s total of 359
in al lactation meds possible by Hobert. No prizs cow ever yielded ss much
ersam. "hum-n", indeed, ir. Sparrow's recommended reading is like hiz own
writing.

Thers are, ho'2ver, @ few strsnge selections from lir. Sparrow thet
should be noted. “e respects 4r., Jossten for "thes coursge of his own crazy
convictions", in which "he hazs provided sn cbject-lesson for lessrs. Lane
and Yeisbergks, mwstxmfrraprExinusARnErERNXSNspirziansx...They have had three

or four yesrs in whieh t- think of a more convineing conspiracy theery than




that of ler. Joesten but they have not produced one, Why not:" e

I doust thet it wuld impress dr. Sperrow to rapeat tﬁet this is not
the functicn of a responsible writer whose explicit purpossnis to disprovs
the eofficisl,ac cuntins of the assassinstion.

“het mey trouble him-snd shoul d if it dossn't-is his cuwotation of
Joesten's laste-1967 bo~k as compared with mine, which destaes to mid-Februsry
1985 , or Mr. “asnes, whose publication dste wes toward the end of Zeptember
1966, ss giving us "three or four ysars".

But were lr. Sparrow ths tyye Xk sasily troubled, he'd be distressed
st the clam-orous obfuscation he hurls at Mr., Lsne (end me, =lthoush it is
entirely inaprropriate ss addressed to nmel in eleiming thet the doctors
in Jsllias did not ¥now their business snd could not recognize a wound &f
entrance in the front of ths neck because they didn't lonk 8t & wound twice
sz large in ths bske end that they said this was a wound ol rnirsnce only
under ths pressgme of an unwelcome press conference.

This would come with better grace from bir. Sperrow if he had cited
my evidence of font-entrance for the neck wound. I% is in the hsndwrit ten
draft of the autopsy. “éthar, it 1= in ths unburned one. sr., Sparrow hss
no invective for the chief of the sutepsy who burned tha first draft of the

autopsy report two days sfter the murder. Hor hess he sny explanation of the

maéglie which converted the unchenged description of this wound ss & "puncture
wound" into "second, mich smsller wound" when the autopsy wes typed.

ilow, unless there is psrjury end its subernstion, which is not at all
unlikely, this informetion wsz not given the autopsy chief by the doctor in
charge in Dallss until the day efter the murder. It is herdly from spontaneous

press sources,



“owhere, im even by inuendo, does lir. Sparrow represent the doctrine,
purpose, content mfx¥murEE Or thrust of my writing. It is explicit in e11 my books.
211 sre part of & single study of the assassination end its ofilicisl investigetion.
It is and hss been my inflexible determination to do whet I could to bring sbout
another official investigstion of the assessination, Thiz is sz explicit as 1%
can ossibly be in 811 of my writing end spesking. I have dwelt on this st
grzat lengzth, impromptu end under considersble pressure without, I em sbsclutely
confident, in eny wsy indicating otherwise than what * now tell you: I believe
the re-investigetiin myst must be of-iciel bectuse unless it 1st§§: aociety
which begen to fall apart when the eccused gssasgin wes first systemstically
denied 811 his rights (end with him, ell of us) snd then gurdered only because
public authority made it poseible must st some point begin to function egaéi
again; and Fxikxiiwwextaxk unless we =21l ecknowledge our collective r sponszibility
through the government and the government scknowledges its specifif responsibility
we will not recspbture cur lost nstional honor.

For tris purpose I dedica‘ed myself to the disproof of the Repnrt to
the degree possible., This I have undertaken on & number of levels, with
the published "evidence” snd by resurrecting whst hss been suprressed, cn 8
scele thet all the others, coldectively, do not aprroximate. I nsve published
three books that come in large pert ﬁimzzziraly from the suppressed evidence,
end the fifth is written,

Tor +his purposa it is in no way my obligstion to prstend to solwve the crime
1 do not consider myself James Bond. I &m a writer snd an analyst. I meke no
pretense of solving th= crime.

Eaving devoted grest length and emphasis to ““r. Joesten's "solution”,
which iz obviously foreign to my belief end writing, 4“r. Sparrow then says,

"o wonder Messrs. Lane end Weisberg have no positive theory to sugrestli"

To cite & psrallel: if Mr, Sparrow is defending s mm sc-used of murder and
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thet men is inbocent, must Lir. Sparrow replesde the pelicse snd prosecutors and

bring to bozk the actusl murdered?

