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Austin Hill Tarm. Box 501
Rochester, VI 05767

Dear Hr, Wicker,

Your post caz\:{of <gbruary 7 in response to my lotter of December 19 is at least
a partial rewponse. But it represcnts emotion, at lenst resentment, rather than the kind
of thinkding I weuld expeet Tron on with your professiciial backgzround and expericnce.

I neither said nor implied that you said other than you believe. I asked you, in
addition to "the basis for your malding the statements" I quoted to you from the back
of the dgst jacket "whother you made any effort to cheek them or anything in the book."

As I told you, L had completed my manuscript before writing you. I also told you
that "I begin it with quotations from the dust-jacket blurbs."

As vhat appears to be an afterthought you wrote in the margin your P.S.," I do
not care what you may say about me in some future work. I long ago got used to eriticism,
and worse."

Yet with regard to his critifisms of me, of which there are ten o¥ twelve in Posner's
bouk, you urote it "is a deliberate, detailed thorughly documented, sometimes brutal®
work. As I urote you, his crificisms of me lack sources and he refused to provide them
when I asked for them. Thus, without having asked me about them, you endorsed his critic-
isms of me,

My intorest is not in maling any personal criticisms. It is in trying to make as
accurate a record as is possible of both that £ ragic event and how then and since then
our basic institutions have funciioned orfailed to function, Yet I do nob?/that when you
read what is in the book about me you did not do what I believe you would have expected
of every reporter under you when you were the Eig@_s.][klashington burcau chief ,-&éﬁ if I
had been asked about them, ind despite your career you noW|tell me with regard to what
IF' askedZ, "I have nothing to hide, though I donlt think you have any right to ask."

On this subject you belicve that, would have .accepted that in your earlier life?

Particularly aff er I told you, without any question from you, that Posner's Mis
the most dishonest book I have ever read"?

Of what Posne:r and his publisher say about that account of Oswald's life, that it
is the "heart" of his book, you say in the blurb, "the "book's most important contribution
may be Posner's thorough, dispassiocnate, yet rather sympathetic account of the warped and
miserable life of Lee Harvey Yeuald," I asked you, "did you consult what the “ommission
and its counsel saild about that very sume thing?" or ‘'what that shrink Hartogs actually
said about ‘}%sx-rald.

As a measure of the total, deliberate dishonesty of Posner's book I tell you what
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you whuld have learned il you had checked at all, that all said exactly the opposite

of what Posner misuses as thz bLasis of his book. The very quotation that is Posner's

e e

basis for what he said i: what under cath and to Posner's knouledge ﬁﬂg@ﬁm is
not the truth, not what his examinration showede If Jou had checked the ﬁm_gfa.'morgue
you woul:l also have learned about Hartogs what Posner did noﬁ@er: fit to include i his
book, the idnd of man, the lkind of professional he is: he used his medical prackise

to get % sex and vas convicted of it. Convicted may not be the correct word. ft was
a civil suit, and he Paid. for hiz sex that vaye

You asked me not a single question when L +told you it is the most dishonest boolk
I have ever rcad - and it is this in wiay ways other tha#t his misuse of Hartogs with
regard to Oswald's life, partécularly whether he was all aldne - yet you nov say, " I
stand by vhat I caid about Uase Ulosed.”

If that is the way you want it, that is the way it will be.

I amplify the precediiy: paragraph to illustrate the deliberateness of Posner's
dishonesty. In his bool he says that Oswald, using the name Lee Osborne; picked up the
handbills he distiibuted from the Jines Printing Company in New Orleans. He citesﬁ a
Commission exhibit, an FBI report, for the content of that handbill. But that very
report soys that it was not Oswald who picked those handbills u.p.ﬂ Afterryeading that
and another FBI report Pesner does not cite I did what he did not do in all those 200
interviews that L presume impressed you, I interviewed both Jones a.nd his assistant.
Both were quite firm in soying it was not Uswald and both, independently, picked out
of about 100 pictures I showed them several of the same men. But without this, Posner
knew the truth frem the report, the exhibit he cited for other and unnecessary purposes.

All of those inturvieus, by the way, were for the purpose of abvoiding what the
pEieg Hificial evidence says and means. ot a single one of them brings to light whqit
is both factual and new, cither. '

When £ begen what I wrote my purpose was to thake a record for our history. I had
1o agenl and no publisher. When a friend in publishingy} learned about it, he offered to
publish it. I wanted to return to what I was working on when Posner's book appeared, to
leave that rccord for our history. So, instead of editing the manuscript myself I told
this friend to do 71-}1:3'1:. lle will publish considersbly less than I wrote, more than 200,000
words, perhaps closer te 250,000, That is how dishonest Posner's book is and, with the
attention to it lendom llouse was able to arrange for, with a little help from you, that
is what I regard as its importance in our history. In time you will be able to see for
yourself enough of the intended dishoncsty of that to me despicable exploitation and
commercialization of a great national tragedy. I am confident you can also see then
that when I referred tci\[’nsner's plagiarism, that without that and without his misuse
of Hartogs that impressed you so much he would not have had any book at all.
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I will write nothing further for the book and unless there is a controversy after
it appears in which it is pertinent, 1 expect no further corment about what I wrote
you about and your response. 4ll that is not published will remain a record for our
history, a record we have no way of kno.ing will or will not be consulied in the
future.

I prefer to believe, as indicatecl F¥o you, that your trust was imposed upon. I
can understand this with Rendom Youse your publisher. I can also undersi:znd this more
with Wise, who repcrtedly is workding on a bock aboubt Oswald for Rendom ouse. But I
am sorry for you that you did not do what as a reporter you surely would have done,
made any check at ali, asked any questions of anyone.

For your inforuation and relating to what you wrote zbLbbt what Posner wrote about
Oswald, Wise's boui: has a comgetitors I have given tlm’nge;iqggxf the official proof I
did not have when {rom a former Jl"‘a.r:n‘.nt'z mate I learned and/published that Oswald as a
Harine had an excepticnally ligh security clearance. Posmer had and quoted from that
book off mine. But he did not pelfer to this hizh security clearance and ﬁe asked me
nothing about it when he spent three days here or in our later correspondence or -
vhone conversations,
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