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#p, Ben Bradlee, iditor
The ¥Wachington Post
150 i whe, W

Wasada, ‘64&0&. Lela EQJ:)S

Dear Br, Bradlee,
1f you will pardon the double ontendre, the enclosed says you have no monopolye.

In fatrmess to “r. Seib, whose nase I meation, 1 think he sbould ses tils.
You @4d report the January 27 transcript, honestly and fairly.
You alsoc cuppreseed that of Juduaxy 22.

I gave Bill Caliborne a xerox in April, in Hew York. de thevesster discussed
1t with me. He sent it to #ashington because therexftor ottern of your steff zlso
discussad it with noe

A,

Lt when the &P put Don Rethburg's alse falr and acourate ztory on the vire
you did not carry i%. I sade no inguixy but sacthar who azksd your national desk
4014 se he was told if Pou've sconm one transcxdpt youbve secn them all.

This vas not your Yatergate atandavd.

If you cendt find your copy and you csn take the time Lo rwsd 2 dezem
double-gpuced pages I'1l gsend you a copy. If I were ihe oddler of the Waghington
Post and had nothing to do with killing the AP story or seeins Yo it that my paper
did not have a beah on 1t T'd want to know if those wnder meo were irpartial and
followed sound, impartial sditorial judgoments

Pue way tulnge are golug you may cows to reaiize how I f+2l and have falt
sll thege y.ars whesn the ricl aad icflvential papers failed on this mejor story
and thon treated me and ay work as thoy have widle I kept going deeper and deeper
into debt to 8o what the papers should havef&’d failed to do.

Thare arc sany atories not yet written that could have bsen, including by the
Post, for ~ ducads. I hove to have & bool wiith sweoh of what bhe Warzen Voradssion
¢id not have out pretty soon. s fast as a one-man invectigabor/resesrcher/publisher
{including madl room) and ncowiime lauye® cone

As ¥ think you inow, I bhave wothing that most sditors would conzider a
poblic relations department.

Sinceraly,

Harold deisberg



RE. 12, Pocdeasck, Pl 2/ 70r
9/19/75

Editor, Washington Star Certified- addressee only
W s+ D.Ce

Daar Sil',

Your dishonest representations and your rotten professional ethics displayed
in your today's story on the Warren Comwission exccutive session transcripts is
matehed by the suppressicns of legitimetv newe in your paper when iV was newsand
by en editorial bias that is as naked as your low ethical standards.

Those transcripts did not just emerge from locked vaults. The Star suppressed
all previous moatdcns of them or how thsy were brought to light. So do those vho
wrote the story, who cannot have dens any firsi-h and work without the dishonesty
of thedr account also being deliborate.

Por the first of these two transcripts not to be suppressed today I had to
risk serlous retaliastion by the government. For the gecond I had o carry vigorous
appeals to where the govermment faced a choice between my filing another sult or
give it to me. Whem it elected the latter coursa, becanse of the national importance
I attuched to it, I gave it away. The Associated Preas carried a #air and accurate
account of it and you suppresed that story, too. Iustesd you carriaed a hysterically
dlstorted and totally misrepresentative coluwmn by the partisan “arry Wiils (who
has yet to respond to my protest written mdm through you). What Wills wrote and you
printed without question defsmed AP and mes I wrote you Bay 31, necloaing a copy of
this ular trenscript and asked that you readfit and then forward it to the
Wille cate so that those who had received his disbonest account cculd be offered
the realities if those editors so elected. Your own lack of concern about ths truth
you give your readers is reflected by your continued suppression of the contents of
this transcript since then, as it is by your failure to respond to me.

Not those who ftoday seck to comcerciaslize a gsubject become suddenly popular and
co-mercially acceptable,but I have bean trying agadnst conzidarable difTiculties to
forca the release of | icproporly classified records. This effort begen in 1967.
It is not restricted 4o these evidunce ouly. But whils I am the wiiter who has filed
moat suits under the Freedom of Inforumation law you have ruportasd not one. When the
Congress in amending the law cited one of these as the [irst of four requirding
the amending you slso found that wworthy of mention.

The Janucry 27 transeript was given to me as a result of the problems the
government faced in my Civil Aetion 2052+73. Then you also found it unnewaworihy that
the government had boen defeated in court on & spurious invocaticn of "national
security.” (Row many instances of this haye you gyap reported?) To bring this to pase
I had to ecreate a direot confrontation undsx oath with the former golicitor general
of the United States, the men who actuslly ran the Warren Commission, undexr oathe
He was the witness for the lawyer who as prosecutor could have charged me with perjury
if I swore falsoly. (When has the Star runy these riaks in its reporting?)

fhosa other transcripts stil) withhold and mentioned by your commercializers of
the subject and the work of others I also Lave filed suit for. It is C.i. 144875,
This also you withheld from your rvesders.

As you made no memtion of this January 22, 1964 trangeript when I sent you
pereonally a copy almost four nmontha age, your paper made no mention of the book
that includaes the entiro text of the January 27, 1964 tramnscript of/ which I sent you
a copy after phoning your papex.



Tiis story is conneoted with The New Republic. Consistent with your record,
the New Hepublic also refused to make any referonce to the first of those twer
two trancerdpt I forced out of suppression. My letter to its new owner was weitten
last December 15, Like you, he failed to respond until now, for sll pructiecal
purpese, lilke you, ho ripe off my work.