’

IT an in-ocent man can go free only if he finds the guilty one, how msny of

us would be free:

’




It is child's plsy for Mr, Sperrnw to cite IN=xmm=t what he thinks lesst
eredible of the writing of sny ons Beritic" and sssizn it to all. He does this
-ith me, often in direct opposition to whet I have written. ¥ot once does he

cige my words, =28 nst me or the others. “hy do we (I) not believe that Vsweld

murdered 0fficer Tippit? Because of the "unreliasbility of some of the witnesses

’
(e.z.Mrs. Marikham)".

From this one would never beltieve thet not one of the witnesses who
"identified" Osweld did so without benefit of her ing prev ously se=n him
offieislly identified as the murderer, or that the Commission iteelf proved he
could not heve gotten to the scene of thst ¢ ime until five minutes after it was
reported on the police radio.

Or thet it failed to vall ss a witness the off-duty policemsn, Ofiicer
Bowley, who swore it is he who mede that brosdesst on the murdered policemsn's
car radio-snd looked at his watch snd esteblished 8 time ten minutes besfore the
earliest thst ¥rmwsex Oswald could hesve reach:d the s€ene of the crime, even if
cne accepts 211 the Comniszion's errors in traecing and timing Oswmeld.

To say thet we or I "sesk to discredit the Comrission's conclusions on vital
points (e.g., the source of the shots) by celling attention to the differences of
opinuon®z emong the obsarvers"™ is & deliberate lis es it is sddrassed to me endl a
deliberste misrepresentation of my own published writing Mr. Sparrow oretends to
review, The fact is thet it is I emong the "eritics" who begen by seying what bir,
Sparrow knows snd the Commission ignored, that eye-witnesses are smong the Jesst
dependable sources of informestion in such dramstic eventis.

Again lumping me in "ith who I cannct begin to 12gine, L lesarn that I have
done an evil things and written en undependsble work becsusze I "repestedly
failt to distinguish between a goecd point snd ¢ bad ymimt one and rsfuse to abandon
argumente thet heve been shown to be without foundstion". We do have & specific

example that is »kranzwximxmy foreign to my writing even when interpreted by such

Mina.



minds ss Mr, Scarrow's:"@ircumstsnces thst seemed suspicious (e.g.,the military
rehesrsal shortly befors the essessinstiocn, of the ceremonial for & precidentisl
funersl) heve been shown to bz without foundation®.

Whet this r;ally shows to be "without foundstion" is any intent on Mr.
Spessow's pert that is in any sccord with honesty or purpose or belief.

Cne of the exsmples he cites et this vpoint, however, should comfort him
1it-le., He denies that it is trus, in his words, "thet the Dslles vpolice tocok notes
of Oswald's interrogstion end then dzstroy:d then".

One mizht imagine so eminent snd learned & gentlemen as Kr. Sparrow to
wonder sbhout the totel absence of s gingle original note of any kind or
character of any of the hours-long interrogstions of the mem accused of
murdering the President. Cne might expect those of less academic standing
and considerably less leerning to wonsr why Oswald wes being interrogated.

If thers were no fotes of what he =aid, how could what he said be establishedi
Tor what other purpose wa:z he sllegedly being questioned? :

In the case of the chief interrogetor, Homicide Cﬁétain W11 Fritz, it is
explieit: he did meke notes, he prepered s typed fand then sltered) statement
from them, end then destioyed them (Particulerly since ths Jencks decision are
the police sprrehensive about hsving notes that can be demsnded end exsmined by
the defense, Destroye: notes, guite obvuously, ceniot be the subject of embarrassing
erogs exemination.) In the cese of the FBI it is not only explicit; it i= unvarying.

- Every cuestioned I'BI sgent destroyed sll of his notes snd each insisted it was
the inflexible FBI procedure. Even Jempes Patrick Hosty, the "Oswsld" expert,
who did net type up his notes until a month after the asssssination, well after

the bezinning of the official investigation, nonetheless destroyed them and the

Yomnlission was wit out complsint of sny kind.

