Excerpt from 11/27/67 letter from ¥.C.Thompson, retired engineer:

n .. His Physies caleculstions of the mass of Pre-ident Xennedy's head moving
forward with esn scceleration of 69.6 f/s’/s over an elespsed time of 56 mills seconds -
stopring dead in nothing flat-not even (+O00lmilliseconds, and reversing its motion to
an accelerstion of 100.3 f/s/s in .056 seconds (note extreme eccuracy of meassurements
by the decimels in 69.6 and 100.3) It he had kept his wastercooled slide rule working
he would heve found that it would h=ave needed & f£t/1b not even possessed by e 20mm
cannon shell %o schieve this..."

Excerpt from letter to Editor, Seturdey Eewning Post, by E.J.Bunker, 1804 Thorntury
Road, Baltimore, Md., 11/27/67:

"Phe acceptance of the amounts of movements obteined by the measurements
as being accurete and of the author's algebra ss being correct, does not validete the
acceleration figures 69.6 and 100.3. iy fect the possibility thet these values are as
precise as implied by the text is very remote indeed. That they ere even approximetely
correct would be the result of mere chence. Whether or not the "complicated mathematical
equations' mentioned...apply to the scceleration swusiitmm calculstions per se, is not
indiceted. In mny case, only three factors ers ingolved in this phese of the problem.
They may be expressed in the formula s equals 4at , where S is the distence in feet over
which uniform accelerstion took place, a is the accelerstion in feet per second and t is
the time in seconds during which the acceleration tekes plece. Wath & snd t knowm it is
of course simple erithmetic to find the vekue of a. However, there is only s fzntastically
remote chsnce mf thet the impact occurred and the Prezident's head begen to sccelerate
unformly precisely at the beginning of 2 1/18th of a second interval snd that the full
force of the impect of the bullet and the movement continued until at least the end of
that interval. It is obvhously impossible to determine from the date available in what
part of such en interval the impact occurred, how long the force of the impsct lssted or
how much the heed moved during the time the force was exerted. It is thus further
obvious that his celculasted acceleration figures esre completely unrelisble. If they were
accurate, of whet velue would such figures be, enyway, other than to give the impression
of investigetive eability, which in this case does not sesm to be justified."

Additionsl question: could & cemeres whose shutter works 8% eprroximastely 1/3¢
second cepture a distinct image et Thompson's speed or would there be but a blur? The
feemes here are clear. ’



1804 Thornbury Road
Baltimore, ¥d. 21209
Nov. 27, 1967

¥r, Wllien A. Everson, Jr., Editor W
The Saturday Evening Post : .
641 Lexington Ave.

Tew York ¥,7¥, 10022 \m\l ’ ik
A

Dear 3ir:

The article " The Oross-fire That Xilled Frocident Tansdy® in 4ho Tea., 2

issue of the Fost, will undonbitodly have a groat eppesl o Z?&?\Ay noopls, egnaclally
those whio have not read certain books and articles on the subject, (books that were
vritten afier exhaustive researcl: and study and with: eareful regard for 4hs Pactay,
or those who do not read the Poast article carcfully and thoughtfully, I find
parts of 1t interseting and thought provoking, but I also £ind rmeh ndoit 1% thot
calls for oriticiem (such os over—erphasis on Mnew'findinme, Tallnro %o ademiately
checl: and svnluato testinony, unwarranted implicatisma as to how the anthor has
used technical methods and ekills, and umwarronted =oftsn mislsading~ aneculations
provontad as though thioy were facts), as I have tried to stats factually in the
following commants.

{Tiefaronces ore 4o nages and 4o noaragraniia mmbored aonarodtelr for cach
Pags. )

27 - Totation under pieturs. These siatoaents are givon as factnal, and aso they
2oy be, hub nowhere in the text L5 thers proof of their acouracy and
thus 4hey must bo considered as spaculatlon.

27 =1, This is & nice tuild-up but is 1t actually tme? How docs one explain .
* a henvy coverinz of warshioure dust® on sartons that hLavo just rocontly
{or =0 1% apronrs) hoen z:ified, piled or ceattersd akout®s

27 - 2 (portion on page 23). Vhenece the sourcs of thls "elinbing®, "anldng his
way" and "roofs were ennty® information?

