lir. Hatry “ivingstone ' 7/18/90
£.0. Box 7149
Baltimore, *d. 21218

Dear Harry,

after the phone conversation just ended I think it best for both of us that we have
no more to do with e:ch other. At least for a while. I'm not going to go through anything
as irrational and provocative again and I think it best for you to avoid such things
until you have more and better control over yourself,

The one exception to this is your sending me a couple of pages of galley proo:is
with my handwriting on them, A8 I told you I have,no recollection of ever seeing any
of your galley proofs. Maybe it happend and I don t recall it but aBent a sspple with
my writing on it I have no reason to believe that I made any correctiond fo'?x . Ingofar
as the computer printout of the manusdript is concerned, ] have that and the letter I
wrote you in Baltimore, the only addpess I had - and + had no way of knowing that you
sere in Canada - and it is dated and your letter with which you sent the printout is
dated and as a matter of fact, as distinguished from your alleged recollection, that can
be answered, definitively. That i took a year to respond is just .. plain lie. I responded
as sben as it was possible.

¥hat you bedieve is a gatter for you to contend with but for whatever attention
you are willi.ngx‘to pay to anything I say, you believe what is not so and you got excited
today because you to some degree realized this as we tulked, +f that i1s an appropriate
w‘org% for the nature of our conversation.

fou have actually gotten to the point ﬁgre you have talked yourself into believing
that you are an expert on everything and know all there is to inow about everything. Two
examples fromwhat you objected to in my letter that we did go iuto. One, your utter
nonsesfie about and "gverage” bullet, and you underscomd__‘the vord, of which there is no
such thing and about which you were both silly and stupijfid in what you said to try to
make out there is. &nother is your pwtiﬁicating about the King assassination, about which
you know nothing at al about which you were 100> incorrect. Inatead of trying to
Justify this kind of and then believing whatéer pops into your mind, why don t yau
back off and ask youmsself the obvious questions: w‘ha.t do you know as a matter of fggt
that in any way justified your make those bsald statements , 05 nonfact? And if you do not

———

have the knowledge required, why do you run’ off so about such things?
i'm noy trying to argue. i'm trying to get you to back off think,

I tell you again, only one reporter ever asked me anything about your book and I
refused to comment. I've not made any effort to ridicule you. With regard to that aP
reporter you brought up here more than a decade ago, 1 have no recollection wf what he
asked me and what I said. But as I told you today when you grossly misrepresented what I
actually said at the bottom of th: first page of my letter of the 16, Wou were here, you
heard what he asked and what I said, and if I'd said anything to ridicule you, you hagt
nothing to keep you from protesting to me, then or later, or to tell him whatever you
might have wanted to tell Wd@’to see to it that I did not ridicule you. 4s I adso told
you, I obviously had no control over what he wrote. I am pretty sure I suggested that
you send me a copy and offered to apologise if I'd said anything wrong or in ridicule.

+ note that you phoned instead of doing that.

I dontt know what your problem is but you do have a problem and 1 hope you can
find some way of coming to grips with it. Trying to get me to believe that up is down when
you say up is down and I say it isn't ";(on't work and would not do any good. There is
reality and I hope you can detach yourself from whatever is driving you so and come to
rechgnize what is and is not real. and until I know this has happened I do not want to
see you or converse with you. You know + should not be as provoked as I was,

Best wishes, Harold Weisberg
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Dear Harry, . ' 7/19/%0

Because I didn't want to turn the copier on for a single page I did not mail the
letter I woote you yesterday. Having gotten the one you wrote me yesterday, although it
is only too olear that you are going to0 pay attention only tb the concoctions you have
invented, I do addwess that. But I'll not address any more and I want to break off our
relations because it not only is a waste of time but you've got the silly notion that
I am out to hurt you. We've been down that road and I don t want to ge there again,

You conclude this letter saying, "The bottom line here is that I'm stupid, a lar,
a bad scholar, etc., isn,t 1t?" Then you added that in the scntence you marked and egfilosed
from my letter you just Tealiged that the sentence does not end with 4 p.m. (Not thfat the
absence of a period did not tell you that?) and you add, "It's my over all problem as a
writer in following your syntax."

Your problem is that you cannot abide anyone not agreeing with you and your book
and your theories that have become fact in your mind, It is obvious that in my haste I
omitted "was" but is is also obtlous that context requires it. 4s usual, you Jjust were
not paying attention to what I said, wondering whether what I said is correct, thinking

about ite. YOur mind was set on resisting and opposing anything that was other than you
wanted to have be true.