Does lir. Sparrow imsgine that had vsweld confessed there would be ho

tape recording of his words? Or no exect, stenographic transeripty What police,

’ . ’



faderal or locsl, would seek @ confession sni then not be prepared to
receive it+ For what purposze is the accused sllegedly werned thnat enything
he says cag be used sgainst him if there is no preparation to have and
use what he says’

Mr. Sparro; likewise deperts from eny relevance to my writing in, this
¥aying writing, which cen in no wsy be justified:

"t the same time, says Mr, Joesten, thsve was afoor & conspiracy to kill
the President, the parties to which included one of th Prezident's miwizsrx
sides, Xen 0'Dennell, “hief Turry end Ceptein Fritz of the Delles police, members

and-
of the F.B.I, (smonz them, it seesms, Mr. Hoﬁver%fmr. Joesten mekes much of this-

Mrs., Fainep...The President wes to be killed by simulteneous fire from the famous
'grassy knoll' esnd from e window in the Jook Depository - in essentiels, the
plot is the same as thst postulsted by Messrs Lanz and Weisberg..."

This, truly, is en outrageous 2nd sbominable departure from eny reasonshble
extension, even as lr, Sparrow hus himselfl stretched it, of what to any ressonable

man is fair comnent. iside from my belief thet there wes shooting from the front,

snd on this my writinz is specific with the sources, this is sbswlutely opposed to
what 1 belisve, think or have ever said. Ishudier %o think that 8 respomsible
publiecati-n would dare print such defamatory writing without a cursory check.
1f ilr. Joesten has done what I would have thouzht impossible-libel the
Delles police-how much better is his critie, thst upholder of t® law and protector
of decency, Ixmmxtyximwmzsiimx John Sparrow?
The resthof this rotten pesssge likatise, as Mr, Sparrow presents- it, is

in essance et ributed to me and is likewise & totsl abandonment of any pretsnse

of responsibility or integrity on the suthor's pert as it is an sssumption of

responsibility for which the publisher should bes held tonaccount,.




In one of hi= defenses nf the Commission Mr, Sparrow exvresses his
diszpprovel of thos of us who say end overwhelmingly proved that the
“Yomuiseion wes selsctive in its testimony-taking, exhibit seasrching and
evalustions, omitting (end I say suppressing snd destroying) what was
inconsistent with its predetermined conclusicn of Ogwald's solitery guilt.

"That else™, is his pious plaint, " should sn investigetor do".

There are two Droper answers,

If, as I heve from the first cherged, the Commission acted ss merely
a8 prosscutor, althouch the cancns of the U.3. ber spefify otherwise, it
mizht be ergued thet as @ prosecutor the Comission might heve igncred
the avidence that would heve tesn sdduced by the other side.

1f, on the other hand, it tonk seriously the duty with vhich it was
charged, to get =nd presaent sll ths truth, all the evidence, then it had
the responsibility ~F presenting, zide by side with whet it espomzed, thet
which was in contresdiction. Its failure to do this cennot be talen s=s 2 sign
of either integrity or Emdizzkizx Fsrsussizn conviction of its own rectitude.

Mp. Sparrow cennot have it both ways. If he insists thst the Yommission
behsved honorably and properly in carefully elimineting thst which was inconsisten
with its conclusions, he must écknowladge that it sctei only ss & prosecutor.
1f he does this, he scknowledges that he is worng snd I em right, for in my
initial writing on this subject-and that in the first book snd the first

- published book on it-thie is precisely what I said, thst the Commission

constituted itself s prosecutor rether than s fact-finder.




"Mr. Dwight Mec<onald wrote for Esocuire a Critigue which is the shrewdest,

feirest, weightisst, and most entertsining of the strictures on the Report that
have been published”,

If lr. Sparrows regergs this as & subject on which he is to be entertained,
I leave him to his owmm tastes. liine sre different.