28 - 5. “Invitting entrannes®, What ! Didn't thsoe poopls Xhow wint thar wers
2 ? Baek =

doing or whers ii:ey were poing? vere thoy under so sort of 99117
o 3 ] pu

20 - 4, Altho not so otated, it seers necessary to aseume that Arnold Rowland

who claims to have seen this young man weering “r{very light~20lormd
ehirt - - - open at the collar® also clains to have seen thot ho wng erndliing a
rifle. If the information did not come from him, what ms 4he szoureet In ony
event, it ceems very strange indeed that Rowland would havs teen zo derslict
as not to report hle observations to proper authoritiss irmediantely, sspenially
in view of the fact that his testimony impliea a recognition of asoiething
highly 4mpropsr about the man and his rifle,

28 - 6, Edwarda and Fischer woull seom to be open to even mors zevere criti-

cism than Rowland, since there were two of then and "ihers waz souo~
thing about this man - - - =", The statement: "The man seered to ‘e looking
in the general direction of the knoll - - -" indicates that thioy could not see
him very clearly. They were able however, or so we are led to believe, to mee
hin clearly snough that "he appeared uncomfortable® and ™ie didn't look like
he was watching for the parade." (That is keen observing)



*

28 - 7, This is good “copy", for a hovel, that is.

28 - 3, 9, 10 and 12. Whence the information about the actions of the gunmen?

Is the author justified in creating these vivid impressions based on
gpeculation end made to seem more plausible by being mixed in with lmom facts?

The statement: "the esgentlal outline of the aseassination is nwy
apparant - - ~" inplies, and falsy so, that only "now" have the "findings of the
Warren Cormission™ been shown to be wrong. Why the " now"t This has been accep-
ted az fact, backed up by much better data then presented in this article, and
publighed months before the author even started *his intenaive research". He
indirectly admdts ne much in varagraph 3, page 28. '

<9 - 1. iy the "scemarlo skeiched above®™?  And why 45 1% all uritten aé though
it were “hard fact®? It cooms obvious that :mwh of 1% 1s speculation,
tut how much of 1t 1o educated spoculation?

29 -~ 5. fZertain dotaila, gal: ao ta€pictures rocently rublighed for tiie first
tine and some of the ctateuwents of witnsseoo ond others, have indeed
strengtienad sonclusions that hinvo been well eatabliched for nany montis in the

nindas of othsra. Tao gtatensnt: “In essenca, tis analysis of tho assaosi-
nation is not a eritique of ths Warren Reposf-P ey 2arve 0o o nlcs disaradng

statezent, but why the pussyfooting? The articlo in cortainly and amphatieally
eritical of tho Report, as well 4%t should be. 4
oriuioal red:
29 - The Author. It is too bad that he waa unable *eind® the Mihitewash®
books by Harold Weisberg because if he had¥thea carefully he most
eertainly would not have given such credence to the testimony of various peresons
citad elsewhere in thoes comzents. The statement that ho "studisd every foot of
Dealey Plaza" may be indicative of great thoroughnesa, but just whot valus would
be obtained by such a study in such a location, two and a half years aftor the
event, i3 nalilisr apparent an & poaibility nor indicated by anv resulia lioted
in the article,

28 and 20 - Ticturen., Cne iten of spoculation is that the "Pourth® ghot cane
from the vicinity of the "4™ pere 27. The pictures oan oeso 2¢ show
meny people ruming tovards whal they apparentiy think is the sourco of the
shot{a). If I read tho two pletures correctly, ithere are two digtinet groups
of rumerc. fms sroup, hieaded by Officer liargis, 1s rumning towards tho over—
pass and Harzls iz pointed out as having nearly reachad itha top of the abutment
of the overpass. ¥rs. 7iil 1o aghowm in boith picturss. In dthe left one she 1is
apparontly standing atill, and in the right one she has crossed the mtroet,
. mounted th¢atops and seexs to bo leading the othor group of rummers, bub not . .
in tle directlon of the overpass. These and other details indicate that there
wera two ontirsly Jdifferent idecs as to the source(s) of the shot(s). This is
very significant decause on the basis of the pioture on page 27, the overpass
wag nore ti:an twice as far from the President's car as the point or area indiecated
by the "4", and ic in a direction that is possibly 45 degrees from "4, fTue
uovezents of the zroups, eapecially the quicker get-away of 4he group that
hended for thso overpass with a police officer in the lead, auggests that of
the two locations the overpass was the more likely source of tihe shot (1£ there
was only one). IHowewer, in the articls the author does not consider or even
mention thiz rossibility., This attitude on hias part noems 4o mmich vory closely
iiho one ho describes in paragraph 11 on jage 55: "Put the Corrisscion,in ita
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__Whether or not the "oomplioated motheatieml equations” ’cntlonmd in vorn
R apply to the acceleration caleulations per so, igﬁo’c indicatad, Inery ense,
" -only three factors ars involved in this rhase of the rrohlan, Thay ray Yo

