Memo to Janie,

Whether it sccomplishes ;té purpoge in a sstisfasctory
way opr not « and on this I have ?ofdefer to your judgement - as
drafted the book followe the outiﬁ%e agreed upon kmx from the
very beginning, Ss& you asked, I’llgtry end explain the rationale.

It wes under no circumstences to be a book on the ssssss-
instion, a solution to the crimes or 2 justifiecstion of Osweld.
It was to be & Report on the Warren Report, an analysis of what
1t d1d snd did not 4o snd insofar as possible, an snalysis and
Véxplanaﬁion of ®kw how it was pulle@:off. it was to show ® essen-

tislly thet the job had not been done snd remasined to be done.

The first part was to be 8 #racing of the events ss reflected

;!':
in the Xm=zmx Feport and hesrings qmd the second en analysis of

how the Commission performed its function, a3 reflectbed in the
Report. This wes t0 include mxwx=wxkaxizmx an sxposition of how such
en eminent end competent Commission and staff could srrive at
conclusions sc obviously irn contradiction to its own informetion
and how it svoided the gethering of information -0t consistent with
its ~re-ordsined conclusions,

I believe that essentially I followed the form but it is



cieag you feel with less sueeeég than is possible. On this, as
I told you, I have to defer to your judgement, and do,

Entirely eside from tinme eonsidgratiens, whleh I regard
8s vitel, there sre other reason.why I bslisve this schene is
desireable if not essentigl to the cénegpt of the bock. No one
else sppeares to be addesssing himself to the Report or, insofer
8s I ¥now, hss used this approsch. Evenrything that hss appeared
so far has been shot down as soocn ss it eppeared. Perhaps it is
because of my cwn deep imuersion in the facts that I a@a'things
this way, but I think ths nature of the bock, 2 report on the
Report, requires separate handling of the Commissiocn snd the way
it did its jobm.Unless the wresder end, we hope Congress, under-
stand this, I do not believe thefhook cen sueceed in its me jor
purpose,

There are some things that do not fit in s chronological
treatment of the assassinastion. This includes s large part, if
not most, of the later chapters. They ere things that came.te
pess after the essassinetion. This involves the police, the Jommission
snd the medical and sutopsy. In s sense they are chrolological

for this reason,



There were two other stricbures that wers imposed at
the beginning. These were thet ss fsr as possible we would
present this book in the manner of the Report itself and we
would use the Commission's words wherevér posaible lnstead of
oub owne The first is in keeping with the scheme of the book,
8 Report on ths Reprt. The second is, I beslieve not only desire-
2x 8ble but essential for safety.

To begin with, let us see how far wxx we can get, or
how close to sstisfylng what you belisve is necessary, but a
reorganizstion of whst we have, Let‘us consider the bock in two
parts, what [ believe you hagd in mi?d. Thé first pert desls with
the Beport's handling of the arime; and the second with the Report.,

My resson for putting "The Number of Shots" towsrd the

|
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end was because I believe 1t destﬁoyg the Report and I thought

it might be uswise to have it toé early in the book. I sglso thought
deleying 1t helped let the hxiik:%ook bulld up, without resching

to0 eerly & climsx, But in a mor?‘ehranologieal trestment, I believe
1t could fit between "At the Deppsitery% The Assassinetion” end

"The Tippit Murder"/

As you hsve expressed it; your grestest objection seems



to be to ths chapter "Ths Witnesses". You fesl thst thers is
need % for the vsader to refser baek to this later chapter in
the Tipplt chapter to understand the story. I admit I em too
elose to be impertiasl, but I believe without any reference to
the chapter on ths wibnesses, enough of thelr testimony is included
so that it is, in fachk, not necessary to refer back. If you feel
otherwise, it is, of course, posszible to move to the Tippit chapter
what mfxihmxzm you believe neeessary, or to admore of the testimony
from "The Witnesses" to "Tipnit®. I had several resson for not
doing so to begin with. I think i1t eclutters thst chaspter up too
much and detracts from that part of:the story. Also, it is not
possible to address the performanga of 8 XBE¥X 8 Commission all
of whose knowlsdge comss from witnesses. The kind of witnesses,
the way they me ireated and how they sere examined or nct examined
is therefore vital to an exeminstion of The Report, in which the
Commission presents the conclusions 1t hed drawn from ths testimony
of thess witnssses, Also, the conclusions it hss avoldsd.

As this chspter now stends, 1 believe that to snyone reading
the book, there will be no doubt thaet the Commlisslon built its

case on witnesses who would have been laughed out of any cours,



on witnesses no ressonsble person could credit, and on witnesses
who committed the crime of perjury and whe'ﬁere protected in the

. I\
commission of this crime by the Commission b?cause it served the

;
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purposes ol the Commission for them to ccmmiﬁx perjury. It is for
this resson that I gave Markham no more trsatment thash I believed
necessary under Tlpnlt, For the sams resson the clear svidence

of both perjury snd subornation of perjury by%thp doctors is in

j
| ¥

this chapter. While the words "perjury" snd "subornstion of ;

!

perjury” ere not ussd, I believs John as g la%ger will find thi;
chaoter presents & nrims faeis case for both.