Now nowhere in hisz lengthyropus does Mr. Sparrow mszke sny reference to
his own knowledge, personal or visarious, of what is in the Vim:ission's files
thet it withheld. I mince no words, I call this suppression. unlike thoze who
do not snd casmnot produce documentation, there sre 150 pages of facsimile
reproduction of documents relatinz to the unouestionable and deliberste
supprsaston, misrepresentstion znd destruction of pictures of the sssassinstien,
in my third book, to which Lr. Sparrow slludes. Most of these were entirelt
suprressed by the Cimmission. I got them from my own extensivep painful snd
expensive search. Securely founded in his own ignorance, lir, Sperrow says of
lip, LiacDonald, whose article wes published in Februsry 19565, "he did not believe
that they intended to conceal anything", Thus does Mr. liacfoneld's writing end
beliefs become sttrsctive to kr. Sperrow, this he becomes en "expert™. WLir.

delinested

Macdonel's own contentment with his own opinions is more adeguately protreyed by
his own record: he never wrote the book for which he contracted with Prentice-
Eall, end he never withdrew from his contract so they could underteks snother

work, Seemingly without embarrassment, “‘r. Sparrow concludes his glorificstion of

Mpr, Macdonald with further expositicn of his credentiels:"...he agreed with
their conclusions.”

Yot that kr, Sparrow is inconsistent. Professor Alexsnder Bickel's article
is" sesrching”, much to his liking. Why" Mot slone becsuse he is & "professor”.

“r. Bickel also ie in acceord with the Commicsion's conclusions, His depth of

scholarshin and sstuteness of mind made him the author of s mechsnism for

proving the Commission right by making them wrong. Instead of the first shot



having been fired st or sfter the 210th freme of the smateur movies teken by
lip, Abrehem, which is centrel in the Commission's concept of & single assasain,
Porfessor Bickel would have it shot, having first been simed, in less than one-
eighteenth of & second, though & tiny aperture in a tree. So little aware of
the esszentiszl evidence is this lesrned prectisioner and tescher of Zmerican
lew thst he is entirelt unswsre that for ths shot to hsve then been fired, were
eny man in the werd capable of suech split-second réacticn and mechenical
performance, &t this point in the sequence of events #nd from that sixth-floor
window from which it sllegedly came, thggiiztiias inflicted on the Texas
Eovernor end snd the insignificsnt one suffered by a bystander, Jemes C,

Tague, are entirgly without accounting. But, Mr., Sparrow likes it snywsy.

"The acedsmic orgsin" of Epstein's work slso apneals to “r. Sparrow, =as does
that slizht book and its suthor. They "did more to damsge the Com-ission...than
eny othsr contribution to the debate”. This tribute is limited, howwver} to
"enlightened resdsrs".

Mr. Epstein's esttractive is identicel with ilr, ilecdoneld's and Professor
Bickels: He is @ "scholar", in this csse scholarbhip is defined es a study
not bssad on the existing evidence (®r. Epstein's knowleige of it is do scent
he had tc zet one of lir. Eparrow's "demons", Mrs, Sylvis Mesgher, to do his
notes for him). But Mr. Sperrow mskes no secret of the resson for his liking of
“y_ Bpstein:",..he does not believe in s conspiracy...” and "he accepts the
view thet Oswald shot fthe President”. naccepts" is hardly the descripiion of
a "study" ;; which the guestion is strenger. Hr. Epstein &% no point examines
this evidence. L'ke the Comuission end “r, Starrow, he assures Usweld's guilt,
which is the only possible way of establishing 1t, the Uommission's omm
credible evidence le=dinz to only the oprosite conclusion.X

Professor Fopkin is not quite as attractive to lir. Sparrow as the other
"ascholars", but he likes &nd respects him."Professor FPopkin", he ssys", 1s no

more a demonologist then is Mr, Epsteinr, np

emonolosy
”

»



Demonolosy" is ir. Sperrow's dividing line. Mr. Popkin is on the risht
side of it. “e is further attrasctive to wr. Sparrow bacause "he puts forward
a8 pesitive theory". That lr. Spar-ow finds this "theory"[ entirely
ineredible me ely mskes r. Fopkin more sttractive to him. Lykewise lir,
Fopkin's sssumption thuat Ogwald was a concious part in a conscious conspiracy.
Mr, Sperrow's likes and dislikes hsve nothing to do with fact or evidence, They
can be sccurstely measured by e writer's attitude toward usweld; the gulit
guiltier the more sttreftive. Thus I esn understsnd why kr. Sparrow likes me
si lit:le. From the first I have insisted thst the Commission's own evidence
establishes Oswald's in ocence.

