Ms. Nauey J. Brucker, Associate Editor &t. 12, Frederick, hd. 21701
Skeptie fzi/m

812 Anaeapa St.,

Santa Barbﬁm' Ca. 43101

Dear ®s, Brucker,

Ix your letter of the 18th you may that because of my "interest in the subject"
of the King aspasaination you "would be hepuy to consider” my "couments for publication
in the forthcoming issue of Skeptic.®

Idonotyanttoboinwofyourissm.Idomkoapemnalmordbetwoenua,
no mors. 1t will make a record for the future in my files.

This issue is conmitent with your earlier essessinstions exploitation in not justify-
ing either your name of your sell-description of "The [nic] Forum for Contemporary History."

Bimi ttedly Sprague is a personality in the possible dvvestization. Bub how does any
one of yeur coniributors qualify ss an euthentic expert on the subject?

Hule persenally corrupted all of the processes of orgsulped socioty and refused to
stand and be questiomed in public in open gourt over tris and he is impartial or even
qualified? Yet you say he conducted an investigation of the King sseaseination. This is -
falsa. He conducted an incompatent investigation of Ray, which means he began with what
he baa made explicit under oath if in expected perpetual scorecy, that Zay was ghilty,

liefore you locked forms Sprague had ppblicly provenm what he told you untrue. The
most casual research in the Philadelphia papors alone would have told you what you owe
your readers and whatever you may consider "histery™ to be. His report of the first of
the year is explicit in his beginning with preconceptions of guily. ‘kis is "history”
or *investigating?" You are a “forum" for disinformatiens— -

lene fits this perfectly. He is a walkfng and Joud-talking sucycopaedia omnfom—
tion who has not conducted anm investigation of the Eing sscassination and ismn't able to.
Your selection of him when thers is as of now only one book in oppogition to The official
acoomnt of the crime is at best dubious. You hove the beginning of your cemsupsnce in the
Dopurtment of Justice's total rebutial of the bamis of bia ripoff, But there will be more!
Tou cannot rave conducted sny isquiry into eredentials without knowing that he is expert
in dasinformation, self~promothon snd sslf-enrichment only. "Forum for contemporary history?"

Belin 4s an expericnoed whitewasher. His yecord on the Rockefellsr cosmission is-

" blatant, On the Warren Comuissica Ib is wretched to anyone faxdiliar with that recoxd. Two
days after I confronted him with 4t at Vanderbilt University lamt year he csme out for a -
nev "invesylgation." His part of the Warren Report suppresses what 4t had that is esaen~

tial in Getermining whether or not Osiauld was al the scene of both crimes. Witnesses who

proved ¥mx ho was not were avoided., What bis Rookefeller Report suppresses is to a small
degres indicated in the new material added to the third of my Whitewash series in the

Tecent reprint of it. This includes how Comuissioner/Chief Sppok Dulles guided the Cla

80 it could avoid being respmsive to the Warren Commission's questions, You do pick 'em!

Sanford's goe zkill was in munipulating the wolnut ahells for ths yokela. dnd 1t 4o ob-

vicus he made no real effort to prepare himself,

Even your ambiguons title iz deceptive asnd wdsrepresentative: "...will & new investl-
gation establish the truth?” of the Xing ssaassination. Vhat {a totaliy wissing in your
issue has ulresdy establizhed some truthe, in particular a lengthy evidentiary hoaring
in federal distriet court in Memphig in Uctsber 1574. (Your dewrn investizator Lane was
not interested snough to be there.Jute was afraid to be there and he was not.) Ray was a
witneas, subject %o crogso-exazination. Hls defonse demolished the allesations against him.
So you ignore iids and present Hude if overt end deliberate lies,

lou caunot have written me because of my "interest iu the subjeet" without knowing

of m{ book or the fact that & was the ay investigator in the habeas corpus petition that
led to the hearing and for the hearing.




Tour pretense is of authenticity and of schotarship - of being skeptics.
Iou 4o not present yourslevesas entertainment.

So hos de you manage to come up only with those who in one way or anpther have
sald that Ray was guilty and nobody who has made the case that he is not?

Lene ig Ray's defender? If thds iz not gll, hov does ke defond with (p.20) what
it utterly and completely felse about Hay and his guilty plea, "one suspects ik
the dual was that ey agreed to teli nothing and implicate no one ... to avoid the
death penalty.u"

(In the rest Lane, as usual, can't even steal straight, even after his omni-
present unfactuslness kicked back in Sprague's and the comuittoe's face, as over the
destruction of the red squad files.)

it 1s the literary scavengors, like you and ihoso yuu present in the pretense of
&ving waa sides and at least both aldes, who are responsible fur the continuing national
angish and the immunity enjoyed by those who with a bullet twm all of society around,

Yiurs 15 literary and historical whorlag - aaytiding ba "the forun for coatempore
ary history."

Sinceiely,

Harold keisberg

Pe3. Where 15 the fine work of dewsduy's Les Fayne of more than a yesr sgo -
aside from in Lane's corruption of it after Megwised thwft of it?



