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May 6, 1971

Mr, John Barkham
27 Bast 65th Street
New York, Wew York 10021

Desr Mr, Berkham:
The toreador ought antleipate a horn, not a kiss.

Your letter of the 30%th has jJust reashed me. I was away and leave
egain in the morning., However, besause I sonsider the funotions we
sach serve vital in any eoncept of a freely functioning representa«
tive socelety, I have seleoted your letter from a rather large stask
for irmediate, 1f hasty, reaponse.

No free society san work without free aceess to fact, espesially on
important nationsl sonserns, The wmanner in whish the institutions
of sosiety operate in time of great erisis is, I hope, pne you esan
agree is impertant. Whether or not the protestions of the law and
the Gconstitution ean be denled the individual, %o me at least, is
another. Whether the adversary system of Justlee ean be subverted,
whether the eanons of the bar ¢an be violated both freely and with
impunity, I do regard as a serious matter. Whether there san be
Justiee in eriminal cases with the prosecution dominated by politi-
¢al and goracnal considerations, by a dubious soneept of "national
interest”, while the "defense" i1s ridden with irresonsilable eon-
fliecta of interest, has in this ¢ase alone besome a pressinpg
national problem,

Heed I mentien that I address these among other issues in FRAME-UP,
as one would never gather from your "review", which, I repeat, leaves
the book entirely unresognizable.

No writer has expeetation of automatic approval of his work, nor has
he the right to anticlpate it, He does, however, have the right to,
and soeiety requires, fair review of 1%, mest of all with non-fiestion
and above all when the work involves the national integrity and the
sanetity of the basie institutions eof soslety.

You have a perfeet right to bellisve the world is flat, You are dis-
honest if you so tell your readers without probative proof.

After reading your letter, in whieh you fall to address & single one
of the ehallenges I eddressed to you - and eseh is speeifieo - I see
no reason to retrast or regret a single one of the aceusations I
mede, ineluding of dishonesty and dishonesty of intent. Your let-
ter, in fast, 1s in itself dishonest, I don't lmow whether it was
intended for me, for the Post . or for the sindieato, but that self-
serving eonelusion is a fine illustration, "... I stand by my (em-
phasis added) view that your book and other suoh books 'make it more
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than ever regrettable that a full trial was never staged,'" (There
is no "ether sueh" boek,)

This, sir, is net your view but that of the book and auther yeu
maligned, and then pretended otherwise in the coneluding sentence
of the "review".

If you think you are Justifled in %Taking offense at my language,
why not take another look at what you sald about me and my work,
in not a single case supported by any evidence, any failr or honest,
sontextual quotation, any eitation of serious or relevant error.

Begin with your opening sentence, ridisuling me for saying (and I
th alsc proving, as even Ray admitted) that there had been a
conspiracy. Then your second paragraph, "officisl findings have
pinned the guilt on individuals," your wsy of hiding that no court
of law found cither Oswald or Ray to be a murderor. FRAME-UP, be=-
yond ehallenge, told you &) that the Departwent of Justice and the
FBI officially alleged precisely this, conspiracy, in an indiet-
ment; and b) that, with Ray on ice for the rest of his life and
protested by the prohibition apainst double-jeopardy, the govern=-
ment still has presecutive interest in the case, Against noa-
ecnspirators? FRAME-UP told you that Stephens was put sway lor

his "proteection", by publie authority. FProtestion from nen-
sonspirators? And this is without regard to the existing evidence
of a sonspirasy that you never address, do not and eannot refute,
Blindly, you don't want to believe it. I am therefore sonme kind of
nut or irresponsible because you refuse to confront faet you cannct
ehellenge, and you have & license Lo misrepresent me and my work.

You sesuse me of abusing you, And in a context that, if I went to
Todvence” my eause", this 1s unwise, For shamel As I will not
tailor either my writing or my bellefs for sceeptability (can m
writer with self-respest or honesty?), so also will I not kiss the
asses of sycophants to eurry their favor. Most of all not on that
whieh is the subjeet of my books.

You do not address or acecept any of my direct echallenges to your
work or your inteﬁrity. The closest you come to 1t is in c¢laim-
ing for yourself "sobered, msasured terms"., This 1is like saying
murder is kinder if it is by smothering in a pillow rather than
from a bullet.

What you have done to your large readership and %o all the editors
of the journals to whiech you are syndicated is to try and diseredit
the seole work that questions the official mythology on the King as-
sassination, that addresses the dependability of the FBI and other
ergans of soesiety, espeeially the eourts and the lawyers, doses so
without complaint from any one of these to dafe (and as you know
if you really read the book, I wrote everyone in advance and said
what I expected to say), to the end that readers be dlscouraged -
from learning for themselves and edlitors be discouraged Irom pub-
1lishing anything new that may come to light.
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Do you suppose 1t 1ls your representation of me and FRAME-UP that
impelled Percy Foreman to flee the meke-up room of & New York TV
station when he lesrned he was about to confront me? Is your
representation what csused me to win my suit agsinst the federal
government for the suppressed evidence? John Mitchell and J.
Edgar Hoover just fell over in irrational terror?

You claim to 20 yesrs of daily reviewing (do ybu do anything else,
like eat?)

Let me, then, give you another challenge and another meesure of

-the devotion with which I applied myself to the writer's obliga-
‘tions: Show me how meny cases you can cite, after 20 years, of a

writer suing the Department of Justice asnd the FBI for whst they
suppressed, ons case of the federal confilscatlion snd suppressions
of the court records of the public trial of an American, or any
misuse of what I got by this suit. And then ask yourself if yours
i1s an honest review when, with all that self-serving rubbish for
which you had space, you found none for any of this. Or the fact
that I did, in court, win s summery judgment, which is about es
common a8 Jewish mayors of Cairn.

The fact is that you persist in your dishonesty, one case thsat
comes to mind without rereading my letter is your failure to
apologize for your invention that I "fell back on vague sllega-
tions sbout 'a fat man' and 'e short, slight wen'." You did
fabricate this, I did so accuse you, and you sre silent.

If you can show me anything unjustified in what I wrote, unlika
you, I will apologize. Unless and until you do, it 1s you who
ovWe the spologiss, to your readers, to your syndicate, to the
editors, and to me. I don't think you are man enough for it.

Nor do I think you are man enough to face me on your work or mine,
in any forum, your own syndicate or in person before any of your
peers of your selection.

Nelther a free society nor a free book press can long survive the
John Barkhems. If it is any comfort to you, you are not alone.

Sinceraly,

Harold Weisberg

cec: Joseph Rabinovich



