6/21/16
Senator Richard Scbweiker

Uo 80 Sen‘t.
Waghington, D.C. CONFIDENTIAL

Dear m&,

The confidential label is for my own files and the archive I will leave. *t is
not a restriotion upon you. I intend no use of this letter or any response or non-
response. 4s I told you last October, public controversy or attracting attention to my-
261f are not within my seruous purposes. The political and media attitude towmxd the
mkIhsndommdthentmri’cyvi«Immmnthautorwmtoreconﬁmm
recast My own roleax

nlmamhstwmlmmdltﬂhhforthﬂ@t.lthmtoldyouthat

_Idumodyonfcrthxiﬁhun You will see how forthright I can be.

Your aprearance on Faos the Nation, which I have just viewed, was am impressive
a8 you vere with me last October., This and the sginy I was in when I d1d struggle to
yow: office on the way to the hospital are my clearest impressions of that meeting. -
You may have no imowledge of the pain that is typdcal of the ailment I suffered, but .
I assure you it is coneiderable and if I had not degun with falth in your and yowr -
intentions, as I had not sought you out I almso would not have subjected myself to what
I went through in order to apend that morunin: with you and Dave Marston.

Your sincerity impressed me so much, through all that pain, that in order to
serve you better I 314 what I oould not afferd. I tock a private room in the hospitel
80 there oould de priwvecy in the furthsr ockcmunication batween us you dld forecast. We
neither mew I would be going to the hospital, but you did tell me you would want to
spend more time with me and that 1f yuu could not come here you would, having observed
wy difficulty in serely moving, wo uld provide me with trsmaportation to your office.

Pegimning when I heaxrd radie reports of your public statemants while I was in
the hospital, 1 have wondered why you wers not again seeking help or information from
ne. This wonder inoressed as I learnad that you were and remained in glose contact
with mats, parancida, assorted self-seekers and others of the dedioated wrong. In
retroapect I confess indebtedness to you for staying detached.

Imthmmtlwmmmtomthumhdm.lnnot
putting you on when I say how much you impressed me or how impressed I was about
your sinoerity and genuineness, Until there ia something better I will have to accept
as an answer your st,tement on "Face the Hation” that you ave “wary strongly for : '
President Ford. " This gives you an irreconcilable conflict of inSarest. Ford was a namber
of the Warren Comxissfion, Now I think I aleso have an explanation’ for the epeming of
youxr yeport and your rejection of the unselfish offer I made you: all my records with a
chadn of possession as they deal with the most essential evidence in any homicide io-
vestigation, more that of a President.l 314 offer you thid evidunce, my originals, and
I aid say you did not have to evedit me or my worlk.

If you would ecare to explain that you could still support Ford and publish what
he as a membar of the Warren Commission avoided eves looking for, what you and he, as
lawyers know is the most vssential evidence in any howmicide explanation and you in
particular when your mandate was to investigate the federal sgencies, I vill welcome
the explanations I do not expect. You go 80 faxr as never to mention the agency which did
not wlumtser this evidence to the Commiseion, not that Ford, the other Cemzissioners and
all their lawyers did not lmow it had to exist and was essential,

7%ou go farthur. Tou open your report with what to any thinking person is total
disqualification and cortification of the lack of relevance to all that follows. You
proclidg you did not question the conclusiocns of the Report and that you did not examine
any of tthe svidence of the arime itself. You thereaftor and without exception defend the
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Comzisaion and its lawyers. You carry this so far that you quote those who have self-
intersst to serve by what they said and in no case quote a lawyer who worked on the
relevant areas of the Zeport. Yhu carried this to the extveme. When you hsd in your
possession and suppressed what Belin as the Rockefelley Comzdssion's hencho also whitx
had and suppreseed,what it totally destructive of the eport and its integrity. Thus
because 1t was the most serious seif-accusation by the CIA against the CIA in your attack
on it and the FEE you had to suppress it.

Whatover is or wae in your mind it is appmrent that this was political expediency,
e requisite of your being “very strongly for President Ford,®

Annnow. of course, espaclally because of tyeir great relevance to your report I
underntand shy you used none of the transcripts I had to use FOIA to obtain. How eduld
you and swrvive support of the man responsibla?

I have no personal investment in who is the next presidont. I do have a deep,

" long and conkinuing interest in the integrity of our society and its instdtutions and

thelr viability. I recognize that as a politichan you have rights and needs. HBaving
them I beliove you should have faced this confliot of interest prier to taking the
initiative that sadiled you with this conflict of interest you have not reconciled in
the national intereat, c

I am basing what I say not on this TV ghow alone, I have read the press of
your report to the appendix. You were conned by the spooks you pretend to expose. ‘ou
suppressed nsmes that are well-known publicly. You awallowed tha Rocca balt, hock, -
sinker and line to the pole, You then went farthur and as with the FEI you supprressed
mention of Hoooca's nams and those of the others who did thia dirty work with him, nemes
freely availabls in court records anméd the Arcygives. The identity of "D" 1s not and has
not been secret/ Why do you suppresss it? Is there a more likely explanation that anyone
knowing 1% would leamm what you also suppressed in your report, that he and his fabricatien

»wunmdmasmslodmﬁfortmamidmﬁmmOwuitthatymmstaffis

tids close to totally incoapetent?