hagte, it uncritical svaluation of the facta, and i%s pmdiaposition to prove
Lee Harvey Oswald the lone assassin, overlooked much of 4t." comider:lnr'
this lopsided treatiuent of tHls phase of the subject, how mich confidence ia
one juntified in placing in the articls as a whols?

31 - 4, (8econd sentence) Is that a true statenent? How did any question
arise about the transit of a bullet bot'oro tho autopsy atarted?
;/gﬂ/-f} cam‘/y new

‘51 - 6 to 18. Regardleas of any recant siat men”{o these parc;rophs nay enr-

tain, I an urable to dotect anythinzsadbout hia ﬂonemﬂifm(a) The

“basia conclusion was reached and publisched sonetning like itwo ysara apge, =

conclusion that tie report(s) of the autopsy provided no satisfreiory exple~
notions of the woumds and how they were caused. The author nakas na mention

of the(etill sxisting?) secracy about tihe records of the edbopsy- nlctures,

x-mye, niotes, etc.~ how origiml prelimimzv d7aft notes were destroyed by

~.Dr. Humes and the dastruotion of these motas by burning, certified %o hy Dr.

Humes. Ia the author justified in implying that he roally has the full and
corract story about the vounde?

26 - 1 to 30. G0 of the details on this page may. be new bud any really sig-
nificant and naw facis elude the syoa of *‘im writer,

B0 - 5 % 7. That the projectils amd the wound were atyrical is of course trus
in the nor-usage sense that thore have never been and raver will be

_absolutely exact duplicates of eithr, but in what way they were aignificantly
~atyplosl seeun to Yo loff. up entirely to the imagination of the roader

0 - 20 to <3 Oo":nenua on theae raragraphae ﬁ- "mclwdad becoins of non-
Pariliarity wit,x)t&.e teohnicues involwad.

50 - 24 Tho accepiance of the armounts of movenents obtainad by the measarements
v as belng accurata and of tho author's alzobra as bsing correct, doss
not validats the meecelaration fi garen 60,6 and 100.3. In fact 4l ponoibility
that these values ars as precise as implied by tho text is vmr;, rzaots indeed.

That thery ars even arproxi: sately correct would te e rocult of mera chanae,
orant

exprenssd in the formula 3 eguals #at®, whore 5 iz the ddnmtarco 4n 200t aror
which uni“orm acoeloration takas pleco, a is the aceelaraiion in ool oy noannd
rer socond and ¢ in tho time in seconds d-:ring which ascoleration taken placa,
With 5 and ¢ 'mown it io of course simpleo arithmatic to £ind the vains of a.
Hiowever, there is only a fa.ntaatically renote chance that ths impact occurrod
and the President's hom‘ began to accslerats unifornly precisoly at the begsin-
ning of a 1/18th, of a second interval and that the full force of the impact

of the bullet and the moveent continued until at lesst tiic end of that interval,
It is obviocusly impoamsible to determine from the data avallable, in what part
of such an interval the impact occourred, how long the forece of ti:3 impect lacted
or how ruch the head moved during the time the force was sxerted. It is thus
further obvious that his caloulated acselseration figures arc coupletely :mre-
liable, If they were accurate, of what vaiue would such figures be, anywny,
other than to glve an impression of investigative ability, which in this came
doec not mec:: to be juatified.
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51~ €y 7, 840, The aithor hoo A1eioulty in undorotanding how a oot fron