The paragraph you marked up begins with my quite specific citation to what in your
letter I was addressing,page 1, graf 5, your 1," the latter referring to a number you used.
So, what I was addressing was not ubkmown to you. It included your quaint notion that it

wgbk an hour mr and a half of wwo hours from the corpse to get frox:{luulrewa to Bethesda. That

what relates is what I was addressing. It is the last part of the preceeding sentence.
One of the questions was of "trickery with the ambulance," and I said there was none. In
trying to get you to think other than in terms of your Emax theorized conspiracy I tried
to take you back to a pivotal time in it, the alleged dirty-work having been done at

. Byhesda, the time Bethesda was decided upon. That was 4 pene fnd until then, if the autopsy

was part of the conspiracy, until then there could not have been any planning for the
dirty-vorks at Bothesda, the dirty-wooks in your mishmash including the autopsists. Suppose,
for example, Jackie had decided on Walter deed? Or the then modern Washington hospital
Center? Or where physicians knew Jack's history? Or for the D.C.7yedical examined’ to &o it.
M1 these could have been chosen and had any one been your theorized Bethesda conspiracy
vaporizes.

When you begin at 4 p.m. there wasn't really very much t:l.melto plot out all you say
in your theory was plotted out. and before tlen it could not have been, The plane landed
about 6, and the ambulances were there. &llow a half-hour to get there from /bthesda and
all you imagine had tobemangedinleﬂsthananhjurandahalf.

In this sentence I also said that "I've forgotten tkm what is said to be the
precise (which i misspelled by omission of a letter) time of arrival at the hospital and
when the pictures were taken o¥X when the cutting-up began," and follow this with the
reference to Brflkley's getting .Jackies's assent to Ge-SHEXENEEX doing .the autopsy at
Selhesda.® I\ve just checked the Sibert O'Neill report and they say the cutting up
began at 8:15. So my recollection of about B p.i, was not far off.

I vwas writing in haste and began by telling you I would not &ake all that time
again. I did not want to spend any time on it. So, in addition to the problems I have in
typing of which you are aware, I was rushing. I didn't rewrite the letter and that would
have in any event taken more of my time that stop to think would have taken of your's.
There is no problem in correctly understanding wh I wrote except what in your case is
caused by your block, your unwilligness to pay any attention to T¥t anything that does
not agree with you and your notians. But you did misrepresent it in your letter.

Now, on the notion you have that I made corrections on your galleys, you underline

" " gall and later think it could have been the third, I've checked
%ﬁet%glgfrﬁztg a st’;’e‘égﬁi Sgee?::,’smumore, roturn address, you mailed me the c':omputer
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printouf* from Canada 7/:5/88. Or, &s + told{ you, without checiding, I had only the Bultimore
add§as at which to write you. I have ng copies of any galleys. I'm not going to go
through that large file to see if I wrfte you about any galleys because I remain pretty
firm in the belief that I never saw any. If I had made any corrections on any galleys it
would have been the only time 1 did any such thing without keeping a copy for myself. and
if I had not, how in the world could we have discussed any corrections or suggestions I
made? I can't remember wver doing anything 1liKe that without making a copy that included
anything I made any comment about. and I do meun ever,

Regardles: of all this self-serving bullshit you have invented and seem to really
believe, I am cleur in my recollection that I felt put upen when you phoned me from
“anada, having received my forwarded letter, and told me tha:t it was too late to make
any corrections because the book was about to be manuf.ctured.

I decided to mheck the file again because there is a slim brown envelope from you
in it, also mailed from Canada. It holds not all those chapters you s:id you sent me in
galley and I returned to you importuning c¢hanges in my personal interest but about 10 or
12 pages with corrections in your handwriting. This is what you sent me to reflect some
changes you'd made from our conversation about the printout of those chapters. You wrote
on the first page, "Dalleys- last changes.," I wrote you with a typo in the date, Y848z
"8/12¢2 13". I began by calling to your attention a confusing reference to CD& and in
the next paragraph it becomes clear that I'd not seen any g .lleys:" I told you that I
"put paperclips on the computer printout and when we first talked removed them after we
discussed them." I then said, and I'm sure this means after we had talked for some time,
"I, left the paperclips in.place after you suid you didn t have it before you i:}gu
aver want to discuss any of the other places later." /few feger mily,-ﬂ'f 7,_} /’ l/ﬂﬁ )

What you actually did was phone me to discuss the printout with me without having
a copy in front of you on which you could make corrections I indicatgql pere reguired,
for accuracy or better reader understanding! Vhat a helluva way to“Wwaker and what an

.indecent imposition on me, to usk me to read that stuff for you then to call me when

you were not in a position to post the suggestions I made! Shame, shame, shame on you!!l!