Again, there is the simply vnbelievable siﬁuétion in wh%h\
a chief justiée and former solicitér genersal, men runnﬁgg guch &
Commission, the likes of which we have never hsd in Fmr‘;ntire ,
history, belng party to such 2 truly monstrous offensa. Among th%;é
who are willing to listen, and ea?ecially among lawygrs and Congéesss
men, this should have strong impact. I believe 1t wi#l with the
average reader, 00, This 1s 81l done with the testim;ny and the
Report and I believe it is unassailab1§; Mrgs. Markhem ne%eg Jurged
herself of the perjury, even when confronted with it.*&iﬁ% ﬁhe

doctors the Commission just ignored the whole thing snd went ihbn



into @ hysteriecal, almost childish evesion. I bsliave this is clear.
Tt is, T think, devssteting.

;Let me digress for s minuts and suggést the purposs of
the flrst helf of the book is to set the atage for the lsst hsalf,
to tell the story snd mske the lest half undérstandabla and more
2m meaningful

"fhe Cswald's Government Beletions” 1s grossly distorsed
and misrepresented in the Report. It is essential %o both Oswalds.
The Government viocleted and stretched the lsws ang regulethons
to bring Csweld bsck end get ,erime in. Msrins, this chepter shwws,
was néver elizible to enter the United States under sny eircuméﬁ\
stances., She is slso eligible for imuediete and subomstic deportaiion
( 1 felt it w uld be persecution to present this aspect any strongé;if
Instead, in the testimony cuoted, she admits she waé preésured iﬁte )
becoming 8 willing tool of the Comwission because she was sssentisl
to the phoney casse the Commission and the sgencies wers bullding.
This is the women who ssid to begin with she would not become an
eagent of the FBI. inls is the womasn who admits prassﬁre from both
the FBI and the Immigration and ¥ztuvalizastion servics,

Let me elte thls ss an exesmple of whet I meant iﬁ télling



you that evaluating enything like the Commission like the
Comnission iz not ducks in s row. This is not pert of the story
of the agsassinstion, Working it in any chronologiecal hendling
would louse up thst part,-for its importangs is in relstion to
the gobernment, of which the Comdission 1s perd, snd the Report,
much of which is bazed upon Merina's testimony. The entire prepos-
torous Walker incldent, for example, is 100% Marinsa, Oswald's
a8lleged state of minde the entlire "motive" for the crimes, is
Marina., This is, I believep the most telling indletment of the
government and the Commission and 1t 1is unane#erable, even by
the plea of human conslderations, for none of this addresses i1tself
to Marine es & witness or to her relations with the govsrnment., In
shﬁrt, I think this 1s vitel and I think it ean fit_gnly with
"Governuent Relastions" or "™Witnesses®,

How else can the nsture of Oswasld's reletionship with
the gobernment be consldered? ¢r understood? Or the question of
whether Or not he wes an agent, adiresses as 1t wes in the most
meaningless possible way by the Report?

The chapbermon "Legal Rights™, especially when taken

with $The Police and the Press", show how the whole thing wes



engineered first by the police snd then by the Comalssion, which
knew end undersitocd everything pressnited in this ebaétar.lﬁll of
it except the introcluction comss from the Eegort and hescrings. The
Introduction was intended to put it in perspective. Step by step,
this chepber shows not only the deliberate denisl of 211 legelity
but also how it was eccomplished. 'egin ing with thellack of any

" kind of transeript (for which it shows there could be no excuss)

it shows the Commission even lied sboub the few records thai were

kepte It shows thet slthough the purpose of the intervogations
|
was to get informeticn thet could be used and thet, a2s »resented

by the Report, it got pno inTormetion that could be used. item by

item 1t establlshes the lwpossibllity of using enythipg obtsined

in the interrogestions in coﬁrt because 2ll the police contradicted
esch other. It even shows thst some veraions agree with .hat the

Comnisslion said Oswald ==m said, yet they esll him, not ths policé
|

|
end Federal sgents liars, Lt shows how he was effectively denied

i . . “ ]
counsel which in itsslf could have prevented his ever being tried.
1t shows how the poliee went out of their wey %o enginesr & search

for evidence in 2 menner thal would havelesd inevitebly %o 8 probably



successful effort to preclude kkx the use of whet wes seized in
couré«jlt shows that the linaups wore an unabashed frameup, 1
o

dont éée h;w th#s content can be either avcided or used elsewhere,

Teken with the chapter on the® Police end the Press®, it
tells mors, w thout spelling it out. It shows thest there was 8
prima facis case of the poliece first doing all they could to
prevend Qsﬁald ever being tried because of the impossibility of
1mpannel@ng g8 jury. Then it shous thst inthe remote event a jury
was ImpEanaisf impanelled, he hsd an sxecellent chance of never
coming to trial because of the densll of his most slemental legal

s3111 ¥

rights, especlally of counsel. And il thet failad, end he eame;rial
the crueisl ev;dence could not be used becsuse it was the fruit
of en unneeasaérily illegsl search, Eépacially because of the
Texas decision handéd down by the Supreme Court, decleréng that
there must be s gearch warrant and 1t must specify whet is being
sought, does thiséshow thet the police d4id everything possible
to make the trial of Oswsld impossible. It even shows that the
Secret Service suﬁpected this,.