the roor §porhaps fron the ripht roar ~ T5PD) Thould dydve a nloce of
oceipltal boro to tho loft of the vohiclo's path” tut ho cooms 40 oneo mtor
no nontal otraln undorstanding how a chot €ror the front could go ohattor tho
"poctorion portion of 4ho aluil® 4&iat o larpge pleco of tho partotal dome wag
cauged %o "protrade up through the cealp”, This wouid 1oan that ¢ wo propel-
1od with great forco upunrd aloo in a diroction with a componont dizyoctls oppo- :
2ite to tb diroction of tho pro loctilo.  Uhat happonod to 4ho "physical Prinaiplo
or law of maturo” memtionod in paragraph 20 rago 50° Does Yindonnive roooareh"
involve £itting a oriro o a thoory in defiance of phyoical prirciples and laws
of nature, or of applying %-ace principloo and lawn 6 ono ecaso and irmodiatoly
opriying Just tholr appooite to anotior? rov dooc tho @-or!s bullot-Lrorr
tho-front concluolon £4t tho statonenta inparagrapos 11 and 12, nogo Bl, wAdh
which tho author noerc 4o agroc, oy doog hos .

54 = % &4, If 4n 1066 tho dhhor had colloctod all that ho could have found

on the evont, had carofully yead and evnluntod snvo {(pege tho nine
roforonces to Drerman, in "*hitomnh” ;1% cecmo unboliavablo that Pyonnan's
statononts would have beom ucod as roliabla tootinony. (T:do 40 only ono ono of
DAy ouch enocoe) Tuch 1o rairos corloun doubts ao to thic thovouphnoos and
rollability of $ho author'o Dindingo.

4 - 10 & 11, Theso statanonto (in part a ropetition o a pracoeding paropronh)

ore apparemtly zlvon as "hard facta", tut how did Rowland actunlly
I'noy that 2o wa looliing at (or lador, that he had boon looiing at)tho roal
suman?  Of couroo wo ohould nod opact too olooe adhoronco to fact “pom o
poroon whooh- depeription pincoe a "furcan” 4n en extromo couthwont window tut
vho,aceording 40 a photograph, 4o in an oxtreme miiinot vindow, thizrtaon
wvindows awny, .

=4 - 1€ % 17. Tho qaootionablonoso of varioun procoding decoriptions £ndoe into

© dnsipnificanco whon the ciatononto in those raragrapta are concidorod,
"thio mon had the window opon and woo ptanding up, loaning out tho window with
both hands oxtondad oitnide the window lodgoe In Din hando 440 mon won holding
o rifie with the barrel poimtod dowmward, and the rarkmo lookdng south on
Uouston Stroot”. I anything core, concorning tho roliability of “arolyn
¥althor ao o witnecs, or of tho good fudgeaent of tho author in uodng hoy
tootinony, noeds to bo oaid, what would 1% bo7 A oho acons to have beon tho
. only pergon to have ocoen thio otrampo pIrfaranco - an asohasin potddng ready
to do bde foul deed - wora all ofherp poroonc in tho vieinity otruck blind by
oono oocult power of thio "pumnan®?  IP rot, what othor a¥plonation?

05 = 12+ "The purposo of thic rtudy wa 40 perlom: a tanl: of archagolosy, to
lay bers a w.olo lavol of corntendictory ovidonco {rmoh of it novor
pubilshod) that lay buriod bomeath tho facilo eonelucions of ¢the "arron Feroxt,”
What about a 1ittle ("educnted®) apoculation to o offoct that at laot %0
truth 1o ont, that thio crticlo - i4g proparation and rolonse = wan dolored
for a reriod of Pron two and a half 4o throe and a hall yoaro oo &hat the
Playing bare” and 4ho relading of a fov {uot a fowd of %he uncortable mrbor
of itono of fact and fancy, of truth and £alcetiood commoctad % 4o nocasci-
nation, eould, by acquiring tho antiqity of thyroe yoarn, quaiify “op &0 Sloror
of Inecinolon in the eatopory of "archacolepy®, - Joolah Thempoon drond, thot ia,
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7Ance rmob of the evidonce wao "nevor publiched" 4t seew nacooonry 4o Lrfop
that pome of 4t hid boon pabiished, but by what superlwman agonoy,that eculd do
0o while the ovidenco "lay buried", that ir boforo 14 was laid "baxo” by arshoo-

ologiot Thoupaon’