I've read all the few corr:.tions and not a one was in any way of interest to me
snd none related to anything I could have asked you for any personal recasons. There vere
of factual and other errors, sou< perhaps just carqﬁesaness in the writing but a different
interpreta.ﬁon is quite possible. In any event, it is plain bullshit, & real lie, to use
sour word, to say as you did or even suggest that you made gny chariges for me or at my
importuning. '

Only "88" in the Yanghian cancellation is visible.

aside from what you have said in phone calls if you look at page 6 of your letter
@ated the eighth you actually say that you incurred "some considerable expense" to make
the corrections you have implied were at my demand and in my personal interest.

&nd it is apparent that you never sent me a‘bbrg_&llejs' fntil you much later sent
me these pages, a relatively small proportion of what you claims you sent, and then only
to inform me of ‘Gt few changes you made, usually one a page. I never corrected any galleys
and all you can have or know about any suggestions I made would be your notes when you
phoned me from Canada 7/88. I have a recolliection of your having written me froécanada a
month or so later, but in 1988, saying that with the book in galleys the publisher had
backed out. 4nd I have no recollection of anything further until you gave me a copy of the
book. If it were not for the fact that I now do not want you to come here and wihll not go
through this kind of provocation or waste this much time again you could do what + von't
take the time to 80, go through my file of our correspondence, I'm sure you'd see that you
were not factusl or to use your own reference, nof truthful. Yt¢ I'm sure you believe
what you made upe +{ troubles me for you.I hope you can pers yourself to make some
effort to straigthen your self out. &nd if you want kick to go through the file, he can
and he can copy for you anything you've indicated to him you'd like. Sincerely,

!

,;.'/'..- Yo 4 "
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xxfils licClelland. That later “erry and McClelland told you othex then what they told me

well they did be K5::‘se _vou played the tapes for mée I did do other things while I was
there that time, of course, and they were not unfruitful,

o
One other thing so I wongt forget because * must stop for & while now. I think
I suggested, on the casket and Such, that you go over what I got from the MM when I %ﬁ
asked it only for what it gave Lifion.

&4nd one other thing for context, when I rcsume. Remember, I once told you I go
with Occam, not with oriental philosophy and approaches, which aré complez and + think of-
ten convoluted. I've not condemned, which + think is the word you used, what you did., 411
I have said is that I saw §and after reading this letter still think) no need for faking
the pictures and %-rays. I have not said that what you and &_’Qgrt see in the prints is
not there. + have said I do not see ite. and if I were in opposition, would I have taken
the time I've taken to try to help you, including in the other léng letter and this one?

In resuming, I wonder if your trouble comprehending Post Mortem is because you éé
have factualyrather than literatry problems from it?

4nd another story, to indicate to you how 1 lived when *+ did the early work,
vwhich meuns most of my publishing, research a.nd Anvestigating. On an\‘tiféher trip to *
Orleans I péent the first week xitk as the gue,:t: of a college professor I knew was an
FB1 informer, in a small aparément he had ostensible for quiet when he worked but actually
for prevacy with his girl friend. Who with her nusband served me a real banquet aﬁ, hone,
The rest of the trips that year I had the use of a forumer slave quarters in the Garden
District as the guest of a woman whode son had escaped fronu an insane assylunm with a
doctor's pistgl to kdill Garrison. Instead he ve..t his mother up. When I drove up to
Jackson, where he was in a closed ward, to interview him, + had one of my sources with
me, a young woman * lmew was at the very leust a narclink and I was driving a Fiat
sports car. I was loaned it by a dealer who had had as his sales munager a Bay of Bigs
captive I'd befriended in the owner's presence. 1 think this also indicates that I'm not
paranoid. /(\j J

There is a reflection of what & was tallcing ugﬁt , your lack/o/f, knowledge of the
basic fact, on page 1, grap 5, your 1). You say the body reached/Jethesda at 6 and the
autopsy begun at 8, ask when the pictures and X~ -ays vere taken, and say it took 2 hours,
at leust 1 1/2 for the body to get from abdrews to gethesda _ll've Forgotten what is suid
to be the prcise time of arrival at the hospit.l and vwhen the pictyres were taken or vhen

(the cutting-up began, bug ps I remember, 1tA4 P.lle “#® Burkley had the radio operator

make arrangemejns from &1 £ There was #&zx no trickery
with the ambulance. ¥hen it ) g is recorded. _‘It was
about a half hour. The first W (*f ﬂ@ ifore the body was

taken to where the autifsy we » picture-talking. Other

X-rays were lpaken during the
Yes, )6 do try to be pr '7 sation on this subject.
Yhis is not being "super-lega

$ou say I care about t u underlined, lou can
have your opinion. I'm sorry . you know can't under-
stand my writing., ‘erhaps. fif ~ 20l and younger child-
ren who vwrite me after readin ( 3 no trouble understanding

and offering informed commei:t

You say you go on your W r levi. Is O'comnor an
example? You have only belater is, if I recall cor- 7XC
rectly. 4nd you have done any 1? *’ome inmpossible.