If the profescors de nothing else, they stick together snd look

out fer thkeir ownt



The ghost of the late Cenator McCarthy has entered the mind of ir,
Sparrow, After en entirely distorted intorductory section, intended to establish
whetever the Com-ission misht heve ssid as unquestionable itruth esnd those of
uss who prove otherwise as "demonologists", his kindest profanity, ws are told
thet "ithe menufscture of conspracy theoriss became 8 smsll-scale industry
in the UYnited Stetes". That may woth no less fairness be ssid of & writer who
exploits his position end defsmes his honorsble e¢alling to grind out f=zlsshood
and misrepresentation, depending upon his exalted reputetion end position for
their sccetance and shunning truth snd faet in their contentr Is Mr. éparrow

’

less of en "indfistry"s The difference is that he hes done little or no work:
snd contents himself ;ith the certificetion of the correctnsss of the “agort
on the sxtraordinsry besis that it says it is snd those wﬁo wrote it say this
also.

This slender is followed in the very next pafagreph with MeCarthy more
subtle; "As time goes on it will become incressingly svident that the rezl mystery
concerns not the deings of the protegonists in Dallas during the fatel week,
but.the subsequent performance of the mystery-msksrs themselvss and the success of
their campaign”.

Next, "There is a certein evidanée of aszoclation between those who have
critici%ed tﬁe Report.”

How I daclere thet between me 2ni those other writers lir. Sperrow
cites the only "evidence of sssocistion" is one-sided end unsuthorizeds
my material wse used, without credit or vermission. There is no other
"ayidence of zssocistion”.

However, he is specific, anl for & rsre once correct, in reporting

thet I "supplied materisl to Yim Garriosn" (lster in his article he forgets

this), But Ur. Sperrow's obvious sand dishonest intention is to sssociste me with

“p. Joesten and the others, and with this associstion, to try and brush of” on



to try end pretend thet whst he quotes at some length from their writings and his
Manswers" to them are fairly spplicable to me end my writing. Thus he can sesy of
me-for he does nct except me, what is ss totelly false as it is libellous,"If the
eritics turned their scruting upon themselves they might well detect in their
own activities evidenee of s sinister combinstion". And thus I become & "crack-
pot", & "rebule-rousing publicist" or s few other things. e prudently does not
specify.,Perhaps he reelly mesns all of them.

Agsin hiding behind the words of another 2nd & deliberate vagueness, 2= his
training in the lsw perhaps counsels, I now find thet for an Americen to sesk to
preserve his society, to want and fight for justice end integrity of government,
ig, in the words sttributed to Dwight MacBonald ( whose expertise is esteblished by
hi= basic accord with the Commission's conclusions), is to ha;e "g large, left0
handed peliticel exe to grind".

Thiz is not the only politicsl sneskery in Mr. Sperrow's writing snd
4isturbed mind. 411 that is lecking is the once-polular "loscow gold”.

blemishes

In this aprrosch, sside foom the revelation of character Asfizimmcizx
and intellectusl deficiencies, what does Mr. Sp arrow Bvesl of himself+ How does
he conceive the end product of & re-investigation of the Xennady A’assa:-zJaj.'ruai::lcmn'-r

Jhet he cerefully hides from his readsrs, certainly greaster in number, t; use
his own figure, then those who reed my works, is the basie conclusicn I make
specifiec in my very first writing: that the expect job hes not been done and
must be, entirely in public end preferasbly by Congress.

Wow just how "left" must one be to ask for & Congressionel investigation
that might be hesded by Senetor James Zastlend of Mississippi® Just how sub-

!

versive is it to demand that instesd of the star-chsmber secrecy end prosecution

back-room Mpx proceedures of the Warren Uomnission, the new investiga tion be

entirely in publie?