That I mpare you morve of ihis is not beoauss it does not exist, Msumuqmte
for the record I will leave for the futuve and for your underetanding, I occuld continue
it indefinitely. ‘his would include scrious and disgualifying factual errors in your
report. Eerrers rela¥ing to your entire basla, rather pretended bacis. There is no basis
for any of your report without what you refused to investdgete, who did the dirty deed,
While you pretend othervice on "Face the Hation™ you 4id assume Oswald's sudlt without
inveatigation and while condemning the honest of the aco-alled investigation, Unless you
mal:ethisasswaptionofguﬁtthmummﬁrledofwmhmmdmtalmyon
avold: was Cowald a federal agent of some ldnd? ’

You protend but mresent no proof of his “comacﬁons with both the pro- and antie
Castro groups. There is no proof. His sole "connectiol with the FPOC is his writing them
without their soliditation and their not empowering him to establish what there never
wasn, a New Orlesns chapter. Tour sole allegation of an anti-Castro “comnection” im via
Bringuier. Bere you have the most serious factual error. Siis error is eesentlasl to all
in your ruport. It is alse an area of your personal suppression of uhat you did obtain
from the CIA and falled to mention on "Face the Matioms" The Bringuler and Clay Shew
connections with ClA.

An I glad you did not come back to me! As I offered, I'd have given you all I hadia,
It is solid, it is conalderable, it cost mo much and it proves perjury by the CIA's Bringder,
protected by a relevent Warren Comissionlmr 0d your pilitical faith by ps personal
alteration of & transcript.



I vant the record between us #nd that I will leave, alse duplicated out of my.

possession, 86 be as explicit as possille. I am saying that Bringwier comdted perjurye.

I mm saying thie porfBury is the basis of g1l your theorizing as s substitute for the faot
Yyou were sxdxkwdxéxvasishbksk mandated to estadlish, I am ssying you could not have had

a staff that even cheoked scurces that was not awasre of this. and I am saying I had other
and repeitious proofs that were avilable to you, I did offer them to you and specifically
on this subject, which is one of the fowr “theories” you 4id ask me to shoot dowm, your
words, which I promptly did although: they oome originally from my own work in each caag.

(I thon warned you againat the consequences of beginuing with theorising rather than fact.)

Tou may regard this with rezentment end as & psrsonal attack on you, I would like
you to consider the pain it causes me when I have ruined my 1ife and my future to establish/
what truth one man can about an event on which the world was rewersed and I have done this
so unselfishly I fu offered you without restriction or even acknowledgement all of ay
work and files. (Yas, I am still in dsbt for the private voom, too.dt 63.)

: Having thus wndeared nyself to youl propose providing you with an oprortimity to
1live by and with your words on OBS, :

Tou should recall that you and your derring-do inmvestigators, having the power -
of subpoene, had not issusd gne until I proposed this when you esked me for recommendm~
tious on how to proceed. With competent subposnas you would nmot bave had the limitations
you said on UBS had been izposed on you becsuse the CIA had not informed you. They could,
of course, have failed to comply, but there was no reasonable limii on your power to
specify and conpel compliance if you had the politifal coursgw. One of the specific
suggestions I mede -~ and I made more than one - 1s that you subpoena all their rocords
of vhatever source on me, I also walved my rights to privacy for you. I had yeasans I
couwld not go into in ths time we had. I have some of these racords, from CIa snd not from
them, If you had done this you would have established the existonce of a stili-unex~
posed CIA front from prosoridbed domustic activity end a super-sensation ths nature of ‘
which I wiil not now indicateds I also withdraw my walver of privacy rights, bmsed on
what you have doties

What you have done is toneaélesslyum.tminegm. 1 have asked you for a
aopy of your Exhibit 42 with all namas but mine masiked. ou have not responded. 4s I
told you, I want tids for cowrt, not literary use, Obviously when I am the author of the
first book on the Warren Uommission I have nc literary need of this. I know of no
prohibdtion off your providing this.