Viith regard to the Dalle X - ipeat, they said the



mefi¥e HcClelland. That later “erry and McClelland told you other than what they told ne
does not give me confidence in what you say they told you and to a degree 4 knew very
well they dig_bgggésg . vou played the tapes for mé, I did do other things while I was
there that time, of course, and they were not unfruitful.

" o
One other thing so i wongt forget because * must stop for & while now. I think
I suggested, on the casket and 5uch, thet you go over what I got from the MW when I %ﬁ
asked it only for what it gave Lifton. '

4nd one other thing for context, when I resume. Remember, I once told you I go
with Occam, not with oriental philosophy and approaches, which are complee and + think of=-
ten convoluted, I've not condemned, which + think is the word you used, what you did. All
I have suid is that I saw (and after reading this letter still think) no need for faking
the pictures and %-rays. I have not said that what you and &bezjc___s_g_g__ in the mrints is
not there. * have said I do _not see it. and if I were in opposition, would I have taken
the time I've taken to try to help you, including in the other léng letter and this one?

In resuming, I wonder if your trouble comprehending Post Mortem is because you éé
have factual,ﬁ-ather than literatry problems from it?

4nd another story, to indicate to you how I lived when * did the early work,
which me.ns most of my publishing, research and investigating. On an\{oher trip to Yew
Orlesns I pfent the first week xith as the gue'ﬁt of a college professor I mew was an
FBI ini:ormer, in a small aparsment he had ostensidle for quiet when he worked but actually
for prévacy with his girl friend. Who with her nusband served me a real banquet ‘A%, fone.
The rest of the trips that year I had the use of a former slave quarters in the Garden
District as the guest of a woman whode son had escaped frou an insane assylum with a
doctor’s pistﬁll to }dll Garrison. Instead he be..t his mother up. When I drove up %o
Jackson, where he was in a closed wuard, to interview him, * had one of my sources with
me, a young woman + knew was at the very leust a narciink and I was driving a Fiat
sports car. I was loaned it by a dealer who had had as his sules munager a Bay of Bigs
captive I'd befriended in the owner's presence. I think this also indicates that I'm not
parancid. VD)

There is a reflection of what + wus talking a%fzt, your hc&ﬁ/loaowled@ of the
basic fact, on page 1, grap 5, your 1). You say the body reached/_/. ethesda at 6 and the
autopsy begun at 8, ask when the pictures and X- -ays were taken, and say it took 2 hours,
at leust 1 1/2 for the body to get from ibdrews to Jethesda.[L Ve Forgotten what is suid
[to be the proise time of arrival at the hospitul and when the pictyres were taken or when
the cutting-up began, bup as I remember, it,4 p.u. E% Burkley had the radio operator
make arrangemetns from &'t for the autopsy to be done at Bethesda. There was #&x no trickery
with the amb‘fxlance. ¥When it left andrews and when it got to _6’ethesda is recorded. It was
about a half hour. The first X~rays were taken in the X-ray room befors the body was
taken to where the aut¥fsy was done. I doa't recall the time on the picture-taking. Other
X-rays were taken during the autopsy with a poriuble machine.

o Yes, jaé do try to be precise, whether in lctters or in conversation on this subject.
Ynis is not being "super-legalistic.™ It is simply being accurate.
pe

$ou say I care about this subject but "not enough," which you underlined. fou can
have your opinion. I'm sorry if you and as you say almost everyone you know can't under—
stand my writing. ferhaps fif you had the education of the high school and younger child-
ren who write me after reading it you'd have less trouble. They have no trouble understanding
and offering informed commeirt and asking sensible questions. .

You say you go on your own interaction with those you interview. Is 0'connor an
example? You have only belated questions about him, after my comments, if ] recall cor-
rectly. 4nd you have done any further thecking on what they have said? “one 2 impossible.

With regard to the Dallas doctors and vwhat they told you, I repeat, they sald the