’

ind whst, indeed, does he think would follow government acknowledgement



thet the investigation did not do the job, thet the awful crime hss not been
solved, thet the Feport is undependsbler Does he expect the Hed Armmy in

1

Wezshington, perhsps dao in the “hite H,uses Does he expect this to inspire

»

8 revolution, any kiné of & popular uprising”

Has it never occurred to him thet the ;nglo-saxon concept IExihxtxmen
of law is th#t man err, than the most eminent, the Jjudges, #nd bound to meke
mistekes, end thet s decent society provides for the rectification of thisg
error that is as certain a2s man's mortelity:r Does the law or respect for it

‘

crumble form the reverssl of wrong decisions on appesl:

Rether, I say, the rectification of error by gov;rnment inspires
respect for and trust in thatbsovernment. When our government does what I
have from the first snd without deviation demsnded, re-investigstes the
assassination, entirely in public end in conformity with traditicnel
inglo-Sexon concepts of evidence end decent procedurss and subjects its
evidence to honest exeminstion, the effect will be exactly oprosite to the
sinister implications of this men who has so litile confidence in the law,
so little faith in justice and public procedures, so little trust in people.

The government will not be subverted or in eny way endangered. It will,
instssd, enjoy 2 trust and respect the right to which it has forfeited. Cnly

and senseless hate
o men ¥ixk so sick with fear/he cennot think straight csn conceive otherwise.
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There iz one men in Englsnd who writ=s of the Warren Hepert without
possession of or-direct reference to the 26 volumes of so-callad "evidence".

Thet Mr. Sparrow can use this word to describe the collection of untested
citetions of the Commission is no tribute to his concept of the lew or respect .
for its treditions and standsrds., Having read his newest spology for what no

man who is honest and informed could apologize, I am now satisfied thst lir,
Sparrow either dossn't Heve them or doesn't use them., For example, he say=Exit¥aEt
pfztbe sz R andlnmeey Zt writcs, "The evidence telken by the Comnission was pub-
lished in 26 volumes, hslf of them consisting of photographs and other exhibits,”

Tne beast thst csn g said for this is that it is ignorence.

The Commission did publish 28 volumes, The first fiftesn ere of "testimony",
the remeining 11 are of "exhibits", including some pictures. ln neither number
nor bulk are "half of them...photographs and other exhibits.”

Consistent with this is lr. Srerrow's comment on Professor Popkin, It is
elweys essier to sdédres the copy, == Mr, Sparrow did. The “opkin work ie & rather
thin trenspsrency of some of mine, to which he hes added irresponsible conjecture
and inaccurary while remsining faithful toc my feotnote error andszmpressed
by my contraction of testimony thet he uses the ssme words-no more =nd no less.
ind Mr. Sparrow has & clesr presference for "professors" and "scholars",

in comvent on the incident at th e Irving, Texss, gunshop, as revorted by
‘opkin, #r, Sperrow says:

"In fsct the clerk wos a womsn and 81l she said ebout seeing Oswald was
that she could jot remember his ever being in the shop".

1 would re@ommend that Mr. Sparrow henceforth shun the Dallas, Lexas
eresa, for the youn. men there-ccnsider themselves very manly. Thet "woman" clerk
is Disl Duweyne Eyder, whose testimony spvesrs in Volume 11 of the Hesrings,

bezincing on page 224,

br, Sparrow tells us, "The owmer was eway during the relevant veriod
A "



And, "the key witness wes th: mensger, who contradicted himself to the
police....” There was no such person-no "msneger’ , this "key witness",

Next Mr. Sparrow favors us with & direct quotation from this "key
witnessz", this non-existent "mensger", XS Y A F O D EH SRS R W 1er
He prefacas it with the denuncistion that he "contradicted himself to the
tolice", the ssme rolice who hed not a single interrogetion report in their
files of the their investigstion of s Prasiéent'a murder, then says that:

"...When pressed sbout the contradiction on oath bsfore ths Comnission

and asked whether he could sey definitely whether he had seen him'outside
of ths shop any plsce', replied ( end his enswer, seen in context, sesms to
cover the shop also):'No, =sir, I dont believe I have. L meen, I couldn't say
specific, becsuse back sgein to the comnon festures, so on 8nd sc feorth',”

Because this is & fair parephrase of the qu=stion ssled by Com-ission
Vounsel Wegley J. Liebeler sni the words inside quotation merks ars some
of this m= in the testimony of Diel Ryder (11H231), we now know thet thie
"key witness" who was the "mensger" was the youthful repairmsn.

Charles W, Creener, owner of the Irving Sports Shop, also is not &
woman, Presumesbly neither he nor his wife would any more relish refarence to
himas & womsn than fyder or his wife.

