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Re: Hanald Weisberg; possible copyright vialations, unauthonized use of
said material by (fS-TV

KCRAND:

(opyright protection of Literany propenties is covered by a myriad of well-
eotabliched atatutes Jn the case of Harold Weisberg's oniginal effonts of
#eseanch and wniting, thene comes into play several unique aspects of what

and oniginal wniting,

Weisbeng's concept and approach indo the investigation of the murder of John

Fo Kennedy is entinely his oun; no other oniginal uniting, ete, has preceded:

his copyrighted effonte, His thesis io embodied in the genenic title of his
wonka, WHITGHASH; Weisberg's disection of available investigative material

dn the National Anchives has produced wholly onriginal theories from sounces

that are absolutely devoid of such collated conclusions. : :
There arises the question of uhether on not these theonies on conclusions are
/aa.canbe}covazedmdmoc&dtbzgcopgm&gﬁtlmw. J deduce they can, fon the
'mmmwmwww@wmwmamwwmo;
| abject ignonance of the pertaining Laws and Hhoroughly tontious intent 4o misuse
Weisbeng's investigative efforts 2o his oun gneat detniment, academically and
financially, (Should a political moiivation have been inkenent in these activities,
this should in no way influence his hononable, degal necourse Hhnough the counts.)

THE (BS-TV

Adagatmezbwwdwﬁngapub&cd&dagueaboutiﬁeiﬂuﬁngﬁe
WWwbm4Mw%Wmamwm
éoneaaiyevayma,:oanwamaﬁagmupinz‘ﬁecoww% including (B5-TV. Jn many
cases, #zepaz&mmaympomaummdpowve,d,ﬁmddy,ﬁedewm
wend against any sori of dinect adsociation with either Weisberg on his Hheciies
about the handling of all aspects of the dinveatigation. Weisbeng uns anethema; but
| the fruits of his singulan effonts useful '
&omﬁ&qu@W,@m&&mWﬁduﬂwmm
Harold Weisberg's copyrighted wonka, The nonnal procedune in handling oniginal
mawial,auo&aAAmga&, maruscripds, progran concepis, efc., is o have the
<ubnidon 4ign an option/release docunent, (S did not request, ron did Weisbeng
"laign any euch docunen, which uould allow (BS-TV #o use on utilize any elanent{s)
\of this oubmitted material, '

|During the counse of thein founpant series in June, (B5-1V did #uw incongruous
2hings: (h its "Bi ”,uﬁidzua.d#zedzdgniiuaeduﬂlebacfdmp#opm
each show, Fhene appeared a layout of books by the "eritics”, This digplayed
Hanald Weisbeng's WHITGIHSH books most praminently, theneby identifying him as
having the bona fide atature of a "legitimate" cnitic, (h #he other hand, during




Hhe counse of Zhe senies, the producers intenviewed. (on Lilm) authons Epatein

and Lane and ignoned Weisbeng; #his in itsel{ would ondinarily constitute an
edilonial on production decision; but the accampanying dialogue anownted o
samething else entirely,

In Weldberg's 73-page treatise on the misuse, abuse and ruse of (BS' ireainent
of the subject matien, he cites umistakeable exanples of uhene (S used his
oniginal copyrighted theonies and conclusions, singularly collated by Weisberg.
There simply is no other sounce from ubich #hese pontions of He (A5 script might
have oniginated; (BS in fact wsed the blanket attribution "the critics say thatl,

| when in fact the critics en odo say veny Little in unison.

So, éﬁepn&nmgiega[poiniéaﬁeuta&&hﬁed,{oacwwwbuguuﬁeﬁmoa
noz (B5-TV heiated his oniginal material; #here is, however, anothes, mone sticky,
degal question inkerent: Did (RS’ dieortion of these uwatinibuted "theonies"
coneditute any kind of blankez on dinected slanden, Libel, or out-and-out fraud?
In his (file) Letten 2o (BS News Pacsident Richard Salant (7/28/67), Weisbeng is
most explicid in regards these embarassing questions. Jn 4w neqponse letters,
(85" Legal agps, Brooks, Jenchs and Duger, (8/16-17/67) ane. elusive about the grant-
4ng of credance i Weisberg's stinging allegations about (BS' obligations unden
the H([ "equal Zime" proviaion, 20 say nothing of his rapping the dishonon (BS
has let centain production executives bning on the house, _

Whatever, the end nesult of (BS' behavion tounnd Weisberg has wrought great penson-
depm,fudanaldmuye.ﬁoﬂwmmmdw,fmdly;uﬁxJeameymwibeiﬁe
presequisite for contenplating such a law ouit as may be in stone, there none~the-
dess auat be a demand fon substanzial danages; I auggest, since equal time is nok
2o be expected, #hat the sun total of four houns of prime evening airtime at the
ﬁdlgﬁ&dpmn&mnaie@ﬁfwu&dmmu&ydtmgebemugﬁiume@m}zbleda&q%
as J now sudpect, Hhene may also be overtonesof antitmust infractions (nestraint of
Znade, unfain methods, ete.), ﬁmﬁéﬁgmedﬁotddéemépl_ed. J believe we are
talking in the neighborkood of primany danages ot §3-4 Million.

As the file funthen indicates there are a whole series of suits Hat might be filed
on grounds of Libel, slandes, and plagionian, eic. JIn my opinion, however, the moat
e#édmtwmo{ad&anwu[dbe.bwnwmmwvedzve&opwztoﬁﬁe
broades?, most incisive evidential case possible against (B, confront them with
our posiion, demand an outmof-count seittlement, then turn £ the otherns foa nedress,
Othenmise, we would be gpreading our time and nesounces far Foo Hhin,

As discussed at the outsed, no' legal action is contemplated witil after Garnisan's
 proceedings are campleted in New Onleans, unless, of counse, (ouwsel would deem it