You and The New Republic have another ecwon bond in this kind of Journaligtic
ethica,

Whan 3y [irst bock appoared you assided it to your \ or ene of your) CIA
agents ia rosidence, Joramiah O(Leary for an ax job., fhat book muggests that Lee
Harvey Osmaid has intelligence conuections. Prior to my having to print i% privately
becanse the publishing industry faared opening the subjeot I took 1t to the then
publisher of YThe iew Republic, who also wasfa bock publishers Latar we learned, as
we bave with your Mr. O'Leary, that he, too, was CIA.

Perhapa we have not seen and heard the end of the CIA's imvolvement in tidme
I thdnk we have note I mesn to ineclude with writers, tooe

(liow is ihis the anly govermucateagoent writing by your #r. O'Leary, e did the
sane dirty work for the BSI in tho Martdn Luthor King, Jr. assassination. But then
the FBI was for rears a fuvored Star, source, wasn't it - as loog as Hoover 1ived?)

This is far from the Star's cauplotes rocorde However, it is, 1 thiak, aufi‘icient,
to justify my askiang you to answor a fow quastions.

Why was the untouched text of these tiwhscripis not news Yor the Star when I
brogght both out? Aud gave you buth?

Why was the sult wiick made it possible not news, or all the other suits not cne
oY which you reporied?

Why do you not report that otherz than your new commercializers has gone to
all the trouble and comt of filing for the otfll wiihheld transcripis, which they
will get free as a corscquence of this guit 4f T win?

¥hy do you evan now luck the comwmon decaency to undo the harm you did and refused
to undo in printiag that defaumbory and dlshooest wills column snd to apologize to
your readsrs for the lies you told them in printing that column and in"maintaining
sllonce in all the time since when you knew it was a work of calcoulated dishonesty?

¥ills, too, is a partisan, as you failed to tcll your readers. He is co-aguthor
of one of the wany works of sycophancy, with Ovid Demaris in their book on vack Rubye

What malkes the 3tar's record $n this all the more reprehansibla snd 2 disgrace to
the ouce-respucted traditions opfamerican journalism is that I didn't even want to
write the first of my long series of books on this subject and ofTered to turn all oy
work over kx to the Star. Zharles Saib is not the only one who aizht remenber thise
He was then your mmmaging editor, Sinoe then you have resolutecly aupnrossed avery one
of the countlemsand entirely mncontested rewelations $n all uy work. Bacauve you nere
then yellow I have had to devote more than a decade, entirely unvald and unstbeldized,
80 that those new comwercializers you now print can reap the harvest.

What a rocord you have! All theso years of puppawssion of logitimate nows while
you were acting as a government and particularly as Hoover's nouthpiece (Beglmu.ng with
his exclusive leak to you when the Yarrsca igport was firsl released and it ofiended him)
and now thds disreputable zmisuse of the work of another. Overt plagiarism would be
more honorables

Since mly »

Harold Weisberg



Dear Jim, Tad Szulc/Star/ & series 9/19/75 ¥¢ MW 9/19/75

I did not have much time to tuinl after you phoned today to tell me of this first
of a three-part series this featuring the trangeripts. I did, off the top, as usual,
write the editor of the Star (cc with note to Ben Sredlee). Long age I had agreed o a
vigit from an ex UPT reporter now with a trade publication when he was in the area,
which turned ont to ba today and for supper. Tomorrow there will e ab least cne and
perhaps two guests, slso agreed %o garlier. Jo, I'm Jot getidng the work I wanited Lo
done and I'm not having tize to think about your call,

However, 1% occurred to me after our guest loft with what I hope is entough time
ti make the last WIC shuttle, it cane ba‘kt o me, that you montioned NHosanko tn your
call. This nay be a giveaway. I think but w‘my snger can't be sure that I
mentioned the possilbilities to you when we spoke.

How I don't know of anyons else who has been pushing both the CIA and the Archives
on Nogerko. 1% besan verbaliy before I wao tioem £33 in April. The day we had the fiyad
cuzbstone pik taken Yolnson gave ze a partial file that since I have kept separate,

In and of itself i% is a deliberate wi thhelding of what thon was no longer withheld,
Then there was correspondence. Then I got some of what had not been given to ne,

I rajged questions closc to immediately and in writing. The Avchives bold ue it had
becn referred to the CIA. It vielated the law in not Baying it would need more time
within the time permitted. The Archives, in fact, made ths aame violation, as I think
I wrote earlier, in not even referring that requeat in time.

In a.1 this tize I have had nothing from the CIA. )

Row, suddenly, out of the nothingneas of his non~ingerest in the Warren “eport,
Bzulc develops this intersst in Nosanko?

ONLY after I appeal the denials sowe of which were plein stonewalling (the others
fa ncier stonewalling) Spulz deovelops an interest end {rom what I gather in pothing
in all this vmstmess of material except that on which 1've been worcing? Nosenlco and
"my" transcripta?"

Do we want to ask L¥oyds of London what the odds reslly are?

What would seem to be obvious is that soueone 1s feeding Szule.

How nany puwopie con kuow this atory and that 1'm after the withheld and its seaning?
(I nad o short chapter cn this in P and Housrd took all or almost all of 3t out!)
This whole thing is of the Angleton wing of the CIA. That ia, with the Commisslon.
Sgule seems to spesk for the non-ingleton wing andi now both are in trouble.

Until I raad tho merdivs all I can say is that the coincidences, if this they are,
are truly remarkable.

-I think that if we had support and experienced, perhaps partly rothred counsel ,
we could develop cne hell of ¢ thing from these indleations and the 1ast racord,

I can, of course, file any time with the CIA having violated the law wlen these
two requests were referred to them. But we havn't the tiue now.

4nd now, of course, if they give anything to me they have %o give it to this
ohnny-come=lately Szulao.

¥hat remarkable coincidences we live thropgh!
Best,

)