It further appoarg that the groat mass of ratorial painetalzingly
ooarchod out, correlatod, evaluntod and pubiichod by one Narold Heinborg, tman
not buriod long onoupl: to qualify asarchaocological matordal and tbrefor wmo not
oonnic)lorod worthy of any rocognition whatoosvor, (hut 4t Lg vigovoig, £im and
FREE!

oA o % & 5wy m o

~ Intorooting end irformtive an tho article may bo 4in come rospoots,
1t does not, in thie writer's opinion, provide any new inforoation or oluoce
that might be of value in approhanding the Idller{c), or thooe porsona, 1f guch
therds tho wore boliind the ldilerdy or (and to my mind thie 4o cost 4mportent
of all) the poroon{e) whoee heavy Loande ooom to be rootdng on the choulders of
anny pooplo in high placoo and in low, with tho adnonition: "o thin {or don't
do that) oxr BL ", I2 tho lagt 1o truo thooo hande tuot indood bo very hoavy.

Youra tyuly,

Ge J. Durlor



New iddreas:®% 7, Prederick, Md. 21701::::30L/475-5158
11730767

Desr Mr. Runker
H

Thank vou very much for your fine latier %o the editar a” tua Toat, 1 gend
one earlier, %o the editor who himd beem their expert and who 1 tad anlvagad when Shey v
were in distres:s on lss:t yedr's sutopsy story. In May 1945 S5, the aporopriste editor of the
Tost hed decided to merislize ™EIT:¥.CH, then unpublished, and Fot @& on egent sc he'd
have sane ome $n deal iwth. ¥n o hisher laverl the daeislon wss cherngsd, Shertly there-
efter, this editor left (the svents sre likely urreloted), So, there Bps end still sre
people on the Pfost famllier encush with my wark,

e

v

You ceme close to specifying whet I em confident I aets"t in the =2o0- cnlled
scholerly spprosch: & formuls o get the goverament off the hosk whils seeming to
ceriticize it., If you boil it down, Thorpson is in besie egreement with all the cniclal
conclusione~even e-nsniracy. Se gays there were thrae asgascingz-indepondent ope s ﬁ:
would seem. Cne, Oswzld, wss in thet window and d1d fire the shot &hes was mtal
1/18 secona (give or teie 23 per your fsacinsbing obaervation). Thet these othar kn«\!m
Just h prened to get the =eme idea and decide: to implement it st the some time and
rlace iz mere coineidence, for Thomnson tells us they mere not cone pirators! Thore
were sccomplicas, but there wss no conapirmey.

In his vnblic 2prearsnces (I aesrd one long ome on vack iici¥inrey's zhow) he
diaaasociatm himself from the "er tics", who he criticizes lse their friend, nsturallyl,
His pretendedly cesresful work iz pehbaps the %t dneccurate snd his juigenant, 8s you
poin*_out, 1s dublous end of cuastionsbdle inte;*ri‘by. HBiz bookx 1: of such 2 charscter
thet, when Wesley Lieb-lar gct nu%t from voderneath Lis nrivsta, profegzorizl rocx long.
enough to face me briefly, ke =sid my writing wee, tc him, "peinful” { cuit: en uninten-
ded compliment) but he liked Thoapeon's? “1gbeler ic no fool. He recoznized thet Thomp -
gcm hes come up with e me jor ploy, to selvege them all, New $he zove nment, since =veryors
belizves it =nywey, o=2n cem,ede meeninrless errdar (the extre two ssrassin: vho wers not
necessary in 1hor\'mf-csu s scheme snyway), thepithe scholar for corrsetincs it, end ieil ue
8"1 to forget 1t and gt back Lo noying extra toxes.

xcuee the hsste, ~And rany thenke {or writinv thet exesliext l.etter and
for the ﬁni fninga you enilde i€ you zet on snswer, -'d sppreciete & copy. 1've noi hed
any ye%. By the way, Gles, T*s publish-r, in rejecting ¥HITL aTH in 19635, then a saured me
this was 8 subject he'd never handle-thet wa- the only reasson for turning my bo~k dowu.

Jincerdly,