And despite the considerable smount of time 1 have spent pouring over the
Commission's documents, public and privete, = must confess ignorance of ilr.
Sparrow's women clerk, Had he been specific, with nsmes end citations of testimony
\unafraid to "bere" the resder, sz he so coyly out it), we might locete her end her
testimony - if shs andé it exist.

ur 1s it that ir. Sperrowm despite the lustiness of his expsrte and behind
the beek ssseult upon ell of those who do net agree with him, reslly fears devils

loving seriptures

r




Mr., Sparrow is trouble by my use of lsnzuage. He prefers what he cells
"dispassionate" writing. 1 do, indeed, write on this subject with pession.
I am not en intellectual eunuch. I mey no effort to hide my feelings - snd I
am not one bit eshamed cf them. I think they are 8= appropriste = s they are

‘ in broad daylight

honest, My President was gunned down on 2 street of a msjor city in my country.
“s wos then consigre d to history with the dublous gpiteph of & fake "investigstionv,
by the government thet csms into power by thet murder. I think when this hsp -ens
the besic institutions of our society sre in jeopardy, ineludinz the presidency,
and thst when it is uncorrected no prssident is ever safe or free. I regret that
eminent lawyers, wheo asrgue only thet wrong is right becsuse wrong-says it is
right, do not ses it this way and have no dedication to the tradition of
their profession.

I cleim & dedication to my_wesponsibilities as s writer. To those intellectual

lesders whose abdication was somtotsl when the Fresident was murdered, vhan his

acoused murdered wes in turn murdered while he was innthe hends of publie

eut hority and only becsuse that public authority made it possible, I say that
if 4t ie & literary sin to write on such a subject with pession, then I &m 8
proud sinner! I do feel the pounding bleod. ind I do not use ive-water for ink.

ind I em entirsly without apology, to lir, Sparrow or snyone else.




A%t only one voint does he inelude direct quotation from my writing. It
come = out this weyx bracketed, in that strenge integrity of Mr. Sperrow's,
with Mr., Joesten, for purposes that are unsubtle tec the discriminsting and
informed reader:

"'The staff of the Comnlssion did not shun lying to the Cemmission
itself,'he writes,' and neither was deterred by perjury or its subornstion';
as for the FBI, its report inculpeting Osﬁald 'iz a tissue so thin and e
polemic so undisguised that it would demean the lsbors of a hick police force
investigsting the purloining of a dessicsted fliunder'."

What is lacking here in Lir, Sparrow's "critique" is a statement that
the staff lawyers did not lie to the Jommiszion; that either was embarraszsed
by perjury end its subornetion; that the FBI rsport was in any way & feir,
ressonsblg and honest document. Unlike Lr, Sperrow, my work is specific. 1 mske
no charges without proving them. There was perjury end its subornstion, and it
was nown; the staff did lie, snd I provided direct quotations, with ecitations,
in quotetion merks; and what I seid of the FBI report is less than the
direct guotations of it warrent. If Ir. Sperrow is not troubled by sn FBI
report, supposed to be definitive end msde in pusr pursuences of striet
Presidentisl instruction pretends to account for the sssassinstion with no
reference whetsoever to wio shots that had been fired end pretends to account

for what haprened, + must plead guilty. I am, indeed, troubled by thisl




In 81l 20,000 words of his ellsged study, iir. Sparrow finds smple space
f~r an sssortmen%t of slanders sné libels egsinst me, but not & single error does
he even claim thet I made. This, suresly, is a new concept of eriticlsm, the egual
of his new concept of law snd justice:the Farren :aport is right tecause it says
it 1=,

This is the man whe concludes his article with & compleint about hmwx
"the recklessness" of those who say snd prove the Warren Uommission was wrong
are zuilty of heeping "slmost unlimited Calumny" on them "under a law that
allows almost unlimifad cslumy of public ofiiciels, st whetever cost to the
raputatioﬁs of the inrocent.™ ‘

His scholsrship is smply reflected in his article: he has not 8 single
gquotation of the evidence bui smple r=ference to morks of syeophency. Those
works of which he spproves sre those in sgreement with his preconcevtion. Lhis
lesds him to whet he may yet be less then proud of, 2= we shall ses.

