] -~ of oiﬂ‘iq gpgvid.noo or the suppressed fact of the assassination for which
_ - Mark is Yeeponsidle, end of those doing gemine, originsl work in the work, shieh
1 is your slaim, heirwe he 1s close t0 "alone",

1 Eé is aleo "elone” among those of us doing the work in beving bhed the
@naiderasble manpower end finsncisl support of other @ ncernsd eitizens.

Ho is "alons” in having spent time at the Arojives and dredged nothing
of resl wslue from that litersry quicksand except the miszinterpresation of
thet 7ile 8c besie to the Garrison lnvastige tion. Your book declares wrong whet
Garriscn now proclaims right, ¥ith modests,almost tha equal of yours, Mark
snnounced in Burope he was going to give sll he had sbout the New Orlesns
pexrt of the cese-actually less then nothing, for it wes in error where he had
anything o Gerrison. Aside from his cavelier dismissal of the essentisl Tile
1553, what was Mark going to give Garrison, his "evidence” that Clay Bertrend
was an "attorney®? (p.390). ‘

’
Faile he is not alone in having taken the work of others, without per-
mission or credit, he was the first. One can undsrstand your reluctance in
noting this smong his solitary achievements,

¥ith his hietory of having mo totslly avoided the New Orleans end of the
assassipstion story, except for & brush with arror, he is 2lso "slone" in being
the one working in the field to sake credit for it when it wasn'$ his, and then to
have gone to New Orleans and 1sid the besis for the acquittsl of the defendant.

I find it intercsting that you sllege that "ths U.S, government snd the
carmuni cetions industry estempted to suppress his investigation (your word)
of the Kenanedy assassination...” Mark spent so littls time in govermment files
thet totsl success at "suppression” would have cost him little (hers, to-~, he is
"alone", for almost averyone who spent eny time there 8t 8ll discovered something
of velus), Thers is no reason 5o bolieve thet he suffered sny governmental suppression,
unlike others, who reslly did the work you stiribute to him.

If the commuunicetions industry sttempte: to "suprress™ him, what of the others
of us? Thanks to you, he got more time than everyone else together. Spprresaion,
%y, Cohen: Rezl indictments can honeatly de leveled agsinst all the media, but not
by you sng not on behalf of Merk. In his relstions with them, he distihguisied him-
gself as he alons could bring himself to do. Remsmber those thoussnds of footnotes,
the numder of which you together eoc skilfully elsvated by repetition, liks the first
one ten times: Remember how competently ycu advertiszed them: Well, in all those
thousends of S6éctnotes, the one citing the one psper that gave him volce 1s missing.
“ould this be because it 1s a "leftist™ paper?

!

Thanke to you, Mark is now & wealthy men. He should be. And he should snjoy
his weslth. s has esrned 1t. Howsever, snd this is conesistent with his footnote
omission, he is reluctent $o pey the price one would sxpeet of the mam you eo
boldly end expensively advertiss. You snd I, Mr. Cohem, have risked more than weelth
(I cannot, for I do not have it), to gemkinely oppose the government. If nowhare
slse, ws are together in the Writers snd Editors protest. igein valone", Merk is mis~
sing, If 1t is on principle, how cen you justify your ady If it is not, how dare
you publiash 4t7 ’

Aside fro,m his wrédched ethics, his totality of unscrupulousness, there ia one
way in which Mark is absvlutely slone: he ies the one with & major book who was not :
elone in i1%s researching, writing, editing or publishing. With whet I have observed |
of your cgmpémy on this subject-and we bave head snough previous coxrespondencs to

Justify the belief that there we understend esch other~ this is emough to warrsny

the wording of f‘h’} add, Centemptuously yours, Hsrold Weisberg