What 4id #he Report do about this? The chapter on " The

Police and Press” shows thst in discussing whether or not Gsweld



o vt

was denied his legel rights {(never conzidered in the context of
a2 solution to the assessination) it wss conbent to say he wasnit
beaten up end had hesn *told® he eoulld haveva lawyer, completely
meaningless es its own record snd thse %wcvahgpters showe. {ia snother
context, It actually admits there might heve been a problem gaiting
8 Jury. But here lg goes out of its way to exonersts the polics,
who engineeved the entire thing, end baslmes the press,
These two chapbers show the Commission never dresmed of
its most obvious need, to investi;ste the police. I anything
shows at least the poselbility of police complieity in the orinmes
(noe mentioned in the book), this unmistskeably sug.ests it in
& wey no lnvestigstion could ignore. This one did, and that is
the subject of the book, not the sssasszinetion.
Again, I mey be blinded by my closeness o the msterisl
end my invclvement, but I believe thess sre so clear, so thoroughly
dcoumented and sc vital %o an understanding of what happened in
Dellas snd what the Teport did that they are essentisl, I do not
see how they can Tit elsewhere, although I shell be thinking of

this with vrespect to the entlire last half of the book,



Only two chapters remain, "The Fslaelﬁswald”xnnxxmai;x
shows 8 possible solution to the crimes. Ib shows the dillgence
with which the Commission and 211 its agents evoided the inescapable
meaning of its own evidence. It shows that from the very earllest
deys - before the Commission even axistéd, in fact - there was

wis
evidence of & persen/?epresenting himself s Oswald. Vot until
nine months efter it got unshakeable proof of this fect did the
Comdasion even 8+tempt %o trace it = snd then not In context,
but only to see if there was part of Oswsld's life they dldn't
vnow! The °T hsd the ssme informetion and did pothing until

ssked to Ao so by the Coummission - nothing on ita own. A week

bhefore the completed, printed Report was delivered to the President

the Commission the Cﬁmmission got verbal confirmation of the
identity of 8% least one false Ogwald. Yot until three dsys
before the printed Report wes delivered did it get this in writing.
And here it lets it drdp - storing its files for 75 years
of denied sccessal
This, to ms, i® the most compelling snd powerful indictment-
yet completely s solf-indictment, becsuse it is establi?hsd entirely

from the Comnission own svidence.



The chapter on "The Autopsy" Proves the suppression of
the most vital evidence, the manfucature of invslid evidence by
the government, probably e dishonest autopsy, snd & misrepresen-
tation of the sutopsy evidence of the crucial non-fatal injury
of the Bresident. The Commission had the originsl chsrit of the

Yet it
sutopsy exeminstion showing 8 bsck wound.xmd made all its recon-
structions, took 2ll of its medical testimony and postulsted sll
of its hypotbetical medicasl questions, on which it built its
medical cese, and in its “eport described this as & "neck" wounde
With the totel suppression of the only better evidence of the
location of the wounds, the pictures, and the almost as total
suppression of the X-rays, the govermment is in the position
of keeping sacfet the only evidence than can contradictx what
the hearings show snd the Repcrt doss not

Rather than say what this chapter on the sutopsy means

I rather have John, with whom I have discussed this, tell you.



The chapter on "The Autopsy” Proves the suppression of
the most vital evidence, the menfucature of invalid evidence by
the Eﬂvgrnment, probebly s dishonest autopsy, and a misrepresene
tetion of the sutopsy evidenee of the crucisl nonefstal injury
of the Bresident. The Comaission had the original chsrt of the

‘ Yet it
autopsy exsmination showing a back wound.mRmd made 3ll its recon-
structione, took ell ef:ita.medical testimony and postulsted all
of its hypothetical medicsl questions, on which it bullt its
medicsl case, and in its “eport described this 8s & "neck” wounde
With the, totsl suppression of the only better evidencs,of ths
location of the wuunds, the pictures, snd the almostaas totsl
suppression of the X-rays, the government is in the p&sition
of keeéing gecret the only evidence than can ccntr&dictx'what
the hearings show and the Report does not

Rather than say whet this chapter on the autopsy mesns

I rether have John, with whom I heve discussed this, tell you.