He "avaluates" me on the basis of one bork that he re=d in manuserivpt in
1965, It is to him more thzn anyone else that 1l owe its failure to schieve
Lnglish publication. “e saw to thet. He does list &% WHOTEWASH: THE REPORT ON
THE WARFEN FEFORT, in his blbliogrephy.

But how "scholarly” is he when in his text he says, "lr. Telsberg hss pub-
licshed three" books and he does not'tbaun to have read two of them (though he
does allude to evidance in one of these that he does not credit to it -snd doesn't
dispute it, .itherl)? How"scholarly" snd complete is he-and in this great wverbel

'

outburst, the one thing he hed was spece- when he doesn't even identify themi

Indeed, how accurate is he when I published four bocke Well ehemd of

the fourth
publication of his erticle, the lsst a month before the two he mentione in

his postscript?

r

The fsct is there is no scholsrship st all in his writing. It is a

8elf-demeaning lickspittle rrediceted upon feesr snd hate eand firmly bessed upon




ignorance. lt heg the probity of the lswyer who demsnds ImwmzExzm
axquital ofor his client without trial because, after 211, his client
seys he is innocent. Is anything else necessery:
In the absence of specificetion of error : which ke cancot mske first,

becsuse there is no msjor error in my work end second bzcause he i= too

uninformed to be sble to D he resorts to an unoriginsl device. be says,

"lpr. Lene and Mr. Teisberg sey” and then proceeds to forget sbout what

"r, Yelsbarg seys" -in every, single case: In not one does he quote mel

Instesd he lumps me in with some of the wildest things he has dredged up,
¥nowing full well they asre neither whet I say or think.

It is not 2= though “r. Sparrow is unawsre of his nskedness. He seeks teo
cover it, lixe the “mperor. To hide his totel separsticn from the evidence,
to mask his feilure to invoke it to support his cleims, which he cennot do,
he stoops to this cheap device to pretend otherwlse:

"4 moment's reflection,"” he writes, "shows that to snswer their cherges
individually would teke up volumes at leaét as long az the books that contain them,
And misrepresentation *m is too often like the hydras: cut off one of its
heads and & score of others teke its plsce; the task is never-ending.”

The misrepresentetions ers ir, Spsrrow's, ss 1 shell show from his own
writing, not 8s completely ss possible but enough to esteblish who is ftruthful

snd feir, who has honest intent -snd who hasn't.
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There is a ccmpleint I am constrained to register., Mmwixx cited as his

only proof of "eviience of sssocistion” (by which he rezlly mesns a ®evious
conspirscy of some undescribed sort, th= best xind for s writer like ir.
Sperrow to concern himself with), ghe fact thet I "supplied materiel to
Jim Gerrison, +the District 4ttorney " of New Orlesns. Aside from my orpen
wonder esbout how terrible it is for & writer who hes done the originsl
work tn~ help public suthority, I resl'y think iir. Sparrow intended s
reflection off Mr., Gsrrison rether thsn me. But, thsn, maybe he dosza't,
excellent

for he meke= no rz=ference to the introduction Mr, Garrison wrote for my
fourth beolk, OSWALD IN NE'Y ORLEANS: CASE FO3 CONSPIRACY WITH THI CIA. On
the other hend, had Mr, Sperrow scknowledged the existence of the foreword,
could he pretend the book did not existi

Instesd, he hes other prien prsteésea, particularly that ¥r. Garriosn
is in secerd iwht the writings of Messrs. Popkin snl Joesten, bith of wiom
specislize in unoriginel writing, ssve for the generous ¥sxtribmtmex-
spplicetions of overactive end irresponsibile imsginstuons to what others
had published before they wrote. If lir, Sparrow were really informed cn
the subject, the evidence, or the critieal writing, he'd certainly 2t least
suspect that Hr. Hoesten's freast amkfik output is considersbly facilitated =1d
expedited by the time he saves in not nsving %o consult the 26 volumes, #hich
I believe he does not have and which I am confident he guotes from secondary
sources. But it might be & little much for kir. Sparrow to chide lir, Joesten
for this in such & zlowing display of his own unencumbrance. Thus he forgoes
a vibale viable criticism.
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