You do advancw certain theories, whether or not they are founded in faot of reason,
If you had done as X suggested you would have advanped your theorizing very wmuch.Yhile
_what I poasess of these records 18 far froa: complete, I have enough o tell you this in
my possession, I also havem proof of the deliberate withholding od more and where it
ia flled. ds you imow, the ldnky sex pictures are not of me. As you may not know, this
was provided to the Shaw defense. That is, not Garrison's but CIi's Shaw, as you must
have read in Qewmld in New Orlesns. And for whatever it may be worth to you, CIA Shaw
d4id perjure himself, other than as Umrrison charged. I'm now happy you dgd not ask for
thia proof 1'd have given you.

Here iire some other "Fave the “ation" quotest?
We can "go only as far as we know.” (You refused to and you did not.)

"’L‘gie Amsrican people ecsn handle the truth.“(I'm delighted you recall that from
whet I said last VYotober,)

"X think the public has a right to know." I agreec. But you are asserting a
monopoly on what the American public can Moow from the ncedless hiding of names, like
that of Nosenko where in Iding 1t you vepest the officdal CIA propeganda while suppres-
sing vhat he said. Had you not it would bave advanced your theorizing by kiving it a basis
you aid not but i* surely would have made “Very strong support fasx for President Ford"
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avieward. Ho was aware of what Nosenko said but he stole end sold for profit a TOP

SECRET trabscript he then edited to kake say the opyosite.ils government then under-

took to present perjury to & foderal court to deny =+ this iranscript as it no. has forced
me to court to obtein the records relevant to his rui-baiting of Profeasor Redlich

(now law-school Deen Nommen Redlich) over Pedlich's record on wivil rights.

My rscord is one that certainly eatablishes dedfoation to the public's right to
mov. I regularly go to what for me ia diffsoult and costly lengths to obtain sup -
pressed evidence and then hold prees conferences and give 1t all sway regardoless of
my sonetine literary intcrest and rights.

Your record is not one of guaraptecin: the public's right to skx knovw. Rather is
itammrdoimnﬁngthepubliuthﬁﬁghttomuwmt you want 1t to know,

1 have asiced you for coples of records that you are not required o withhold,

" You have not responded. i have asked you for records to present to a federsl court. Tou

have not respondad. *n fact, you did not even provide copies of thowe nen-withhald

CIA records -I had %o buy frowm CIA when I ofiered you and through you the Sunate all -

of the work I bad done at considerable personal cost, including these countless thousands ’
of pages for wilch I pald the exscutive agenoles, ‘

Despite what you told the CBS nationwide audienoce the records of these agencies
i other than you represent. If they lived within the law I would have no nocd to ask
you for tiese records. I have esked for them wader FOIA aid Privacy acls, Coubing uy
files might yield mors and older, but I can give you vecords of my having pail the
Department of Justios for public information in 1970 and atill awalt it. I caen show you
vequests of OIA for rocords taat since the 1971 request hsve not been suppiieds

The political reality is precisely as “ved Grahom represented: there is litile
1ikolihood that the oversight com-ittes will do anything end non= that anything will be
done in the immedigte future. 4s a lawyer you know that what your report gives this :
new conmittee lacks factual foundation and that with 11 the worls 1% will have to do
even if it had the visilly laciing disposition to do anything its other obligations
more central to its mendate also precludes this.

I and to the bost of my lnowlédge I alonz have devoted my:elf to meeting the
writer's obligation ir a society like ours to the public's rizht to know, I continue
to do this despite the seruousmess and ths permanent damage from the phlebitis the
manifeststion of which yourobserveds I have-done work nobody else has bezun to approach.
The FBI hap sertified to & federal court that * know sore about the subject of yvour
report than anyons in the FEI. These are not inconasidersble oredantialg, and I will De
leaving an archive for the future hn which what you have and have not used and do not
bave to supyress cad be valmable. Ho, I am offering you an opportumily %o assure a right
of ths peopls ko know what youadid yot see fit to tell whare you are Not unier any logal
or moral obligation %o secrecy. '

3et.us mee if your ciéongept of this right to lnow is impinged upon by your
political support of the man who denled the public this xgght when our Predident was
killed and the entire basis of our socdety nullified by that Klling.

In these iR herd years I have had many disappointements. Garrison wound up my
ensay whan I tried to steer hiz toward responsidility. So also d2d goveral of his associates
I gnderstand have been yours. X tell you frankly that between what “ belisved of you before
we met and the impression you then made on 26 your roport is perhaps my greatent dpap-
pointment. It is so dishonest and irrelevamt that despite its parroiing of wiat I wrote &
decade azo, despite my title's usiag the words "whitewash" and “"coverdp,” you were aven
very unfair to the Fil and the CIA, I have sought no attention on your report but whzn I
have becn asked an opinion or cocment in every case you have forced zme to include this.

apologies ror the typos I'l not have tiue %o ¥With disiliuvsionment tinging sorrow andsregret,
oorrect~]l begsn this Sunday's work at 5 a,m. Harold Welsberg



